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Preface

For a long time, both of us have been baffled and frustrated by
emotionally charged paradigmatic debates about the nature of
international relations and the growing gap between the worlds of
scholarship and politics these debates revealed. At a 2003 work-
shop, we had ample opportunity to define and debate an alternative
mode of inquiry we now refer to as ‘analytic eclecticism.’ Our lively
discussions at that workshop and a series of jointly authored papers
prepared us to write this book.

We have learned a great deal from each other and about ourselves
– including about the benefits of having the trains run on time and
the beauty of a sentence that runs less than six lines. We have
exchanged over 2,000 e-mail messages sharing ideas, arguing points
with seriousness and humor, and making countless revisions in our
writings. Above all, we have enjoyed our intellectual conversations
and company. Writing this book has been unmitigated fun.

The last two decades have witnessed important changes in world
politics. The end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the
Soviet Union in 1989–91, Al-Qaeda’s 9/11 attacks and their after-
math, and the financial crisis of 2008 constitute major events with
far-reaching consequences for the structure of world politics. They
also present unique opportunities for learning about the limitations
of the paradigms with which scholars apprehend the world. Too
often, these opportunities are wasted; for too often, we pull up
drawbridges protecting our paradigmatic sandcastles rather than
lowering them to explore how wind and water have altered the
terrain outside of the fragile walls we have built. In this book we
challenge that practice. Eclecticism cultivates conversations, not
only with like-minded scholars but also with others combing the
same beach equipped with different intuitions and tools. Learning
from unfamiliar encounters, we argue, is a wise investment, not a
waste of time.

All of the normal caveats obtain about the limitations of this
book. We know firsthand that scholars have strong feelings and
voice strong opinions about some of the issues we raise. Nobody

xiii



has the last word on questions that cut to the core of what inter-
national relations scholarship is and does. Ongoing conversations
about these issues remain central to international relations, political
science, and the social sciences. Making the case for analytical
eclecticism in a discipline wedded strongly to paradigmatic conven-
tions and presenting some outstanding eclectic scholarship will, we
hope, further such conversations.

Indeed, our intellectual engagement with colleagues whose works
we discuss in Chapters 3 to 5 has been enormously instructive.
These diverse examples of eclectic scholarship have helped us refine
our own thinking and reinforced our conviction that the variety of
eclectic scholarly practices is the strongest defense against any
future attempt at turning analytic eclecticism into yet another
paradigm. That would indeed be ironic! Limitations of space and
time prevented us from engaging with many other eclectic studies
and scholars. And, it goes without saying, throughout our careers
we have learned enormous amounts from many outstanding works
of scholarship that were not eclectic in sensibility, style or approach.

We dedicate this book to three of our teachers, mentors, and
friends. Stanley Hoffmann and the late Karl W. Deutsch and Ernst
B. Haas were European émigrés who ranked among the finest and
most distinguished scholars of international relations in the second
half of the twentieth century, both in the United States and world-
wide. They articulated in the 1960s what today would be
considered paradigmatically different approaches to the analysis of
world politics. Our students tell us that Deutsch, Haas, and
Hoffmann were all wrong. It is the role of younger scholars to judge
harshly past scholarship as part of the dark ages and to proclaim
confidently the coming of a new dawn – a practice we remember all
too well. It is the wisdom of older scholars to know better.

Deutsch, Haas, and Hoffmann were fiercely independent schol-
ars who cared more about the world they studied than about their
professional standing or shifting fashions of theory and method.
Different in intellectual temperament and orientation, their writings
and teachings were exemplary in the fresh articulation of research
questions, the development of explanations that could travel
beyond specific empirical domains, and the relevance of their find-
ings for the world of politics and policy. Like all of us, they were
wrong at times. But, they were right in many other ways. Their
intellectual appetites for new and different ways of seeing the world
were voracious. Their brilliant minds crossed all sorts of boundaries
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with ease. They never lost the skeptical admiration with which
European scholars viewed American scholarship. And they
remained always aware of both the limits of our theoretical models
and the capaciousness of human reason.

With a twinkle in his eye, Deutsch used to tell an imaginary story
of Tom Schelling and Morton Halperin, instructed by their models
of coercive bargaining, both driving their cars through Harvard
Square at high speed without looking right or left; after encounter-
ing each other at an intersection, they appeared heavily bandaged in
class the next day. Haas exuded the image of the stern German
father, offering scathing criticisms to legions of graduate students,
many of whom would later become prominent scholars in their own
right. To Rudy, he even wrote an irate letter after a first-semester IR
seminar announcing that ‘Berkeley is not the right place for you,’
only to later hire him as a research assistant and serve on his
dissertation committee. He had high standards, but no fixed truths.
Still legendary today are the many dry asides with which Hoffmann
liked to puncture the overblown claims of a supposedly universal
yet embarrassingly ahistorical and American-centric science of
world politics. And all three acknowledged freely the forever pre-
liminary, contingent, and contestable nature of our claims and
findings.

In today’s paradigm-centered world, Deutsch’s twinkles, Haas’s
tough love, and Hoffmann’s dry wit too often have given way to
nasty reviews, verbal assaults, and barely concealed snickers. The
border separating paradigmatic debate from inter-paradigm war-
fare is thin. Even though we live in our fragile sandcastles on
beaches exposed to stormy waters, often we are too certain of
ourselves and too willing to take no prisoners in proclaiming
victory. This book is in part a modest effort to counteract these
unfortunate tendencies. As scholarly conversationalists, we fall well
short of the standards of a Stanley Hoffmann, a Karl Deutsch, or an
Ernie Haas. Their intellectual boldness, humility, honesty, and
openness to alternative ideas, however, have been an important
source of inspiration for this book.

RS AND PJK
PHILADELPHIA AND PRINCETON

JULY 2010
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Chapter 1

Analytic eclecticism

In a Washington Post column titled ‘Scholars on the sidelines,’
Joseph Nye (2009) has lamented the growing gap between theory
and policy in the field of international relations: ‘Scholars are
paying less attention to questions about how their work relates to
the policy world.… Advancement comes faster for those who
develop mathematical models, new methodologies or theories
expressed in jargon that is unintelligible to policymakers.’ Nye’s
fears are not unfounded. In fact, they are a stark reminder of the
truth of Charles Lindblom’s and David Cohen’s (1979) observation
made exactly three decades before: that there is a persistent chasm
between what ‘suppliers’ of social research offer and what the
prospective ‘users’ of this research seek. One reason for this has to
do with the excessive compartmentalization of knowledge in the
social sciences, and particularly in the field of international rela-
tions. Simply put, too much of social scientific research in the
academe is divided across, and embedded within, discrete
approaches that we often refer to as ‘paradigms’ or ‘research
traditions.’ Paradigm-bound research provides powerful insights,
but in the absence of complementary efforts to compare and inte-
grate insights from multiple paradigms, the latter can become a
‘hindrance to understanding,’ as Albert Hirschman (1970) noted
long ago.

Proponents of particular paradigms proceed on the basis of
specific sets of a priori assumptions not shared by others. They pose
research questions, establish boundaries for investigations, and
evaluate research products in a manner that reflects these assump-
tions. Based on ontological and epistemological principles
established by fiat, they posit clusters of theories or narratives that
assign primacy to certain kinds of causal factors rather than others.
In doing so, over time adherents of paradigms discover novel facts
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and generate increasingly sophisticated arguments. But this is
understood as progress only by the adherents of a given paradigm.
It does not redound to progress that is recognized or appreciated,
either by the discipline writ large or by those outside the academe
who look to social scientists for usable knowledge. Instead, schol-
arly discourse risks becoming dominated by self-referential
academic debates at the expense of addressing the complexities and
messiness of everyday problems.

In this book, we aim to do more than show that paradigm-bound
scholarship has come up short. We argue that it is possible, indeed
necessary, for scholars to resist the temptation to assume that one or
another research tradition is inherently superior for posing and
solving all problems, and we maintain that we can and should do a
better job of recognizing and delineating relationships between
concepts, observations, and causal stories originally constructed in
different analytic perspectives. At the same time, going ‘beyond
paradigms’ does not mean discarding or ignoring the work being
done by adherents of those paradigms. It means exploring substan-
tive relationships and revealing hidden connections among
elements of seemingly incommensurable paradigm-bound theories,
with an eye to generating novel insights that bear on policy debates
and practical dilemmas. This requires an alternative way of think-
ing about the relationships among assumptions, concepts, theories,
the organization of research, and real-world problems. We call this
alternative analytic eclecticism.1

We are not the first to note the shortcomings of paradigm-bound
research or to make reference to eclectic approaches. However, our
argument is distinctive in its effort to create a more coherent and
systematic understanding of what constitutes analytic eclecticism,
how it engages and integrates existing strands of scholarship, and
what value it adds to academic and policy debates. This is more
than a call for pluralism and tolerance. And it is more than a plea for
more policy-oriented research at the expense of theory. Analytic
eclecticism is about making intellectually and practically useful
connections among clusters of analyses that are substantively
related but normally formulated in separate paradigms. It rests on a
pragmatic set of assumptions, downplays rigid epistemic commit-
ments, and focuses on the consequences of scholarship for concrete
dilemmas. It challenges the analytic boundaries derived from para-
digmatic assumptions, and refuses to carve up complex social
phenomena solely for the purpose of making them more tractable to
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a particular style of analysis. Instead, it identifies important sub-
stantive questions that have relevance for the real world, and it
integrates empirical observations and causal stories that are posited
in separate paradigm-bound theories or narratives. In doing so,
analytic eclecticism holds forth the promise of richer explanations.
It also offers a means to reduce the gap between the practical
knowledge required by policymakers and everyday actors, and the
research products generated by academic disciplines and subfields.
Since it depends heavily on the theoretical and empirical work
generated within paradigms and research traditions, analytic eclec-
ticism does not seek to displace them. The goal is not to synthesize,
subsume, or replace paradigms. It is to demonstrate the practical
relevance of, and substantive connections among, theories and
narratives constructed within seemingly discrete and irreconcilable
approaches.

In this chapter, we first lay out what we mean by paradigms and
research traditions, and consider both their usefulness and their
limitations. We then offer a more explicit definition of analytic
eclecticism, and elaborate on the reasons that make it a valuable
complement to paradigm-bound scholarship in the social sciences.
We also address the issue posed by the supposed incommensurabil-
ity of theories embedded in alternative research traditions, and we
distinguish analytic eclecticism from unifying synthesis and from
multi-method research and triangulation. We then identify three
markers we employ to identify eclectic scholarship throughout this
book.

Chapter 2 conceives of eclecticism in relation to paradigms in
international relations, emphasizing the complex interactions
among the distribution of material capabilities (privileged by real-
ists), the interests and efficiency gains pursued by individual and
collective actors (privileged by liberals), and the ideational factors
that shape how actors understand their world and their identities
within it (privileged by constructivists). Chapters 3 to 5 offer
illustrations of eclectic work in the fields of national and inter-
national security (Chapter 3), global political economy (Chapter 4),
and various forms of global/regional governance (Chapter 5). In the
Conclusion (Chapter 6), we consider the lessons to be gleaned from
these examples of eclectic scholarship in international relations. We
do not offer a synthetic guide to eclectic research, which would run
counter to the pragmatist ethos of analytic eclecticism. Instead, we
emphasize the distinctiveness and usefulness of adopting an eclectic
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approach to the formulation of problems, to the construction of
explanations, and to the connection of theory to practice. We also
consider the professional risks and trade-offs of eclectic scholarship
for individuals, and argue that we should accept them in light of the
limitations of paradigm-bound scholarship in reducing the gap
noted by Nye (2009) between theory and policy. We also note the
proliferation of parallel arguments in favor of eclectic styles of
reasoning in other fields of scholarship and practice.

Paradigms and research traditions

Social science disciplines have witnessed many battles among con-
tending approaches, each claiming to offer a superior analytic
framework for making sense of core issues in various disciplines.
What most consistently divides these schools of thought are not
their substantive claims about specific phenomena but their
metatheoretical assumptions concerning how such claims should be
developed and supported. Although such foundational assumptions
typically cannot be subjected to empirical tests, they influence many
research tasks, including specifying whether the objective is to
uncover general laws, develop deeper understandings of action in
specific contexts, or encourage critique and political action; deter-
mining what aspects of phenomena are worth analyzing and how
questions about these phenomena are to be posed; and establishing
what types of concepts, methods, and standards are to be followed
in developing answers to these questions, whether in the form of
theories, models, narratives, or ethnographies.2

Following the seminal work of Thomas Kuhn (1962), some
scholars have employed the concept of paradigms to characterize
and distinguish approaches on the basis of their core foundational
assumptions. Kuhn challenged Karl Popper’s (1959) characteriza-
tion of scientific knowledge, which treats falsification as the basis
for continuous and cumulative progress. Kuhn interpreted the
history of science as a sequence of discrete periods of normal
science, separated by relatively short episodes of revolutionary
science. A period of normal science is typically marked by the
ascendance of a single dominant paradigm that determines the
central research questions, the theoretical vocabulary to be
employed, the range of acceptable methods, and the criteria for
assessing how well a given question has been answered. When fully
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institutionalized, the weak links of a paradigm are no longer recog-
nized, its foundational assumptions are no longer questioned, and
its anomalies are consistently overlooked or considered beyond the
purview of acceptable research endeavors. Revolutionary science
occurs in those brief interludes when scientific communities, frus-
trated by increasing numbers of anomalies, begin to focus on new
problems and take up new approaches that help resolve such
anomalies. Once a new cluster of questions, assumptions, and
approaches has acquired large numbers of supporters, the door is
open for the emergence of a new paradigm. Significantly, paradigms
are assumed to be incommensurable with one another, making it
impossible to integrate or compare theories developed within each
of them.

Other scholars (Elman and Elman 2003) have employed Imre
Lakatos’ (1970) concept of research program to map diverse
strands of scholarship and assess the possibilities for progress in a
given field. Responding to Kuhn’s rejection of objective markers of
continuous progress, Lakatos sought to make room for a more
pluralistic view of coexisting scientific communities, each with its
own research program. Lakatosian research programs have a
number of features – a ‘hard core,’ a ‘protective belt’ of auxiliary
assumptions, and positive and negative ‘heuristics’ – which essen-
tially perform the same functions as Kuhn’s paradigms: they protect
core metatheoretical assumptions from being challenged or sub-
jected to empirical tests. Yet Lakatos extends the ‘staying power’ of
a theory by giving proponents the opportunity to defend or refine
their theories, rather than discard a theory at the first sign of
disconfirming evidence or unexplained anomalies. This possibility
is related to the distinction Lakatos draws between ‘progressive’
and ‘degenerative’ research programs. Progressive programs are
capable of producing new theories that can surpass the explanatory
power of past theories while striving to account for previously
unexplained phenomena. Degenerative programs face a growing
number of anomalies, and deal with these by offering ad hoc
accounts that are only loosely attached to existing theories devel-
oped in a progressive phase. A Lakatosian view of science allows us
to capture the varying trajectories of contending approaches in such
fields as international relations. It still assumes, however, that
substantive research proceeds forward within research communi-
ties whose members agree upon core assumptions, questions,
methods, and standards of evaluation. Without such a consensus,
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adherents of different research programs are not likely to hold
common views on whether a given program is progressive or
degenerating.

Whatever their utility in tracing the history of the natural sci-
ences, both Kuhnian and Lakatosian models of scientific progress
face limitations when it comes to capturing the enduring debates
and intellectual shifts characteristic of international relations. The
recurrent and divisive confrontations over various tenets associated
with positivism are difficult to square with the notion of inter-
national relations as a ‘normal’ science with a single dominant
paradigm. Lakatos does allow for the coexistence of research pro-
grams, but he does not envision entire disciplines marked by
unending competition among rival approaches, each viewed by its
proponents as ‘progressive’ and challenged by its opponents as
‘degenerating.’ Furthermore, various foundational assumptions can
be weighted and prioritized quite differently by adherents of a
research program; this can give rise to discrete strands of research
that operate with their own ‘hard cores’ and ‘protective belts,’ as
may be happening with various types of constructivism in inter-
national relations (Checkel 2006). Indeed, some of the most
important foundational divides underlying inter-paradigm debates
– for example, objectivism versus subjectivism, universal versus
particular, agency versus structure, material versus ideational –
have proven to be enduring ‘fractal distinctions’ (Abbott 2004, pp.
162–70) which generate and structure debates within the same
paradigm or research program.3 At the same time, certain ontologi-
cal principles can be held in common by theories that originate in
different paradigms – as evident in the fact that some constructivists
accept the realist view of states as motivated by survival in an
anarchic system, while others join liberals in emphasizing the emer-
gence of institutionalized cooperation in international behavior
(Chernoff 2007, p. 69). In short, while Kuhnian paradigms and
Lakatosian research programs can be helpful in capturing some
aspects of evolving debates in international relations (Elman and
Elman 2003), rigid conceptions of either do not square with the
complicated and contentious history of social scientific disciplines
in general, and international relations scholarship in particular.

In this book, we employ a flexibly defined conception of para-
digm, one that approximates the concept of research tradition as
articulated by Larry Laudan (1977, 1996). Like Kuhn and Lakatos,
Laudan recognizes the central role played by long-enduring episte-
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mological commitments that govern the scope and content of
scientific research in any given field. These commitments produce
discrete research traditions, each of which consists of: ‘(1) a set of
beliefs about what sorts of entities and processes make up the
domain of inquiry; and (2) a set of epistemic and methodological
norms about how the domain is to be investigated, how theories are
to be tested, how data are to be collected, and the like’ (Laudan
1996, p. 83). However, unlike Kuhn and Lakatos, Laudan offers no
uniform model for how to track the progress or decline of successive
or competing approaches. Instead, he suggests that different
research traditions not only coexist, but frequently react to each
other. He also observes that research traditions are not mutually
exclusive when it comes to the empirical realities they interpret.
Substantive theories from different research traditions can converge
both in their findings and in their implications. Laudan goes as far
as to acknowledge the possibility of a single scholar working in
multiple research traditions even where their foundations are
widely understood to be incommensurable (Laudan 1977, pp.
104–10).

Laudan thus offers us a view of social science in which intellec-
tual history need not be neatly sequenced into a succession of
Kuhnian paradigms. Moreover, at any given moment, diverse schol-
arly activities need not be shoehorned into one of a handful of
Lakatosian research programs. Laudan’s treatment of the varied
and complex efforts to produce knowledge – with its attention to
the possibilities of overlapping assumptions and converging sub-
stantive interpretations across research traditions – is much more
realistic when it comes to mapping the diverse intellectual currents
that have emerged in the field of international relations over the
past half century. In acknowledging the possibility of scholars
working across traditions, Laudan opens the door to the ‘amalga-
mation’ of theoretical constructs taken from diverse research
traditions (1977, p. 104). We will use the terms ‘paradigm’ and
‘research tradition’ interchangeably throughout this book, and will
understand both terms as referring to the latter, as characterized by
Laudan.

Substantive research that is conceptualized and pursued within
paradigms has much to contribute. For any given problem, before a
more expansive dialogue can take place among a more heterogene-
ous community of scholars, it is useful to first have a more
disciplined dialogue on the basis of a clearly specified set of
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concepts, a common theoretical language, and a common set of
methods and evaluative standards predicated on a common
metatheoretical perspective. Such a set of initial shared
understandings allows for focused empirical research that can be
more easily coded, compared, and cumulated within distinct
research traditions. This process also facilitates the generation of
clear, parsimonious arguments as well as rudimentary stocks of
knowledge that can help to operationalize and delimit further
research without having to reinvent the wheel each time. In inter-
national relations, for example, the (neo)realist paradigm provided
a common theoretical language and analytic framework for focused
debates concerning such phenomena as the causes of war, patterns
of alliance-building, and the logic of deterrence. Similarly,
neoliberal theorists adopted a distinct set of metatheoretical
assumptions as their starting point in order to develop a core
literature on the definition and effects of interdependence and on
the different routes to institutionalized cooperation. It is also worth
emphasizing that ‘creative confrontations’ (Lichbach 2007, p. 274)
between paradigms have often spurred intellectual progress within
a paradigm by motivating its adherents to refine their theories and
narratives in response to challenges from others.

These sorts of intellectual benefits are not, however, a guarantee
of progress for any discipline writ large. Different paradigms adopt
different strategies for limiting the domain of analysis, identifying
research puzzles, interpreting empirical observations, and specify-
ing relevant causal mechanisms. Given the emphasis on parsimony
in the social sciences, adherents of paradigms also tend to rely
heavily on simplifications that make it easier to problematize com-
plex social phenomena and apply their preferred concepts and
tools. Those aspects of reality that are not readily problematized
and analyzed within a given analytic framework are often ignored,
‘blackboxed,’ or treated as ‘exogenous to the model.’ What makes
this practice problematic is that the same empirical phenomenon
may be parsed in different ways for no other reason than to enable
the application of assumptions, concepts, and methods associated
with a given metatheoretical perspective. And because each para-
digm puts forward its own distinct criteria for evaluating the
theories it engenders, there is no basis for shared criteria that a
discipline as a whole can employ to compare the usefulness of
theories for addressing real-world phenomena. As Ian Shapiro
(2005, p. 184) notes, ‘if a phenomenon is characterized as it is so as
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to vindicate a particular theory rather than to illuminate a problem
that has been independently specified, then it is unlikely to gain
much purchase on what is actually going on.’

Thus, it is not surprising that there has been growing interest in
alternatives to scholarship that is explicitly or implicitly designed to
defend the core metatheoretical postulates of a paradigm or
research tradition. Such alternatives focus on the practical utility of
theories in relation to concrete problems in the real world rather
than on their ability to meet the criteria established by proponents
of particular paradigms. Within the context of international rela-
tions, a growing number of scholars (including those featured in
Chapters 3 to 5 in this book) have chosen to bypass the paradigm
wars. Instead, they address vexing issues of both scholarly and
practical import through complex arguments that incorporate ele-
ments of theories or narratives originally drawn up in separate
research traditions. Many of these works are also a response to the
growing gap between self-contained, academic debates and broader
public debates over policy and practice. What we call analytic
eclecticism is intended to capture the contributions of, and provide
a coherent intellectual rationale for, this relatively new movement
that resists ‘a priori constraints on the kinds of questions that social
scientists ask of social life and on the kinds of theories they are likely
to entertain’ (Shapiro and Wendt 2005, p. 50).

What analytic eclecticism is and does

Simplifications based on a single theoretical lens involve trade-offs,
and can produce enduring blind spots unless accompanied by
complementary, countervailing efforts to ‘recomplexify’ problems
(Scott 1995). Without such efforts, academic discourse risks becom-
ing little more than a cluster of research activities addressing
artificially segmented problems, with little thought to the implica-
tions of findings for real-world dilemmas facing political and social
actors. This is where analytic eclecticism, despite its own limitations
(noted below), makes its distinctive contribution as social scientists
seek to contend with the complexity of social phenomena that bear
on the practical dilemmas and constraints faced by decision makers
and other actors in the ‘real’ world.
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We define as eclectic any approach that seeks to extricate, trans-
late, and selectively integrate analytic elements – concepts, logics,
mechanisms, and interpretations – of theories or narratives that
have been developed within separate paradigms but that address
related aspects of substantive problems that have both scholarly
and practical significance. Paradigm-bound scholarship typically
focuses on questions that conform to particular metatheoretical
assumptions and lend themselves to the use of particular concepts
and approaches. Analytic eclecticism takes on problems as they are
understood and experienced by political actors, without excessively
simplifying such problems simply to fit the scholarly conventions or
theoretical boundaries established by any one tradition. Paradigm-
bound scholarship typically assumes the ontological and causal
primacy of certain types of phenomena, mechanisms, and processes
while disregarding or marginalizing others. Analytic eclecticism
explores how diverse mechanisms posited in competing paradigm-
bound theories might interact with each other, and how, under
certain conditions, they can combine to affect outcomes that inter-
est both scholars and practitioners. In this section, we elaborate
on the rationale for eclectic scholarship, consider the challenge
of incommensurability, and sharpen the definition of analytic
eclecticism by stipulating what it is not.

The rationale for analytic eclecticism

Even though there is no basis for definitively establishing whether
one set of a priori principles is inherently more ‘correct’ than others,
paradigms and research traditions proceed on the basis of a distinct
set of foundational principles, and frame their problems and argu-
ments accordingly. This means that the kinds of empirical
observations and causal logics offered in defense of a theoretical
argument developed in one paradigm will not have the same signifi-
cance for a theoretical argument developed on the basis of a
different set of foundational assumptions. Certainly, one can still
work within a single paradigm to reveal its full potential. However,
the reasonableness of the core foundational postulates identified
with competing paradigms also justifies a more eclectic search for
hidden connections and complementarities among theories embed-
ded in different paradigms. In the context of the philosophy of
science, this position is analogous to one invoked by John Vasquez
(2003, p. 426) in defending his use of multiple frames of appraisal:
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Eclecticism is a well-known response to the quandary of
having to adapt a philosophy when one finds all existing
philosophies having some flaws but, at the same time, some
elements worthy of adopting. This is the situation in all of
the social sciences when we find ourselves confronting the
fields of epistemology and philosophy of science. It is
perfectly permissible to select one frame and apply it sys-
tematically, but given that there is no one single flawless
frame, there is no reason that would logically prohibit the
use of other frames as well.

There exists also a second and positive reason for making more
space for analytic eclecticism: eclectic modes of inquiry increase the
chances that students of world politics, and the ordinary actors they
claim to study, might more frequently generate more useful theoreti-
cal and empirical insights. These insights can elude adherents of
paradigms who view their problems through distinct lenses that are
specifically designed to filter out certain ‘inconvenient’ facts to
enable a more focused analysis. The very features that enable
proponents of a paradigm to delimit the objects of their research
entail that the research will not speak to a range of potentially
relevant phenomena, processes, and mechanisms. This is precisely
why analytic eclecticism is a vitally important complement to
paradigmatic scholarship: it forgoes the simplifications required by
paradigmatic boundaries and permits a more comprehensive assess-
ment of the practical relevance and relative significance of findings
generated within multiple paradigms.

This line of argument harkens back to Hirschman’s (1970, p.
341) observation that experienced politicians, whose intuitions are
more likely to take into account ‘a variety of forces at work,’
frequently offer more useful conjectures and forecasts in a given
situation than do adherents of paradigms, who necessarily ignore
some of these forces and run the risk of a high degree of error in
their efforts to explain phenomena and forecast large-scale transfor-
mations. Paradigms may be ‘useful for the apprehending of many
elements’ in the unfolding of significant transformations; but, for
Hirschman (1970, p. 343), proponents of specific paradigms have
little to offer to actors seeking to engineer social change:

The architect of social change can never have a reliable
blueprint. Not only is each house he builds different from
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any other that was built before, but it also necessarily uses
new construction materials and even experiments with
untested principles of stress and structure. Therefore what
can be most usefully conveyed by the builders of one house
is an understanding of the experience that made it all
possible to build under these trying circumstances.

Echoing Hirschman’s position, Philip Tetlock (2005, p. 214) con-
tends that a single analytic framework ‘confers the benefits of
closure and parsimony but desensitizes us to nuance, complexity,
contingency, and the possibility that our theory is wrong.’ Utilizing
differently calibrated tests of judgmental accuracy in a wide variety
of settings, Tetlock’s study of decision making demonstrates that
grossly inaccurate forecasts are more common when experts
employ a single parsimonious approach and rely excessively upon
broad abstractions ‘to organize messy facts and to distinguish the
possible from the impossible’ (Tetlock 2005, p. 88). Conversely,
better forecasts are more likely when experts rely on various kinds
of knowledge and information to improvise ad hoc solutions in a
rapidly changing world. Adapting the famous reference from Isaiah
Berlin’s work, Tetlock suggests that, all other things being equal,
‘eclectic foxes’ tend to do better than ‘intellectually aggressive
hedgehogs.’ What distinguishes the cognitive style of foxes and
enables them to gain higher forecasting skill scores is their refusal
‘to be anchored down by theory-laden abstractions,’ along with
their readiness ‘to blend opposing hedgehog arguments’ (Tetlock
2005, p. 91).

Analytic eclecticism represents such an effort at blending, a
means for scholars to guard against the risks of excessive reliance on
a single analytic perspective. This is particularly true when it comes
to understanding intersections and interactions among multiple
social processes in different domains of social reality. Peter Hall
(2003, p. 387) notes that the ontologies guiding the study of politics
are increasingly characterized by ‘more extensive endogeneity and
the ubiquity of complex interaction effects.’ Accordingly, analytic
eclecticism refuses to exclude certain aspects of social phenomena
from the framework of analysis simply for the purpose of satisfying
boundary conditions and scholarly conventions linked to a priori
paradigmatic assumptions. Instead, it trains its sights on the
connections and interactions among a wide range of causal forces
normally analyzed in isolation from one another. This does not
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guarantee consensus on forecasts or prescriptions that can assist
policymakers and lay actors. It does, however, encourage a wider,
more open-ended conversation about how the different causal
forces identified by proponents of different paradigms might coex-
ist as part of a more complex, yet usable analytic framework that
helps in making sense of concrete social phenomena.

Analytic eclecticism is also a response to what Shapiro (2005,
p. 2) refers to as ‘the flight from reality’ among academics, that is
the growing gap between theoretical debates within the academe
and demands for policy relevance and practicality outside it. We are
not suggesting here that all academic scholarship be reorganized so
as to cater to the existing agendas of policymakers. Indeed, as Anne
Norton (2004) cautions, problem-oriented scholarship can end up
enlisting scholars in the unreflective service of those exercising
power. In this it often reinforces acceptance of particular
worldviews and uniform modes of inquiry at the expense of critical
thinking in relation to existing policy agendas and practices. At the
same time there exists a very real danger of scholarship getting
overly preoccupied with purely academic disputes that are
hermetically blocked off from public discourse and policy debates
about important issues of interest to both scholars and practition-
ers. Analytic eclecticism is part of a wider effort to restore ‘the
balance between detachment and engagement, between withdrawal
behind the monastic walls of the university and the joys and dangers
of mixing with the profane world outside’ (Wallace 1996, p. 304).

The not insurmountable challenge of
incommensurability

Trafficking in theories drawn from competing paradigms has its
hazards. Most significant is the possible incommensurability across
theories drawn from different paradigms. The incommensurability
thesis has its roots in early twentieth-century philosophy, in the
work of Pierre Duhem (1954) among others. In contemporary
discussions, it is most famously associated with arguments of Paul
Feyerabend (1962) and Thomas Kuhn (1962). The thesis makes a
straightforward claim. Because they are formulated on the basis of
distinct ontologies and epistemological assumptions, the specific
concepts, terms, and standards used in one theoretical approach are
not interchangeable with those used in another. There can be no
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equivalence, either in the meaning of concepts used in different
paradigms, or in the standards established by those paradigms to
evaluate or compare theories. Theories cannot be validated or
refuted on the basis of any one set of empirical observations. Simply
put, there exists no agreed-upon understanding about the signifi-
cance of specific observations or about the testing protocols
followed by proponents of different theories.

The incommensurability thesis could be interpreted in such a way
as to render futile any effort to integrate the concepts, analytic
principles, and theoretical propositions formulated across different
research traditions. As James Johnson (2002) notes, danger lurks
when we move between research traditions founded on competing
ontological and epistemological principles. Specifically, unrecog-
nized conceptual problems are likely to subvert the explanatory
objectives of a theory when we use its conceptual vocabulary
unreflectively in a fundamentally different analytic framework.
Moreover, there is the danger that attempts at integrating theories
from different paradigms may superficially homogenize fundamen-
tally incompatible perspectives at a higher level of abstraction
without enhancing our ability to understand complex phenomena
on the ground (Harvey and Cobb 2003, p. 146). The problem of
incommensurability thus poses an important challenge for eclectic
analyses. For two reasons, however, we do not believe that the
problem is insurmountable.

First, the incommensurability thesis is most compelling when it
comes to uniform criteria for evaluating diverse theories; it is much
less constraining when it comes to integrating elements from these
theories. Donald Davidson (1974) and Hilary Putnam (1981) have
both noted that the incommensurability thesis would be valid only
if it were completely impossible to translate terms expressed in the
language of one theoretical scheme into the language of another.
Putnam (1981, p. 115; see also Oberheim 2006, p. 28) argues: ‘[I]f
the thesis were really true, then we could not translate other
languages – or even past stages of our own language.’ Others have
suggested that a ‘hard’ version of the incommensurability thesis
entails a narrow vision of science in which various theories are
treated solely as mutually exclusive explanatory systems, when in
reality key elements or terms within certain theories can be adjusted
and incorporated into others (Hattiangadi 1977; Wisdom 1974).4

In fact, Feyerabend himself was primarily concerned with the idea
of neutral testing protocols that could be invoked to compare
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different types of theories; he neither viewed incommensurability as
implying untranslatability, nor assumed that translatability was a
precondition for theory comparison (Oberheim 2006). The incom-
mensurability thesis does pose a serious problem for the notion of
objective criteria for evaluating theories drawn from different para-
digms. When it comes to combining elements from different
theories, however, the challenge is not as severe as is frequently
assumed.

Second, within the context of the social sciences, it is worth
noting that theories concerning substantive questions must ulti-
mately rely on empirical referents to operationalize concepts,
variables, and mechanisms. These referents provide a means for
adjusting and integrating features of theories originally embedded
in different paradigms. By focusing on the substantive indicators
employed to apply concepts, it becomes possible to reconceptualize
and partially combine specific causal links drawn from different
paradigm-bound theories. Alternatively, as Craig Parsons (2007,
p. 3) notes, it is possible to break down competing explanatory
logics into modules in such a way that they become compatible at a
higher level of abstraction, ‘such that we could imagine a world in
which all were operating while we debate how much variants of
each contributed to any given action.’ It thus becomes possible to
temporarily separate foundational metatheoretical postulates from
specific substantive claims or interpretations. This, in turn, opens
the door to direct comparison between, and greater integration of,
analytic elements drawn from casual stories embedded in different
paradigms so long as these stories concer similar or related phenom-
ena.5

These observations suggest that the problem of incommensura-
bility is a relative one. Even within a single paradigm, the same term
can be defined and used differently by different scholars offering
different causal stories. Admittedly, the challenge is greater when
traversing paradigms. But it is not insurmountable as long as proper
care is taken to consider the premises upon which specific analytic
components are operationalized. It is possible to ensure that con-
cepts and analytic principles are properly understood in their
original conceptual frameworks, and to adjust or translate these
terms by considering how they are operationalized in the relevant
empirical contexts by proponents of various paradigms. This does
not guarantee theoretical coherence or conceptual equivalence in all
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cases, but it does point to possibilities for limiting the problem of
incommensurability.

Clarification: What analytic eclecticism is not

Analytic eclecticism is not intended as a means to hedge one’s bets to
cope with uncertainty, as Göran Therborn (2005, pp. 25–6) has
suggested. We view eclecticism as focused on seeking the best
answer for a problem at any given time, on the basis of relevant
insights drawn from existing theories and narratives. We also see it
as courageous in that it requires scholars to engage in research
without the ‘protective belts’ and ‘negative heuristics’ (Lakatos
1970) that often shield scholars operating within the confines of a
research program. In addition, eclectic scholars have to engage
quite diverse cognitive styles while coping with wide-ranging chal-
lenges from those who have greater commitment to, and more
command over, specific theoretical elements.

Analytic eclecticism is not predicated upon the idea that incorpo-
rating elements from diverse theories will necessarily provide a
single ‘correct’ answer. A commitment to an eclectic approach
leaves ample room for disagreement about the significance of
particular configurations and the relative weights of various causal
forces in relation to a specified problem. The point is not to insist on
consensus on substantive issues by mechanically staking out an
intermediate position between starkly opposed perspectives.
Rather, it is to ensure that communities of scholars do not speak
past each other when they simplify complex phenomena and slice
up real-world problems in line with their preferred theoretical
vocabularies and analytic boundaries.

Analytic eclecticism does not imply that ‘anything goes.’ In fact,
the general definition of eclecticism as well as its utility in a specific
context depends on the recognition that paradigm-bound research
has generated plentiful evidence about the causal significance of
various mechanisms and processes operating in some domain of the
social world. In other words, analytic eclecticism requires us not
only to appreciate the theories and narratives developed within
different paradigms, but also to make the wager that they contain
important causal insights that need to be taken seriously in any
effort to make sense of complex social phenomena. It is entirely
possible, indeed likely, that these insights might never have emerged

16 Beyond Paradigms



without the concerted efforts of researchers operating on the basis
of paradigmatic assumptions and boundaries. The value-added of
analytic eclecticism lies not in bypassing paradigm-bound scholar-
ship or giving license to explore each and every imaginable factor,
but in recognizing, connecting, and utilizing the insights generated
by paradigm-bound scholarship concerning the combined signifi-
cance of various factors when domains of social analysis are no
longer artificially segregated. Both logically and temporally, ana-
lytic eclecticism follows paradigmatically organized efforts to
develop insights and arguments about segments of social phenom-
ena. As Parsons (2007, p. 43) notes, ‘There is no solid middle
ground without poles, no useful eclecticism without distinct things
to mix.’

Analytic eclecticism is not theoretical synthesis. It is true that
what we regard as ‘eclecticism’ is sometimes referred to casually as
‘synthesis.’ Gunther Hellmann (2003, p. 149) speaks of a ‘prag-
matic fusion of synthesis and dialogue’ in promoting open-ended
communication and combinatorial problem solving, both of which
we associate with eclecticism. We view analytic eclecticism as a
flexible approach that needs to be tailored to a given problem and to
existing debates over aspects of this problem. As such, it categori-
cally rejects the idea of a unified synthesis that can provide a
common theoretical foundation for various sorts of problem. Genu-
ine theoretical synthesis requires something very rare and
extraordinary: a marked departure from the core ontological and
epistemological assumptions associated with contending research
traditions, followed by a convergence upon a new set of found-
ational assumptions that will bound and guide research on all kinds
of substantive issues and problems. Without such a convergence,
efforts at synthesis are likely to remain, at best, intellectually
hegemonic projects that end up marginalizing the contributions
produced by existing paradigms (Lichbach 2003).

Andrew Moravcsik (2003) offers a dissenting view. He recog-
nizes that theories operate on the basis of different ontologies, but
he views theoretical synthesis as both possible and desirable so long
as elements of a synthetic argument are disaggregated and tested
with specific methods. We share the pragmatic spirit of Moravcsik’s
argument, which downplays epistemic principles. However, we are
not certain that it constitutes a move towards genuine ‘synthesis’ as
the term is normally understood. Moravcsik implies that synthesis
is additive, with each element constituting an independent
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proposition and subjected to a specific type of test. However,
different methods of theory testing are predicated on different
epistemological assumptions linked to Popperian, Hempelian, and
Lakatosian views on the role of empirical observations in the
development of theory. In contemporary social science, while some
are content with an exclusive focus on statistical tests, others are
more concerned with internal logical consistency than with the
results of any one particular form of external empirical validation.
Moreover, the testing of different components of a ‘synthetic’
theory would require scholars to put the emphasis right back on the
separate causal claims, drawing attention away from the complex
interaction effects at play within a given context or problem.
Eclectic work does need to be assessed in relation to available
evidence and alternative arguments. Such work cannot, however, be
evaluated solely on the basis of separate tests applied to discrete
components; it is also necessary to consider the originality and
utility of the whole as it relates to both existing scholarly debates
and concrete issues of interest to policymakers or other practition-
ers.

Finally, analytic eclecticism is not coterminous with multi-
method research or methodological triangulation (Jick 1979;
Tarrow 1995; Lieberman 2005; Capoccia 2006). To be sure, ana-
lytic eclecticism benefits from the pluralistic impulse associated
with multi-method research. Moreover, attempts to investigate the
interaction between macro-level phenomena, micro-level decision
making and context-specific processes will benefit from attention to
findings generated through different kinds of approaches. Analytic
eclecticism thus requires a broad understanding of the particular
strengths, limitations, and trade-offs across different methodologi-
cal perspectives. Yet it is important not to conflate analytic
eclecticism with multi-method research. Analytic eclecticism is
focused on the theoretical constructs that we deploy to capture the
complexity of important social problems. The combinatorial logic
of analytic eclecticism depends not on the multiplicity of methods
but on the multiplicity of connections between different mecha-
nisms and logics normally analyzed in isolation in separate research
traditions. In principle, such a project can be advanced by the
flexible application of a single method – be it game theory, regres-
sion analysis, case studies, or ethnography – so long as the problem
and the emergent causal story take into account elements drawn
from theories developed in separate paradigms.
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Recognizing analytic eclecticism

Eclecticism can be pursued at many levels, ranging from the
negotiation of competing strands of analysis within a paradigm to a
more holistic search for interactions among theoretical principles
found across disciplines as diverse as biology and sociology. In the
particular context of international relations, we distinguish analytic
eclecticism from paradigm-driven research on the basis of three
markers. These are related to the manner in which problems are
recognized and articulated, the complexity of the explanatory strat-
egy and causal story, and the extent of pragmatic engagement with
concrete real-world dilemmas and conditions (see Table 1.1).

Table 1.1 The markers of eclectic scholarship

+ Open-ended problem formulation encompassing complexity of
phenomena, not intended to advance or fill gaps in paradigm-bound
scholarship.

+ Middle-range causal account incorporating complex interactions
among multiple mechanisms and logics drawn from more than one
paradigm.

+ Findings and arguments that pragmatically engage both academic
debates and the practical dilemmas of policymakers/practitioners.

First, analytic eclecticism features the articulation of problems that
reflect, rather than simplify, the complexity and multi-
dimensionality of social phenomena of interest to both scholars and
practitioners. Research questions within paradigm-bound projects
tend to be formulated to test theories derived from that paradigm,
to fill in gaps thought to exist among theories constructed within
the paradigm, or to explore anomalies or new phenomena that
these theories have yet to account for. That is not to say that
adherents of paradigms are not concerned about concrete social
phenomena or policy debates. However, the fact remains that the
kinds of question privileged in paradigm-bound research rely on a
set of cognitive structures – concepts, foundational assumptions,
and analytic principles – to delimit and simplify complex social
phenomena. Such simplification can be fruitful and is often una-
voidable in light of practical research constraints, especially in
relation to phenomena on which there is little existing research. It is
also true that ‘scientists always choose or sample a part of reality to
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serve as the object of investigation’ (Lichbach 2003, p. 135). How-
ever, the extent to which and the manner in which social
phenomena are simplified in the articulation of research questions
matter greatly in the evolution of our understanding. As Shapiro
(2005, p. 184) argues: ‘If the problems posited are idiosyncratic
artifacts of the researcher’s theoretical priors, then they will seem
tendentious, if not downright misleading, to everyone except those
who are wedded to her priors.’ This is an especially serious limita-
tion when research focused on such problems is in a position to
influence the beliefs and actions of policymakers and thus have
consequences beyond the confines of the academe.

Eclectic scholarship requires us to transgress paradigmatic
boundaries. An eclectic approach seeks to identify and understand
problems that, while of interest to scholars, bear at least implicitly
on concrete challenges facing social and political actors. Because
they subsume or combine substantively related aspects of questions
that have been constituted within the analytic boundaries of com-
peting paradigms, such problems are likely to have greater scope
and complexity than conventional research questions. Analytic
eclecticism thus does not exist in direct competition with research
traditions. It does not seek to develop better answers to questions
already identified by specific research traditions. Its value-added
lies instead in expanding the scope and complexity of questions so
as to facilitate a more open-ended analysis that can incorporate the
insights of different paradigm-bound theories and relate them to the
concerns of policymakers and ordinary actors.

A second distinguishing feature of analytic eclecticism is its
attention to the multiplicity, heterogeneity, and interaction of causal
mechanisms and processes that generate phenomena of interest to
scholars and practitioners. Elsewhere (Sil and Katzenstein 2010),
we have reviewed how current treatments of mechanisms differ on
whether they are intrinsically unobservable entities, whether they
must recur across a given range of spatio-temporal contexts, and
whether their operation must be mediated by the cognition and
behavior of individuals. Here, we simply note that different concep-
tions of mechanisms reflect fundamental differences in ontology
and epistemology, which incline paradigm-bound theories to focus
on particular domains of reality and to privilege causal forces
whose effects are most obvious in those domains. This may be
appropriate for tackling narrowly defined questions that are posed
to illuminate certain aspects of social reality. But for the kinds of
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Figure 1.1 Eclecticism and the agency/structure and
material/ideational divides

Source: adapted from Sil (2000a, p. 360); see also Wendt (1999, p. 32).

open-ended problems on which eclectic scholarship trains its sights,
we argue that a more expansive and flexible view of causality is
indispensable for revealing those hidden relationships and complex
interaction effects that tend to elude paradigm-bound research.
In practical terms, this requires careful attention to processes that
cut across different levels of analysis and transcend the divide
presumed to exist between observable material factors and
unobservable cognitive or ideational ones. For the substantive
questions on which analytic eclecticism is intended to shed light,
assumptions concerning the ontological primacy of agency/
structure or of material/ideational domains of social reality cannot
be converted into a priori causal primacy of either agents or
structures, and of either material or ideational factors (see Figure
1.1). Eclectic research considers the different ways in which indi-
vidual and collective actors in world politics form and pursue their
material and ideal preferences within given environments. It also
draws attention to the manner in which external environments
influence actors’ understandings of their interests, capabilities,
opportunities, and constraints. And it considers the extent to which
the material and ideational components of these environments are
reproduced or transformed as a result of those actors’ varying
preferences and varying abilities to act upon those preferences.

This also implies that eclectic research will typically produce
neither universal theories nor idiographic narratives, but something

     Material    Ideational 

Structure  

Agency  

Eclecticism
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approximating what Robert Merton (1968) famously referred to as
‘theories of the middle range.’ Middle-range theories are specifically
constructed to shed light on specific sets of empirical phenomena; as
such, they do not aspire to offer a general model or universal theory
that can be readily adapted to investigate other kinds of phenom-
ena. At the same time, even the most idiosyncratic ‘middle-range’
analysis differs from a historical narrative in that it seeks to offer a
causal story that can account for a range of outcomes across a
limited set of comparable contexts. In addition, it incorporates
cause–effect linkages that can, in principle, recur with some degree
of frequency within contexts that possess certain conditions or
characteristics relevant to the problem or phenomenon under
investigation.

Finally, analytic eclecticism encourages the construction of theo-
ries or narratives that generate ‘pragmatic engagement’ with the
social conditions within which prevailing ideas about world politics
have emerged (Haas and Haas 2009, p. 101). Eclectic research is
thus, at least in principle, cast in terms that explicitly or implicitly
allow for the extraction of useful insights that can enrich policy
debates and normative discussions beyond the academe. The point
is not merely to articulate a new argument for the sake of novelty;
nor is it simply to carve out a line of analysis that defies classifica-
tion under an existing set of contending paradigms. It is also to
explore how insights generated by paradigm-bound research may
be used for the purpose of developing a causal story that captures
the complexity, contingency, and messiness of the environment
within which actors must identify and solve problems. Even when it
is not offering explicit policy prescriptions, eclectic scholarship
should have some clear implications for some set of policy debates
or salient normative concerns that enmesh leaders, public intellectu-
als, and other actors in a given political setting. In the absence of a
concern for framing one’s research in such a way, eclectic scholar-
ship will fare no better than paradigm-bound scholarship in terms
of confirming Nye’s fear that ‘academic theorizing will say more
and more about less and less.’ Chapter 2 elaborates on this point in
the context of the ‘pragmatist turn’ in international relations
scholarship.

Certainly, this is not the first time that scholars have criticized
paradigmatic boundaries (e.g. Hirschman 1970), promoted middle-
range theorizing (e.g. Merton 1968), encouraged problem-driven
research grounded in the real world (e.g. Shapiro 2005), or called
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for a narrower gap between social-scientific research and public
policy (e.g. Lindblom and Cohen 1979; Nye 2009). Our
conceptualization of eclectic scholarship is distinctive in that it
seeks to bridge all of these concerns, linking a pragmatist orienta-
tion towards the production of useful knowledge to problem-driven
research aimed at a better understanding of real-world phenomena
and to mid-range causal accounts that draw upon mechanisms and
processes normally analyzed in isolation within separate para-
digms. In contrast to past efforts to casually defend eclectic
approaches (Evans 1995a), we have offered a clear rationale for
analytic eclecticism, emphasizing its distinctive value-added in light
of existing theoretical contributions and research practices. In addi-
tion, we have developed a set of criteria that are reasonably flexible
and yet useful for consistently identifying eclecticism as a distinct,
recognizable style of research as evident in the shared attributes of
the varied scholarship showcased in Chapters 3 to 5. We view this
style of research not as a substitute for but as a necessary comple-
ment to paradigm-bound research. As such, analytic eclecticism is
in a position to open up new channels for communication among
adherents of contending paradigms. It also increases the potential
for creative experimentation with different combinations of con-
cepts, mechanisms, logics, and interpretations in relation to
substantive problems. And, in doing so, it increases the chances that
scholars will be able to collectively generate more novel and more
useful answers to questions that are of both theoretical and
practical significance.
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Chapter 2

Eclecticism, pragmatism,
and paradigms in
international relations

Since its inception in the early twentieth century, the field of
international relations has been divided by enduring and evolving
fault lines between proponents of realism and idealism, of behav-
iorism and traditionalism, of neoliberalism and neorealism, and of
rationalism and constructivism. Beginning with the publication of
Kuhn’s (1962) book on scientific revolutions, it has been fashion-
able to think of these contending schools of thought as paradigms.
In fact, recent surveys conducted by the Project on Teaching,
Research, and International Practice (TRIP) indicate that the vast
majority of scholars worldwide continue to view international
relations scholarship as dominated by paradigmatic analysis. In the
2006 survey of 1,112 scholars in the United States and Canada,
respondents indicated that over 80 percent of the international
relations literature is devoted to scholarly studies based on one
paradigm or another (Maliniak et al. 2007, p. 16). This pattern
continued to be evident in the 2008 survey, which included re-
sponses from 2,724 scholars from the United States and nine other
countries. American respondents estimated that non-paradigmatic
scholarship accounted for just 11 percent of the literature, while
estimates from respondents in other countries ranged anywhere
from 6 percent of the literature in South Africa to 13 percent in
Ireland (Jordan et al. 2009, p. 41). The prevalence of paradigms is
evident in teaching as well: in the 2008 survey, respondents
estimated that 73 percent of course readings in international
relations courses taught worldwide represented paradigmatic work
of one sort or another, with two-thirds of that work coming from
the triad of realism, liberalism, and constructivism (Jordan et al.
2009, p. 18).

For the purpose of distinguishing eclectic scholarship in contem-
porary international relations, we rely in this chapter on the
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familiar triad of constructivism, liberalism, and realism. It goes
without saying that other paradigms have acquired significance, at
times for long periods, in various countries. Marxism and the
English School, for example, continue to be influential outside of
the United States. Furthermore, there exist important variations
within and across paradigms. Nevertheless, the TRIP surveys
confirm that currently constructivism, liberalism, and realism are
the most established and most visible contenders for paradigmatic
dominance.1 These three labels capture meaningful differences in
the ways in which scholars identify themselves and in the cognitive
structures that shape how they pose and approach the problems
they seek to solve. Thus, it is in the context of debates between
realists, liberals, and constructivists that we find it most useful to
elaborate on the significance of analytic eclecticism for the study
of world politics.

We are self-conscious in not using capitals to delineate analytic
eclecticism. Eclecticism is not meant to constitute a discrete new
‘ism’ to replace or subsume all other ‘isms’ in the field of inter-
national relations. It is, however, a useful heuristic for capturing
the common requirements of metatheoretical flexibility and theo-
retical multilingualism necessary for substantive analyses that are
not embedded in any one paradigm. In fact, there are indications
of at least some growing interest in such analyses among a sizable
minority of international relations scholars worldwide. It is worth
noting, for example, that 36 percent of the American respondents
in the 2008 TRIP survey (and about the same percentage of
respondents worldwide) indicated that their own work did not fall
within one of the major international relations paradigms.2 This
figure is noticeably larger than in previous years (Jordan et al.
2009, pp. 9, 33). This increased receptiveness to non-paradigmatic
scholarship makes it all the more necessary to think carefully and
systematically about what kinds of metatheoretical reformulations
and research strategies are most likely to produce useful, coherent
eclectic alternatives to theories put forward by the established
paradigms.

The next section considers the implications for inter-paradigm
debates of the proliferation of discrete clusters of theories within a
paradigm, and of the substantive convergence sometimes seen
among theories embedded in contending paradigms. The following
section considers what an eclectic approach brings to the study of
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world politics, highlighting statements from prominent scholars
who identify with a given paradigm but anticipate the need for
complementary eclectic modes of analysis. The final section identi-
fies important points of connection between analytic eclecticism
and the ethos of pragmatism, a philosophical perspective that has
been on the margins of American international relations but is now
beginning to gain some ground.

The limits of the inter-paradigm debate

For heuristic purposes, Figure 2.1 depicts constructivism, liberal-
ism, and realism as three sides of a triangle. Eclectic scholarship
explores points of connection between at least two, and preferably
all three, of the sides.3 The three paradigms are typically distin-
guished based on certain core assumptions about the nature of
international life, for example in the priority given to identities
and norms, to interests and efficiency gains, or to the distribution
of material capabilities. Because these paradigms are so well
known, we do not offer a comprehensive overview of each of
them. Rather, our discussion emphasizes two related points that
are significant for the case we make for analytic eclecticism. First,
each of the major paradigms encompasses discrete strands that can
be distinguished in terms of the relative priorities assigned to
different ontological, epistemological, and substantive assump-
tions normally associated with that paradigm. The resulting het-
erogeneity of approaches within paradigms suggests that they may
not be as coherent, uniform, and rigid as often assumed. Second,
because
of their internal heterogeneity, each of the paradigms has produced
a fairly wide range of substantive arguments, some of which
converge with arguments developed in other paradigms on par-
ticular issues and policies. This may not herald the end of
inter-paradigm debates, as some have hoped (Waever 1996). It
does, however, point to the possibility of relaxing some of the
more restrictive metatheoretical postulates and theoretical as-
sumptions typically employed to delimit and distinguish para-
digms. If so, this would pave the way for a greater acceptance of
eclectic modes of inquiry.
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Figure 2.1 The triad of major
international relations paradigms

Source: adapted from Sil and Katzenstein (2004). Reproduced with the permis-
sion of Stanford University Press.

The emergence of diversity within paradigms

For much of the twentieth century, realism was the dominant
paradigm in international relations scholarship. After a period of
decline immediately following the Cold War, realism appears to
have entered a phase of ‘renewal’ (Frankel 1996). Realists view the
most critical outcomes in world politics – war and peace among
states – as driven primarily by the balance of power among states
operating in an anarchic system based on the principle of self-help.
In such an environment, what matters most are relative gains in the
distribution of material capabilities, measured largely in terms of
resources required to defend one’s borders and inflict harm on other
states. Given the objective character of these measurements, realists
see no need for the emphasis constructivists place on the ontological
priority of intersubjective constructions. Contra liberals, they see
patterns of cooperation, however institutionalized, as reflecting
either the mutual interests of alliance members or a fleeting conver-
gence of interests around issues of ‘low’ politics rather than the
‘high’ politics of war and peace.
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Over time, important distinctions have emerged within the realist
paradigm. The most significant move featured a departure from the
classical realism of Hans Morgenthau – which emphasized state-
craft based on a balance-of-power logic – in favor of a focus on
structural processes and outcomes at the level of the international
system. Neorealists, or structural realists, view states in the inter-
national system as analogous to firms in the marketplace. Thus,
they treat the distribution of material capabilities among the great
powers in the system in zero-sum terms; the extent to which there
exists a balance of power is directly related to the persistence or
disruption of equilibrium in the system (Waltz 1979). Among
structural realists, there is a significant divide between offensive and
defensive variants, which stress, respectively, states’ readiness to
engage in conflict in the quest for greater power (Mearsheimer
2001) and states’ preoccupation with their own security (Waltz
1979). Recent neorealists have turned their attention to the emula-
tion of successful military practices and innovations, something
never fully developed by earlier realists but clearly implied by the
logic of competition under anarchy (Resende-Santos 2007). An
increasingly prominent neoclassical variant of realism (Rose 1998)
has sought to integrate classical realism’s emphasis on statecraft
with neorealism’s focus on the structure of an anarchic inter-
national system. This approach is concerned with how individual
actors’ preferences and perceptions, as well as the character and
internal political dynamics of states, mediate system effects on the
content of grand strategies and specific foreign policy choices
in various international environments (Lobell, Ripsman, and
Taliaferro 2009; Schweller 2006; see also Finel 2001/02). Neoclas-
sical realists differ from other realists in the importance they attach
to the role of emotions, identities, and interests of individual actors
(Lobell et al. 2009). These differences are significant in that they
anticipate the possibility of interfacing with approaches drawn
from constructivism and liberalism that stress, respectively, the role
of ideas, norms, and identities, and the significance of information
and coordination in institutions.

Liberal theories take issue with realists’ skepticism concerning
the prospects for cooperation in a fundamentally anarchic world
(Mearsheimer 1994/95), and instead stress the potential for enlight-
ened self-interest and progressive change. While liberalism may be
traced back to Wilsonianism, the spectacular failure of the liberal
international order between the two world wars prompted most
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‘new liberals’ (Moravcsik 1997) to move away from idealism
toward a rationalist conception of state interests. This is illustrated
well by Keohane and Nye’s (1977) landmark study of ‘complex
interdependence’ and its implications for states’ prioritization of
various types of interests. Liberals accept the realist view of the
anarchic nature of the international system but allow for a wider
range of conditions, particularly in an interdependent world, under
which absolute gains motivate cooperative state behavior even in
the absence of a hegemon (Keohane 1984). Thus, what distin-
guishes neoliberals from realists is not ontology or epistemology so
much as the designation of the central problems to be investigated.
This, in turn, reflects competing assumptions about the preference-
ordering of states (whether they seek absolute or relative gains) and
the causal impact of international institutions (whether, in the
interest of all states, they introduce a greater degree of transparency,
reciprocity, and predictability).

The past two decades have witnessed the emergence of discrete
strands of liberalism that differ in their view of the variability of
state interests and the extent to which these are influenced or
constrained by institutions, ideas, and transnational factors. One
prominent strand discounts the configuration of international insti-
tutions in favor of evolving state preferences that are embedded in
states’ domestic and transnational social environments (Moravcsik
1997). In a similar vein, commercial liberalism focuses on how the
shifting structure of the global economy alters the position of
particular assets in international markets as well as patterns of
distributional conflict within and between states. This prompts
domestic economic actors to reformulate their interests and to
pressure governments to adjust or maintain their policies on free
trade, exchange rates, and other aspects of economic exchange (Alt
and Gilligan 1994; Frieden 1991; Milner 1988; Moravcsik 2008).
Neoliberal institutionalists emphasize the significance of extensive
investments that powerful states have made in a whole range of
multilateral institutions. These represent equilibrium outcomes of
strategic interactions and payoff structures in relation to various
sorts of cooperation problems. Institutions serve the interests of
states by reducing transaction costs, providing information, making
commitments more credible, and encouraging reciprocity (Keohane
and Martin 1995; Krasner 1983; Martin 1992). Some neoliberals
take seriously the role of ideas and beliefs in connection with
international institutions (Goldstein and Keohane 1993). However,
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they treat ideas, not as forces that can independently alter the core
interests of actors, but rather as focal points for coordinating
policies. These and other variants of liberalism differ from a more
normative strand of liberal theory that harkens back to Wilsonian
idealism in its emphasis on the role of a community of liberal
democratic states in designing a rule-centered world order based on
international laws and institutions (Hoffmann 2000; Ikenberry and
Slaughter 2006; see also Simpson 2008).

Constructivism is defined less in terms of specific assumptions
about the nature of states and their environments, and more in
terms of its ontology. It holds to the premise that social constructs
that are not directly observable – most commonly collective norms
and identities – have a powerful effect on how actors in particular
contexts perceive, understand, negotiate, and reproduce the social
structures they inhabit (Wendt 1999). Constructivists may be open
to both the realist precondition of international anarchy and the
liberal emphasis on the possibilities for negotiated cooperation.
They emphasize, however, the ontological priority of unobservable
identities and norms. These emergent identities and norms are
‘constructed’ by actors in the context of long-term processes of
social interaction, but they also mediate how actors perceive, create,
and respond to emergent features of world politics. Such a view of
international relations requires, at the individual level, ‘a concep-
tion of actors who are not only strategically but also discursively
competent’ (Ruggie 1998, p. 21). This perspective also enables
constructivism to highlight the significance of generative or
transformative processes such as deliberation, persuasion, and
socialization, which, for better or worse, can lead to the transfor-
mation of identities and preferences (Johnston 2001; Wendt 1999).

As with realism and liberalism, constructivism has also seen the
crystallization of discrete strands that represent different
foundational orientations. ‘Conventional’ constructivists adopt a
more positivist orientation when it comes to issues of epistemology
and methodology (Hopf 1998; Checkel 2004). They are comfort-
able proceeding on the basis of a ‘naturalist’ form of positivism
(Dessler 1999; Wendt 1999), and can commit themselves to contin-
gent explanatory propositions in which ideational variables play
a central role. Post-positivist alternatives to conventional
constructivism adopt a constitutive epistemology (Hopf 1998),
seeking to understand and/or critique, rather than trace the causes
or effects of, ideational constructions. An ‘interpretivist’ variant,
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which has been more popular in Europe (Checkel 2004), seeks to
reconstruct identities through the analysis of discourse. It seeks to
understand rather than discover the causes and consequences of
norms and identities as reflected in discourse. Critical
constructivism has a markedly more normative orientation (Price
and Reus-Smit 1998; Checkel 2004), rejecting the neutrality pro-
fessed by conventional constructivists and seeking to expose the
naturalized power relationships that lie behind myths and social
practices (Hopf 1998). Finally, some scholars have built on Pierre
Bourdieu’s sociology of practice by highlighting ‘the logic of habit’
(Hopf 2009). This approach focuses on the importance of disposi-
tions and self-evident understandings as illustrated, for example, in
the impact of everyday diplomatic practice on foreign affairs
(Pouliot 2010).

Points of convergence across paradigms

The emergence of discrete variants within each of the major para-
digms suggests that paradigmatic fault lines are less impermeable
than is frequently assumed, and the problems of inter-paradigm
incommensurability correspondingly less daunting than they first
appear (Jackson and Nexon 2009; see also Moravcsik 2008).
Because they encompass a number of ontological and epistemologi-
cal principles that are not uniformly ordered and weighted within
each paradigm, the metatheoretical postulates of competing para-
digms can be reformulated or reprioritized to permit some
convergence on substantive arguments and prescriptions. This is
precisely what we see happening in recent discussions tracking the
convergence of certain strands of realism and liberalism (around
corner A in Figure 2.1), of constructivism and realism (around
corner B), and of constructivism and liberalism (around corner C).4

The realist assumption that a state’s material interests and
resources are unproblematic is not inconsistent with the neoliberal
premise that states are self-interested rational actors motivated by
material gains. This overlap permits some convergence in substan-
tive analyses (at corner A in Figure 2.1) around issues that realists
may assign to the domain of ‘low’ politics but consider worth
investigating nonetheless. Moreover, in terms of fundamental issues
of ontology, the gap between neorealists and neoliberals is certainly
not as significant as that between both of these traditions and
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constructivism. In fact, it may be in response to the emergence of
constructivism as a distinct tradition that strands of neorealism and
neoliberalism have converged upon a ‘neo-neo synthesis’ (Waever
1996, p. 163). This synthesis, often referred to as ‘rationalist’
(Katzenstein 1996; Katzenstein, Keohane, and Krasner 1999) or
‘neo-utilitarian’ (Ruggie 1998), is predicated on the shared premise
of the centrality of state interests and rational state behavior, in
combination with a common positivist search for explanations of
states’ behavioral regularities within an objective international real-
ity that transcends specific contexts (Keohane 1989, esp. p. 165).
While not all realists and liberals see this underlying rationalism as
important enough to warrant ignoring all other principles that have
long distinguished the two camps, the appeal of this synthesis
among many proponents of neorealism and neoliberalism points to
the possibility of a convergence in substantive theories generated by
the two paradigms.

Yet this synthesis has not overrun the field of international
relations precisely because, in different intellectual contexts, other
points of convergence have also emerged. One such point (at corner
B in Figure 2.1) involves a ‘realist-constructivism’ as articulated in
the work of Samuel Barkin (2003, 2004, 2010), among others.
Realist constructivists (Barkin 2010; see also Nau 2002) acknowl-
edge that, in addition to their respective emphases on material and
ideational factors, realists and constructivists diverge on whether
actors are following the logic of consequences or the logic of
appropriateness. However, the gap between the two paradigms is
frequently overstated, as specific strands of each can converge in
their analysis of different forms and expressions of power in specific
contexts (Barkin 2003, 2010). Norm-guided behavior can emerge
from material interests, and rational action can be oriented towards
socially constructed ideals. Patrick Jackson and Daniel Nexon
(2004) offer a somewhat different view of the convergence of
realism and constructivism, emphasizing a post-structuralist
grounding that discards the emphasis on human nature and inter-
national anarchy in favor of a focus on the forms of power within
all social structures. A more structured version of realist
constructivism views the social construction of domestic group
identities and practices as mediating the perceptions of inter-
national anarchy and mitigating its negative effects on the
possibilities for cooperation (Sterling-Folker 2002, pp. 101–4).
These different formulations of realist constructivism vary in the
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ontological status they assign to power and anarchy; they share,
however, a focus on the operation of power in various domains of
international life.

Finally, there is a range of possibilities (at corner C in Figure 2.1)
where constructivism and liberalism converge. Classical liberalism,
in particular, shares with constructivism an emphasis on how the
interplay of ideas, shared knowledge, emergent legal principles and
multilateral institutions can reshape actors’ identities and prefer-
ences, and engender reciprocal understandings and levels of
cooperation that cannot be reduced to fixed state interests (Haas
2001; Reus-Smit 2001). For some liberals and constructivists, this
commonality is so significant that they choose to transcend funda-
mental differences in ontology and gravitate towards a liberal-
constructivist orientation along the lines outlined by Jackson and
Nexon (2009). Indeed, some proponents of realist constructivism
characterize conventional constructivism as an alternative recon-
struction of liberal idealism (Barkin 2003). The rationalist features
that permit a convergence between neoliberal and neorealist
approaches (at corner A) are discounted in this broader view of
liberal theory; the focus is less on actor preferences and strategic
rationality, and more on the complex processes leading to the
emergence of cooperation in specific contexts. In relation to these
processes, conventional constructivism and classical liberalism can
be treated as complementary rather than competing (Sterling-
Folker 2000). Some constructivists (Steele 2007) see this move as
undermining the distinctive foundations of constructivism and
diluting its ability to challenge mainstream realist and liberal theo-
ries. However, if we choose to relax paradigmatic commitments in
favor of practical assumptions that can guide problem-focused
substantive research, then there is reason to take seriously the idea
of some common ground between specific strands of liberalism and
constructivism, at least for certain questions.

The significance of these various points of convergence becomes
even clearer when we consider that adherents of any given para-
digm are capable of developing theories to support quite varied,
even diametrically opposed, policy prescriptions. This also implies
that scholars identifying with different paradigms can converge in
their support for, or opposition to, particular policies. This point is
demonstrated in Fred Chernoff’s (2007, pp. 75–7) effort to lay out
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the various rationales that potentially support either a more aggres-
sive or a more cooperative approach in US policies towards Iraq,
North Korea, and China. Concerning Iraq, for example, opposition
to unilateral invasion was backed by liberal arguments about the
long-term value of multilateralism and institutionalized coopera-
tion, and by constructivist arguments emphasizing the emergence of
a social basis for sustained cooperation through long-term engage-
ment. The Bush administration invoked realist principles justifying
unilateral invasion on the grounds that Iraq’s nuclear weapons
program posed a serious and imminent threat, as well as liberal ones
asserting that the invasion would uncover the roots of a vigorous
democratic politics. At the same time, many realists joined liberals
and constructivists in opposing the invasion, based on doubts about
the extent of the threat posed by Iraq.

Similarly, in relation to North Korea, a policy of isolation and
containment could be supported by rationalist theories drawing on
both realism and liberalism to emphasize the dangers of rewarding
bad behavior. On the other side, a ‘sunshine policy’ aimed at easing
North Korea’s insecurity and building confidence through incre-
mental concessions could be justified through constructivist
arguments about how actors’ identities change, liberal arguments
about how engagement can spur demands for political reform, and
realist arguments about the increased restraint likely to be shown by
states possessing nuclear deterrents. As Chernoff (2007, p. 153)
puts it, ‘There is no inherent reason why one of the foundational-
philosophical positions is locked into supporting one particular
substantive theory above others.’

In advancing the case for greater analytic eclecticism in inter-
national relations, it is worth underlining the obvious. Although
they are based on competing epistemic commitments, paradigms
and research traditions are not usually so rigid as to produce
uniform research products that predictably converge on substantive
interpretations, explanations, or prescriptions. In engaging particu-
lar problems, it is entirely possible for constructivists, liberals, and
realists to disagree amongst themselves, while some types of realists,
liberals, and constructivists may be able to converge on substantive
characterizations of, and prescriptions for, a particular problem in
international life. Such convergence points to the possibility and
utility of eclecticism in the study of world politics.
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What eclecticism can contribute

As noted in Chapter 1, paradigms have an enduring quality and
confer certain important advantages. Paradigms and the theoretical
languages they employ enable more focused and fluent conversa-
tions about problems that are considered significant. They offer
criteria for assessing the quality of scholarship, and help scholars to
cultivate recognizable professional identities while facilitating the
psychological and institutional support of fellow adherents. In
addition, the debates among paradigms create the conditions for
developing sharper, more refined analyses. All of this contributes to
the professionalization of international relations research, and
partly explains the findings about the continuing prevalence of
paradigmatic analysis in the TRIP surveys (Jordan et al. 2009;
Maliniak et al. 2007).

The boundaries between paradigms, however, also produce an
excessive compartmentalization in international relations scholar-
ship. They obscure conceptual and empirical points of connection
between analyses constructed in competing research traditions and
presented in different theoretical vocabularies.5 Moreover, the host
of intellectual, financial, institutional, and psychological invest-
ments that go into building and sustaining a paradigm militate
against addressing important aspects of problems that are not easily
represented in the conceptual apparatus it favors. And the focus on
intra-paradigm progress and inter-paradigm debates detracts from
attention to practical real-world dilemmas while widening the
chasm between academia and the world of policy and practice. This
chasm is particularly disappointing in view of the fact that the field
of international relations originally emerged out of ‘reflections on
policy, and out of the desire to influence policy, or to improve the
practice of policy’ (Wallace 1996, p. 302).

Analytic eclecticism is essentially a countervailing effort to over-
come these limitations inherent in paradigm-bound research in
international relations. Eclectic scholarship is designed to highlight
the substantive intersections and practical relevance of theories
originally constructed within separate paradigms. Rather than ‘stig-
matizing as eclectic whatever approach to the current problems in
international politics does not fit along the established axes of
scholarly enlightenment’ (Hellmann 2003, p. 149), the academe
could then recognize the virtues of scholarship that can serve to
expand the channels of communication among separate research
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communities, and to generate recombinant analytic frameworks
that incorporate concepts, logics, interpretations, and mechanisms
from various paradigms. Since no one paradigm is universally
recognized by the discipline as having a monopoly on intellectual
progress, ‘the best case for progress in the understanding of social
life lies in … the expanding fund of insights and understandings
derived from a wide variety of theoretical inspirations’ (Rule 1997,
p. 18).

The specific attributes of a given intellectual environment obvi-
ously affect what counts as ‘mainstream’ scholarship and what
constitutes an eclectic mode of inquiry. As noted above, analytic
eclecticism is conceptualized in this book in relation to realism,
liberalism, and constructivism, since these are the most prevalent
approaches in the United States and worldwide. In other countries,
however, a number of other paradigms enjoy equal or greater
visibility in international relations debates (Jordan et al. 2009;
Maliniak et al. 2007). For example, the English school, feminism,
post-modernism, and Marxism all have a much broader following
in Britain, Canada, and Australia than in the United States. On the
European continent, hermeneutic and interpretive approaches are
much more a part of the ‘mainstream’ than in the United States. In
China and Russia, Marxism continues to offer a suitable analytical
frame in some circles. And in various other countries and regions,
distinctive cultural templates and intellectual traditions frequently
inflect scholarly analyses of world politics (Acharya and Buzan
2010; Lemke 2003; Tickner 2003; Tickner and Waever 2009).
Moreover, in contrast to the United States, rationalist perspectives
in those countries and regions occupy a less central place in schol-
arly debates, and do not influence as significantly the prevailing
research protocols or evidentiary requirements. In such settings,
although the general logic of eclecticism still applies, what consti-
tutes eclectic research practice would have to be redefined.

Eclecticism can also be recast at a more general level, beyond the
field of international relations. For example, it can take the form of
analytic frameworks seeking to bridge comparative politics and
international relations (Caporaso 1997) and of interdisciplinary
research seeking to draw together insights from economics, psy-
chology, sociology, and geography (Sil and Doherty 2000;
Wallerstein et al. 1996). At an even higher level of generality,
eclecticism can take the form of efforts to translate or combine
concepts and processes originally posited within very different

36 Beyond Paradigms



kinds of scholarly projects in the natural sciences, social sciences,
and humanities (Kagan 2009). Here, advances in neuroscience,
evolutionary biology, and the study of chaos and complexity point
to new mechanisms potentially affecting international processes
and outcomes. In short, eclecticism is a general strategy for develop-
ing complex problem-focused arguments that cut across, and draw
creatively from, artificially segmented bodies of scholarship. The
specific contours of this strategy depend on the relevant intellectual
context.

In the context of contemporary international relations, analytic
eclecticism is minimally operationalized as analysis that extricates
and recombines elements of theories embedded in the three major
paradigms – realism, liberalism, and constructivism – in the process
of building complex middle-range causal stories that bear on impor-
tant matters of policy and practice. Eclectic modes of analysis trace
the dialectical and evolving relationship between individual and
collective actors in world politics, on the one hand, and the material
and ideational structures that constitute the contexts within which
these actors form and pursue their preferences. This requires atten-
tion to two sets of factors: first, the manner in which external
environments shape actors’ understandings of their interests, the
constraints and opportunities they face, and their capabilities; and
second, the manner in which environments are reproduced or
transformed as a result of those actors’ varying preferences and
capacities. An eclectic approach also assumes the existence of
complex interactions among the distribution of material capabili-
ties (typically emphasized in realism), the gains pursued by self-
interested individual and collective actors (typically emphasized by
liberals), and the role of ideas, norms, and identities in framing
actors’ understanding of the world and of their roles within it
(privileged by constructivists). Put differently, eclectic analysis seeks
to cut across and draw connections between processes that are
normally cast at different levels of analysis, and are often confined
to either material or ideational dimensions of social reality (see
Figure 1.1 in the previous chapter).

The anticipation of eclecticism

While the label of analytic eclecticism and the specific definition we
offer may be original, it is not difficult to find examples of scholars,
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including prominent scholars frequently identified with an estab-
lished paradigm, who have acknowledged the limitations of
paradigmatic work. No less a realist than Morgenthau noted long
ago the limitations of scholarship confined to a single theoretical
perspective. Most theories of international relations, he argued
(1967, p. 247), offer ‘a respectable protective shield’ behind which
members of the academic community engage in theoretical pursuits
while bypassing controversies relevant to the policies and prospects
for survival of entire nations. In his classic book, Man, the State and
War, Kenneth Waltz (1959, pp. 229–30) also highlights the neces-
sity of considering numerous causal forces operating at multiple
levels of analysis:

The prescriptions directly derived from a single image [of
international relations] are incomplete because they are
based upon partial analyses. The partial quality of each
image sets up a tension that drives one toward inclusion of
the others. … One is led to search for the inclusive nexus of
causes.

While Waltz’s later (1979) work focuses at the level of the system,
his earlier openness to the multiplicity of causal factors located at
different levels is recaptured in neoclassical realist commentaries
emphasizing the importance of opening up the ‘black box’ of the
unit level (Finel 2001/02; see also Waltz 1967).

In the context of political economy, Robert Gilpin’s (1975, 1987)
attempts to grapple systematically with competing perspectives led
him to draw upon liberal, realist, and Marxist analytic principles in
order to shed light on different facets of international political
economy. In his more recent work, characterized as a ‘state-realist’
approach to political economy, Gilpin (2001) goes on to challenge
the stark separation of constructivism and realism. He notes:

Ideas are obviously important, but the world is composed
of many economic, technological, and other powerful con-
straints that limit the wisdom and practicality of certain
ideas and social constructions. Any theory that seeks to
understand the world must … seek to integrate both ideas
and material forces. (Gilpin 2001, p. 20)

A leading figure in the neoliberal camp, Robert Keohane, also
acknowledges the importance of approaching problems from multi-
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ple vantage points, as is evident in his analysis of cooperation
without a hegemon. Keohane (1984, p. 39) accepts the realist
theory of hegemonic stability as ‘a useful, if somewhat simplistic
starting point.’ But he then goes on to construct a framework of
analysis that not only combines elements of realist and liberal
theory, but also borrows extensively from Antonio Gramsci’s
theory of hegemony as well as the work of Karl Kautsky (Keohane
1984, pp. 43–5). Keohane (1986), as well as John Ruggie (1986),
although generally considered critics of neorealism, do not discard
Waltz’s structural realism. Instead, they view it as an essential and
valuable foundation for the building of more complex frameworks,
in which Waltz’s notion of structure coexists with other non-
systemic factors that can better capture the effects of growing
interdependence and the dynamics of system change.

A strong proponent of liberalism, Andrew Moravcsik (2008), has
also called for de-emphasizing theoretical parsimony and ontologi-
cal consistency in order to facilitate synthetic analyses featuring
causal factors drawn from different theories. Moravcsik (2003,
p. 132) notes:

The complexity of most large events in world politics
precludes plausible unicausal explanations. The outbreak
of World Wars I and II, the emergence of international
human rights norms, and the evolution of the European
Union, for example, are surely important enough events to
merit comprehensive explanation even at the expense of
theoretical parsimony.

For this reason, Moravcsik (2003, p. 136) has called for empirically
grounded ‘midrange theories of concrete phenomena’ that are
not constrained by prior assumptions about the ‘metatheoretical,
ontological or philosophical status of social science.’

Stanley Hoffmann (1995, 2000) has been increasingly convinced
that liberalism is in crisis and in desperate need of rethinking.
Hoffmann attacks liberal theory’s tendency to bypass ethical con-
siderations and to overvalue the significance of convergent state
interests and economic interdependence for international harmony.
Anticipating some of the arguments of liberal-constructivists,
Hoffmann (1995, 2000) emphasizes the need for a serious
reformulation of liberalism that might incorporate ethical consid-
erations in supporting a stronger role for international institutions
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to regulate ‘what may soon be seen as a transnational Frankenstein
monster’ (Hoffmann 1995, p. 177).

Generally identified with defensive realism, Jack Snyder (2002, p.
34) has also argued recently for a more holistic and multi-
dimensional conception of systems than the one realists have
generally employed: ‘No single part of a system suffices to define the
system and its behavior. Even anarchy itself, though it may load the
dice probabilistically in favor of war, does not predetermine action
in the system.’ This does not imply, however, a defection to the
constructivist camp. In fact, Snyder describes constructivism as
‘one-dimensional,’ insisting that a more useful approach would be
to ‘integrate material, institutional, and cultural aspects of social
change, drawing on the insights of theories of complex systems’
(Snyder 2002, p. 9).

Nina Tannenwald (2005) has sought to expand the boundaries of
constructivism by suggesting that ideas operate through mech-
anisms (such as learning and socialization) whose effects can vary
depending on material conditions and constraints (such as interests
and resources). Tannenwald breaks down the concept of ‘ideas’ into
discrete elements (ideological, normative, and causal beliefs as well
as policy prescriptions), recognizing the different ways in which
each of these elements interact with material factors. She empha-
sizes that material conditions and constraints are often constituted
by prior ideas that, in turn, take shape within particular material
environments even if they subsequently have long-term independent
effects. Tannenwald’s move is aimed at defining and defending
‘constitutive explanation’ in constructivist research. Yet, like
Snyder, she effectively opens the door to an eclectic approach.

A more general case for moving beyond paradigm-bound
research in international relations is evident in the critique of the
field offered by Steven Bernstein, Richard Ned Lebow, Janice Stein,
and Steven Weber (2000). For them, international relations theory
has been inordinately influenced by a model of science drawn from
physics, a field featuring closed systems in which strict boundary
conditions can be specified and consistently maintained in order to
reveal law-like relationships between variables. In the construction
of useful theories of international relations, this is neither feasible,
nor effective. The authors argue:

Even the most robust generalizations or laws we can state –
war is more likely between neighboring states, weaker
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states are less likely to attack stronger states – are close to
trivial, have important exceptions, and for the most part
stand outside any consistent body of theory. (Bernstein et al.
2000, p. 44)

A more appropriate model, they argue, would be evolutionary
biology, which features a more open-ended system in which specific
mutation and interaction processes cannot be foreseen in light of
uncertainty regarding contingencies. Under these conditions, a
practically useful approach is oriented not towards point predic-
tions based on rigid theoretical principles, but rather towards
scenarios that require ‘the identification and connection of chains of
contingencies that could shape the future’ (Bernstein et al. 2000, p.
53). In the context of international relations, Bernstein et al. (2000,
p. 57) point out that while competing theories emphasize different
drivers and behavioral expectations, they frequently ‘acknowledge
the importance – sometimes determining – of elements outside their
theory.’ This suggests that international relations theories are likely
to do better when they take into account the wide-ranging causal
factors from diverse paradigms, then demonstrate how these factors
affect one another or combine to generate certain outcomes under
certain conditions.

We could easily expand this list of calls for more complex
theoretical frameworks extending beyond the boundaries of pre-
vailing paradigms. Instead, our purpose is better served by
considering studies of specific problems that, explicitly or implicitly,
illustrate the potential value of analytic eclecticism. We undertake
this task in Chapters 3 to 5, which address concrete problems
related respectively to issues of conflict and security, political
economy, and governance in regional, international, and global
settings.

A note on labels

We view here as ‘eclectic’ the arguments of some scholars who may
not generally think of their work in such terms. Indeed, many
scholars tend to identify with a recognizable paradigm even while
engaging in pragmatic, middle-range theorizing that incorporates a
wide range of mechanisms and factors in the same way that we
expect self-consciously eclectic scholars to do. This is especially true
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in the case of constructivism. Chronologically, it is the last member
of the ‘triad’ to arrive on the scene, and so must contend with
well-developed arguments embedded in well-established para-
digms. Analytically, it sees as one of its missions the incorporation
of ‘omitted variables’ that are considered fundamental in other
social science disciplines but were tangential to the realist–liberal
debate that until recently dominated the field of international
relations. That is, in an environment dominated by contending
rationalist perspectives, it is not surprising that a scholar seeking to
bring in the role of norms and identities would choose to self-
identify as a ‘constructivist’ solely for the purpose of targeting an
audience that does not a priori discount ideational factors.6

Given these circumstances, when a scholar characterizes their
work as ‘constructivist’ primarily for the purpose of demonstrating
how ideas matter – a proposition now acknowledged by many
realists and liberals – we are not deterred from classifying that work
as analytically eclectic so long as it roughly matches the three
identifying markers of eclecticism noted at the end of Chapter 1 (see
Table 1.1). This is, in fact, the case with a number of the authors we
discuss below, such as Finnemore (2003) in Chapter 3, Jabko
(2006) in Chapter 4, and Ba (2009) in Chapter 5. What is not
consistent with eclecticism is a program aimed at a total reorganiza-
tion of international relations in which the ‘social construction’
thesis is deployed so as to privilege ideational mechanisms, subsume
other mechanisms, and dismiss the significance of previous work
that ignores or rejects the primacy of ideas. In this regard, we concur
with Gilpin (2001, pp. 19–20) when he writes:

Although constructivism is an important corrective to some
strands of realism and the individualist rational-choice
methodology of neoclassical economics, the implicit
assumption of constructivism that we should abandon
our knowledge of international politics and start afresh
from a tabula rasa wiped clean by constructivism is not
compelling.

A meaningful and consistent line can thus be drawn between the
‘practical’ (or weak) identification with constructivism, or with any
paradigm for that matter, and a ‘programmatic’ (or strong)
identification that compels a scholar to follows specific epistemic
commitments linked to fixed analytic boundaries and rigid research
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protocols. Constructivists – as well as realists and liberals – who are
not programmatically committed to the epistemological and causal
primacy of particular analytical factors operating within a particu-
lar empirical domain and at a particular level of analysis may
produce eclectic research. This, however, is not likely to be the case
when problems are defined in such a manner as to explicitly
correspond to the analytic boundaries of a paradigm; when the
research is designed to vindicate existing theories or fill in gaps
within paradigm-bound scholarship; or when substantive argu-
ments are premised on an analytic framework that assumes the
significance of certain mechanisms and chooses to discount others.
In other circumstances, however, it is entirely possible for a scholar
to nominally self-identify with a paradigm when in fact their
scholarship is eclectic in design and substance. Similarly, a scholar
may opt to frame an argument as eclectic when in fact that argu-
ment is little more than a refinement of an existing paradigm-bound
theory. In the end, whatever label others may apply to a given
research product, any scholarly work that meets the three criteria
outlined at the end of Chapter 1 (see Table 1.1) – open-ended
problem formulation, a complex causal story featuring mechanisms
from multiple paradigms, and pragmatic engagement with issues of
policy and practice – qualifies here as analytically eclectic.

Analytic eclecticism and the pragmatist turn7

Positivists, while disagreeing on certain ontological and epistemo-
logical issues,8 share a view of social science in which patterns of
human behavior are presumed to reflect objective laws or law-like
regularities. These laws and regularities exist above and beyond the
subjective orientations of actors and observers, and can be approxi-
mated with increasingly greater accuracy through the cumulation of
theory and the application of increasingly more sophisticated
research techniques (Laudan 1996, p. 21). Although subjectivist
approaches, too, vary in terms of specific assumptions, objectives,
and methods,9 they evince a common skepticism about the pos-
sibility of inferring generalizations on the basis of human behavior
that is meaningful only within particular contexts. Instead, they
commit to a context-bound understanding of the ‘meaning-making’
(Yanow 2006) efforts of actors as they make sense of their roles and
identities within their immediate social environments. In light of
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significant and persistent differences on the most fundamental
questions concerning the aims and processes of scholarly inquiry,
we set aside the ‘epistemological absolutism’ (Sil 2000b) of both
hard-core positivists and committed subjectivists. We opt instead
for a pragmatist conception of inquiry.

Pragmatism can be traced back to the late nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century writings of American philosophers such as
Charles Pierce, William James, and John Dewey, among others.
Challenging the Kantian tradition that continued to guide Euro-
pean philosophy, American pragmatists held that ‘philosophy
should concern itself with the messiness’ of human meaning and
practice (Kaag 2009, p. 63). After the two World Wars, pragmatism
experienced a period of marginalization precipitated largely by the
behavioral revolution and the dominance of analytic philosophy. In
the last three decades, however, pragmatism has been revived and
carried forward by Richard Rorty (1982, 1999) and other philoso-
phers (e.g. Bernstein 1983, 1992; Putnam 1981, 2002) who have
offered nuanced critiques of positivism without surrendering to the
stark relativism embraced by many post-modernists. The history of
pragmatism reveals some sharp divisions as well as significant
change over time (Festenstein 1997; Joas 1993). Nevertheless, far
from representing a residual category, pragmatism can meaning-
fully be identified as a coherent and reasonable perspective on what
kinds of knowledge are worth pursuing, in what manner, and with
what aims.

Despite originating in the United States, pragmatism appears to
have had very little effect on contemporary American international
relations debates (Bauer and Brighi 2009a). This is particularly
surprising in light of the fact that some of the key figures in the
early development of American international relations, notably
Morgenthau and Reinhold Niebuhr, engaged regularly with prag-
matist arguments (Bauer and Brighi 2009b, p. 165). Some rare
exceptions notwithstanding (Gould and Onuf 2009; Haas and
Haas 2009), contemporary international relations scholars in the
United States have not followed up on this engagement. Our efforts
to make more space for analytic eclecticism in the study of world
politics are related to our view that pragmatism offers a reasonable,
flexible, and useful alternative to rigid (if implicit) epistemic
commitments which frequently drive and are reinforced by
inter-paradigm debates. To that end, we have distilled four broad

44 Beyond Paradigms



pragmatist notions concerning the nature of social inquiry that have
influenced our conceptualization of eclectic scholarship.

One is an aversion to excessively abstract or rigid foundational
principles in favor of a focus on the consequences of truth claims in
a given context. Following James (1997, p. 94), pragmatists seek to
bypass unresolvable metaphysical disputes and instead ‘try and
interpret each notion by tracing its respective consequences’ in
concrete situations. For Dewey, the complexity of social life and the
heterogeneity of social contexts suggest that covering laws or gen-
eral theories are little more than fleeting efforts to exert ‘control’
over the real world (Cochran 2002, p. 527). Moreover, as Gunther
Hellmann (2003) puts it, practically useful knowledge cannot wait
for the emergence of a definitive consensus on what constitutes a
‘final’ truth. Instead, pragmatism encourages a spirit of fallibilism,
while engaging diverse sources and contending narratives for the
purpose of identifying ‘facts’ that can tentatively be deployed to
cope with specific problems (Isacoff 2009). For international rela-
tions, a pragmatist perspective implies that competing perspectives
need to be reformulated in order to facilitate novel efforts to
constitute and solve a problem (Owen 2002).

A second useful pragmatist principle concerns the adaptation of
elements of knowledge in relation to novel experiences and chang-
ing circumstances. As Dewey (1916, cited from Menand 1997,
p. xxiii) put it: ‘We take a piece of acquired knowledge into a
concrete situation, and the results we get constitute a new piece of
knowledge, which we carry over into our next encounter with our
environment.’ Far from being a ‘vulgar rejection of theory,’ this
emphasis on practices and problematic situations suggests that
‘theory is the outcome of our interaction with and in the world and,
as such, is imbued with actually existing practices’ (Bauer and
Brighi 2009b, p. 162). Theoretical knowledge claims, however they
are produced and defended, need to be reasonably close to the
experiences of real-world actors in order to be reconsidered and
reformulated in light of these experiences. Insofar as they accept
causal analysis, pragmatists are more likely to be open to middle-
range accounts than to universal laws or general theoretical models
– given that pragmatist philosophy aims to ‘clip the wings of
abstract concepts in order to ground philosophy in the particulari-
ties of everyday life’ (Kaag 2009, p. 70). At the same time, the door
remains open to engaging existing paradigms, since, ‘in the
very identification of potential causal factors, we are creatively
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arranging the ambiguous material of the world in dialogue with the
scholarly traditions within which we locate ourselves’ (Jackson
2009, p. 658).

A third relevant theme has to do with the emphasis on dialogue
and inclusiveness in the process of social inquiry. Pragmatists view
the production of knowledge as fundamentally a social and discur-
sive activity (Friedrichs and Kratochwil 2009) in that scholarly
activities and boundaries are not seen as separate from or privileged
over a more fluid and open process of deliberation among all who
are interested in a given problem (Menand 1997; Joas 1993; Rorty
1982). Pragmatists certainly recognize that research communities
inevitably establish their own rules, methods, and boundaries.
However, they place greater emphasis on a wider community of
inquirers in which expanded participation and open deliberation
are counted upon to legitimize whatever consensus emerges in
relation to specific problems (Bohman 1999; Brunkhorst 2002). In
the context of international relations, this implies that scholars
‘should be wary of intellectual gatekeepers and avoid division into
theoretical feuds, but should rather provide a forum for honest and
fair intellectual exchange’ (Bauer and Brighi 2009b, p. 161). Signifi-
cantly, expanded participation and open deliberation are not merely
procedures to improve the quality of knowledge about inter-
national affairs; they also enhance the prospects of consensual
norms that can help legitimize institutions governing international
affairs (Buchanan and Keohane 2006).

A fourth pragmatist theme, concerning ontology, is largely
informed by the work of George Herbert Mead (1934). Mead
offered an extensive account of the social and psychological proc-
esses through which the evolution of the ‘mind’ depends on its
relationship with meanings shared with other ‘minds’ in a given
social environment: the ‘self’ is constructed and reconstructed in
continuous dialogue with others in that environment. Not surpris-
ingly, this feature of pragmatism has been invoked in support of
quite different intellectual perspectives in contemporary scholar-
ship. Some stress the role of rational, intelligent, communicative
agents in the dialectical engagement between self and society, sug-
gesting a strong connection between rational choice theory and
pragmatist inquiry (Knight and Johnson 1999). For others, Mead’s
symbolic interactionism draws attention to processes of collective
identity formation in relation to actors’ identities, actions, and
social environments (Wendt 1999). Still others emphasize the role
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institutions can play in generating collective learning and perhaps
even a new consensual discourse (Haas and Haas 2009, p. 134).
Each of these formulations stresses a different element of Mead’s
social psychology: the importance of actors capable of bringing
reason to bear in their dealings with society; the processes through
which actors’ self-conceptions emerge out of a dialectical interac-
tion with society; and the role of institutionalized meaning in
transforming pragmatist inquiry into consensus. Collectively, these
elements also provide a potential basis for eclectic scholarship. They
suggest a more open-ended approach to the question of how and
why, in certain contexts, some agents maintain or redefine, and
others accept or resist, existing material and ideational structures
(Sil 2000a).10

This distillation of pragmatist notions relevant to eclectic schol-
arship may seem overly simplistic to seasoned pragmatists.
Nonetheless, it reveals the ways in which analytic eclecticism can
fruitfully mediate the dialogue between pragmatist inquiry and
paradigm-bound research in international relations. Like pragma-
tism, analytic eclecticism bypasses excessively rigid metatheoretical
postulates in favor of open-ended efforts to frame and address
socially important problems facing actors in the social world. Like
pragmatism, analytic eclecticism emphasizes creativity in adapting
and recombining elements of theoretical knowledge produced by
separate research communities in light of diverse experiences in
given contexts. Like pragmatism, analytic eclecticism eschews rigid
boundaries and hierarchies in the production of knowledge, encour-
aging reflection and deliberation among all who show interest in
aspects of a given problem. And like pragmatism, analytic eclecti-
cism wagers that most outcomes of interest to both scholars and
practitioners require attention to the manner in which the material
and ideal interests of actors are constituted in relation to their
cognitive dispositions, their collective beliefs, and their institutional
and social environments.

In the absence of common ground on core issues of ontology and
epistemology, eclectic approaches founded on pragmatist principles
offer some hope of ongoing engagement with adherents of multiple
paradigms, as well as with those who are looking to the academe for
usable insights. The result, we realize, may not constitute progress
in the sense of facilitating better research design, continuous
refinements in a given theory, or more sophisticated techniques
of modeling and testing. There is, however, the potential for a
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different, non-linear kind of ‘progress’ related to how elements of
knowledge produced through paradigms may be creatively
reframed, recombined, and redeployed to advance our tentative
understandings of interesting and problematic phenomena in the
social world. As Ernst Haas and Peter Haas (2009, p. 114) note:

If agreement is impossible, all ought to be able to make their
peace with the looser notion of causality urged by pragma-
tists, as it is accepting of overdetermination and interactive
outcomes. … In that case fundamentals are not reconciled,
but interesting phenomena are confirmed intersubjectively.
Trends in international relations may be fruitfully explored
and the causal understanding of the interplay between
forces typically analyzed by discrete schools is advanced.

This is precisely why the accommodation of analytic eclecticism
stands to benefit the field of international relations as a whole.
Eclectic scholarship does not require that paradigms be disbanded
or their scholarly output discarded. It does, however, require that
scholars leave behind the rigid metatheoretical principles upon
which paradigms rely in their quest for parsimony and theory
cumulation. Analytic eclecticism seeks to expand the opportunities
for engaging relevant theories produced by competing paradigms,
and for creatively utilizing elements from these theories to generate
useful insights about complex social phenomena. The following
three chapters offer a sample of scholarly analyses pointing to
modest steps now being taken towards this sort of progress in the
field of international relations.
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Chapter 3

War and peace, security
and insecurity

For millennia, wars have been an intrinsic aspect of human exist-
ence. But wars also change. In the past, they were fought between
empires and tribes, villages and kingdoms. In the modern era they
have been fought largely by sovereign states. During the Cold War
military strategists came to regard crisis, particularly in the relations
between the two nuclear superpowers, as the functional equivalent
of war. The 1990s certainly saw its share of collective violence, but
there were virtually no traditional wars between sovereign states.
And in the wake of 9/11, President George W. Bush sought to rally
the American nation to wage ‘war’ on a more nebulous enemy –
terror. This was a call to arms, but without the ‘blood, sweat and
tears’ that Churchill had asked for at the onset of the Second World
War.

In recent years, conceptions of war and security have evolved
further. Americans are still told that the country is at war and that
their security is at risk. But the enemy in the war and the nature of
the threat vary greatly. A global pandemic, the H1N1 virus (or
swine flu) killed more than a thousand Americans in 2009. In July
2009, a US Department of Defense report concluded that in the
coming decades, climate change will raise profound strategic prob-
lems for the United States: the effects of violent storms, floods,
droughts, and pandemics may force US military interventions in
far-flung areas of the world (Broder 2009). US national intelligence
chief Dennis Blair testified before Congress in February 2009 that
not only was the financial crisis of 2008–09 the most serious in
decades, it would also intensify security risks for the United States.
Citing the prospects of growing instability in many governments
and the weakened position of allies, Blair warned: ‘The longer it
takes for the recovery to begin, the greater the likelihood of serious
damage to US strategic interests.’1
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Because of these changes, the study of war and peace, security
and insecurity, no longer falls within the narrow domain of military
science and security studies. Increasingly, there is an awareness of
the relevance of other fields such as comparative politics, sociology,
criminology, economics, science and technology studies, gender
studies, and anthropology, as well as a host of hard sciences dealing
with issues of technology, global warming, and biodiversity. This
explosion of disciplinary interests in various aspects of security
studies is invigorating the field. It presents an intellectual opening
for newcomers. And it is a challenge for traditional security special-
ists who are often expected to master new approaches and
materials. The expanding definitions of ‘war,’ ‘crisis,’ and ‘security’
since the end of the Cold War bring with them intellectual opportu-
nities and difficulties. They enhance awareness of connections
among phenomena previously thought to be unrelated; but they
also raise the risk of excessive ‘concept stretching’ (Sartori 1970) to
the point of obfuscating our understanding of interstate disputes
and conflicts. This has implications for the nature of dialogues,
both among scholars studying war and security issues, and among
policymakers in various parts of the world.

Worldwide, these conceptual ambiguities are generating different
theoretical approaches. For example, Europeans conceived of 9/11
not in terms of a new kind of war, but as a problem of law
enforcement. If this was a war, it would have to be fought and won
by judges, police, intelligence services, and undercover agents.
Confronted with the serious threat posed by large Muslim immi-
grant communities and a radicalized fringe of Islamicists, European
scholars and policymakers embraced the notion of ‘human secu-
rity,’ not as a substitute for but as a complement to the traditional
concept of ‘national security.’ From a European perspective, the
conceptual foundation for both policy and theory could no longer
be accommodated fully by the traditional concept of national
security. But for President Bush and most Americans, this was not
so. Challenged to the core by an attack as traumatic as Pearl
Harbor, Americans turned, almost instinctively, to the military as
the most suitable instrument for defending the nation in the midst of
a new war with a new enemy.

However, the biggest and most decisive break with the traditional
analysis of war and security issues came not with 9/11, the spread of
ethnic conflict, the threat of a pandemic, or even the financial
collapse of 2008–09, but with the fall of the Berlin Wall in
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November of 1989 and the collapse of the Soviet Union two years
later. The end of the Cold War was a revolutionary discontinuity in
the structure of world politics, more far reaching than the impor-
tant new challenges that would emerge in its wake. Students of
national and international security were caught flat-footed. None
had intimated that anything as momentous was or could be in the
offing. The effect on the discipline of international relations and
security studies was comparable to that of the sinking of the Titanic
on the field of naval engineering. The categories of analysis on
which security studies could rely were simply inadequate for the
purpose of analyzing the breathtaking developments of those
dramatic years.

While these momentous changes were occurring, academics were
fully absorbed by the latest round of a debate that had occurred
many times before – between variants of (neo)realism and
(neo)liberalism. The disjunction between revolutionary upheaval in
world politics and abstract academic debate could not have been
greater, as neither realism nor liberalism was intellectually well
equipped to deal with the kinds of changes rapidly unfolding in the
real world. Reflecting on the scholarship published in the premier
journal International Security during the years 1989–94, Hugh
Gusterson (1995, p. 6) concluded that ‘old stories have been bent to
new times rather than questioned or cast away.’ Only one article,
written by a historian, pointed to the elephant in the room: how
reigning paradigms of international relations could have been so
unobservant and so unable to anticipate such a dramatic transfor-
mation in world politics. The field of national and international
security studies slept right through a revolution that fundamentally
altered the structure of the international system.

Structural realism, in particular, remained focused on a parsimo-
nious theory cast solely at the systemic level (Waltz 1979). Waltz
self-consciously took economics as the model for his theory of
international relations. Economic markets and the international
system, Waltz argued, have structural characteristics that are
defined by competition among units and the emergence of power
constellations – monopoly or unipolarity, duopoly or bipolarity,
and oligopoly or multipolarity. Economics offers a precise and
deductive logic that, for Waltz, is an obvious analogue for under-
standing the relationships among states in an anarchic
environment. In moving the discipline toward a rigorous social
science, Waltz broke with an older generation of classical realists.
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Most notable was Morgenthau (1970), who had decried the mind-
less scientism and empiricism of American social science by
anticipating the behavioral revolution of the 1950s and 1960s and
the subsequent rise of a quantitative style of international relations
scholarship. But Morgenthau’s brand of realism offered little more
than a proliferation of explanatory constructs and no sharply
defined problem. Waltz consistently argued that a sparse, systemic
theory of international relations is not geared towards analyzing
everything, including the foreign policy choices of states, but meant
to explain only one big thing: the recurrence of balancing in world
politics. That one big thing was determined solely by the distribu-
tion of material capabilities. According to Waltz (1979, p. 95), the
Soviet Union – and with it the bipolar world – would last at least
until late in the twenty-first century. The implication was that if
bipolarity were to break down, chances were excellent that nobody
would be around to ask why.

The indeterminate conclusions of Waltz’s theory have left many
realists unsatisfied. In the words of Stanley Hoffmann (2006, p. 6),

realism’s assumption that the choice of states is between
balancing and bandwagoning is certainly parsimonious,
but it is also a bit miserly. … In its neorealist or ‘structural’
realist form, the theory discards domestic factors and
transnational phenomena, makes little or insufficient room
for the role of ideas, and displays a certain poverty in its
conceptions of change.

Thus, by relaxing some of Waltz’s assumptions and through numer-
ous adaptations, realists of various stripes have returned to
Morgenthau’s less precise but more capacious approach. This gave
them license to examine factors such as perceptions of the offense–
defense balance, proximity of threats, states’ intentions, domestic
politics, and individual motives (Bennett and Elman 2006; Walt
2003).

A key aspect of this shift is evident in the increasing attention
being paid to the balance of threat rather than the balance of
capabilities. This important reformulation has opened the door to a
host of other questions and possibilities not previously considered
by neorealists. The very concept of threat, defined by Walt (1987) as
capability plus intention, implicitly draws attention to the role of
perceptions and beliefs held by various actors. Intentionality is
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inherently a broader and more subjective concept than is capability.
If material resources were as decisive as neorealists believe, then
countries like Canada and Great Britain should be viewed as posing
more of a threat to the United States than Cuba does. Since this is
clearly wrong, the intentional component of threats must be at least
partly constructed within particular historical or regional contexts.
It can greatly magnify or dilute the perceived significance of mat-
erial capabilities. An effort to make sense of his data on alliance
formation in the Middle East, Walt’s conception of threat-balancing
is not only a refinement of Waltz’s structural realism, but uninten-
tionally paves the way for a more fundamental reformulation that
allows realism to be coupled with a very different social theory of
how actors perceive and respond to threats (Barnett 1996, pp.
403–13; see also Barnett 2003).

Whether addressing capabilities or threats, realist scholars
became increasingly interested not only in the presence of the
balance of power in the international system writ large, as Waltz
was, but also in its particular direction within more narrowly
circumscribed contexts. At the end of the Cold War, for example,
would Europeans balance against a larger united Germany as
Europe’s leading power, or against the United States as the remain-
ing superpower? With China rising, would the states of East Asia
balance against China or bandwagon with China against the United
States? Since Waltz’s theory by its very nature operates only at the
systemic level and is indeterminate on the choices of states, it is not
designed to provide an answer to these important questions. Waltz
(1996, 1999) continued to draw a stark distinction between sys-
temic theories and foreign policy analysis, insisting on the primacy
of balancing based on material capabilities even in a highly interde-
pendent system. His students and followers, however, sought to
make realism more relevant to the practical exigencies of foreign
policy. To do so, they found it necessary to sacrifice parsimony to
get more purchase on the substantive problem at hand, and thus to
open up for investigation many of the ‘blackboxed’ assumptions on
which structural realism had been founded. For some, this is evi-
dence of realism’s degeneration as a research program (Vasquez
1997). To others it is testimony to its progressive character (Walt
1997). For us, what is most significant is the gradual relaxation of
the analytic boundaries of the neorealist paradigm, and the result-
ing possibilities for building new bridges toward other analytical
perspectives dealing with such variables as state institutions,
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domestic political pressures, ideas and identities, cognitive factors,
and the role of non-state actors and transnational politics (Elman
1996; Finel 2001/02; Lepgold and Lamborn 2001; Rose 1998;
Vasquez and Elman 2003).

Often made without either acknowledgement or awareness of the
important theoretical departures they entailed, these adjustments
led realist scholars after the end of the Cold War to rediscover topics
such as nationalism and ethnicity. Internal characteristics of states,
Waltz had argued, were irrelevant to the analysis of balancing. But
realists intent on understanding the collapse of an old international
order and the emergence of a new one were increasingly prepared to
sacrifice the elegant logic of systemic analysis in order to better
address real world problems. Furthermore, eager to move beyond
Europe, where their theory had been disproven so spectacularly,
some realists shifted their attention to the balance of power in Asia –
and pointed to the instabilities and wars that, supposedly, were just
around the corner there (Friedberg 1993/94). In these analyses, the
geographic shift of focus frequently proved more dramatic than the
analytical one. Domestic politics and transnational relations typi-
cally remained underexamined. Instead of reassessing or
refurbishing their paradigm, many realists simply reapplied their
core concepts and logics in an often poorly understood context.
Nevertheless, the stretched boundaries of the realist paradigm and
the intellectual sensibilities of a younger cohort of realist scholars
have combined to create more space for eclectic styles of analysis
than was possible at the height of the Cold War.

Liberalism has been the second protagonist in a longstanding
paradigmatic debate among scholars over war and peace, security
and insecurity. As is true of realism, liberal theory has several
different variants. Neoliberal institutionalism, sometimes called
structural liberalism, operates at the international level, while other
variants focus at the domestic level. Neoliberal institutionalism
(Keohane 1984; Baldwin 1993) shares with neorealism the basic
presupposition of an anarchical international system comprised of
competing unitary actors. Like neorealism, it takes the interests of
those actors as given. In contrast to realism, neoliberal
institutionalism argues that international institutions can alleviate
the security dilemma that states confront in the international system
through the reduction of information uncertainties. What is true of
international trade or financial organizations, such as the World
Trade Organization (WTO) or International Monetary Fund (IMF),
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also holds for international security organizations such as the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) (Haftendorn, Keohane, and
Wallander 1999). Such adaptations, however, did not constitute a
fundamental challenge to neorealism. They were even consistent
with many of the assumptions concerning alliance formation and
balancing behavior in systemic neorealist theories. In fact, by
accepting core neorealist premises on the basic character of the
international system, neoliberal institutionalists helped to consoli-
date a widely shared view about the character of international
politics and how to study it. This is perhaps one reason that the end
of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet bloc were no more
anticipated by neoliberal institutionalists than by realists or
neorealists.

Other variants of liberalism operate at the domestic level. While
the specific formulations vary, they share an underlying common
logic that Andrew Moravcsik (1997) has articulated very clearly.
State preferences are shaped neither by relative capabilities as in
neorealism, nor by the institutional and informational characteris-
tics of international organization, as in neoliberalism. Instead, they
are influenced by self-interested individuals or private groups
within domestic society. Governments or other public actors come
to represent the interests of some subset of societal interests and act
purposefully to achieve these interests in world politics. Liberal
states are thus constituted by representative institutions and prac-
tices that transmit societal interests to state actors and institutions,
thus shaping fundamental state preferences. Since societies vary
greatly in the range and distribution of interests, so do the prefer-
ences of states in different contexts and arenas. State behavior is not
determined solely by the sum total of institutionally mediated
societal interests, however. It is also the result of policy interdepend-
ence of different states. From this perspective, the alignment or
misalignment of states’ preferences in the international arena with
the underlying distribution of societal interests in each state – or
what Robert Putnam (1988) referred to as the dynamics of ‘two-
level games’ – is the ultimate basis for the extent of cooperation in
security affairs.

Based on these foundational assumptions, two other variants of
neoliberal theories have emerged: republican and commercial liber-
alism. Republican liberalism focuses on the representative
institutions – parties, elections, and bureaucracies – that link society
to the state and determine which social preferences become
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politically privileged. One central proposition of this approach
emphasizes the peace-inducing effects of democratic institutions,
asserting that the rule of law, franchise, and a free press make
democracies more transparent and thus less prone to war than are
autocracies. Social interests are represented with varying degrees of
accuracy. To the extent that institutions reflect broadly based indi-
vidual or group preferences, liberal polities will refrain from
bellicose foreign policies. In imperfectly representative regimes,
concentrated groups can band together in support of such policies,
and audience costs for doing so are comparatively low. In general,
the interests of dominant social and political coalitions get primary
access to representative institutions and thus have the greatest effect
on policy. Recent scholarship, however, also reflects growing
awareness of the possibility and significance of audience costs in
autocratic regimes (Weeks 2008), which requires, at a minimum, a
significant relaxation of the assumptions behind which institutional
features of regimes affect their propensity towards conflict or
cooperation.

Commercial liberalism analyzes the likelihood of conflict by
considering the effects of domestic and transnational actors on state
behavior. Changes in the domestic and global economy alter the
costs and benefits of economic cross-border exchange, influencing
the interests of powerful actors and generating political pressure for
governments to follow specific policies in line with those interests.
Incentives for specific policies and distributional conflicts generate
patterns of policy that are more or less cooperative and lead to more
or less openness. Economic interdependence by itself is indetermi-
nate. The eventual political outcome depends on the pattern of
policy, itself shaped by domestic and transnational conflicts among
winners and losers. Commercial liberalism holds that economic
interdependence breeds peace by mobilizing constituencies that lose
by war. The issue is not transparency or audience costs, as in
republican liberalism, but rather the preferences of powerful finan-
cial interests in stable conditions that enable the maximization of
gain. As Jonathan Kirshner (2007) has shown compellingly, for
reasons of self-interest rather than pacifism, bankers are a force for
peace not war; war brings social and economic instabilities, budget
deficits, and inflation – all factors that undercut the value of money.
Yet despite the power of finance, wars continue to break out.
Commercial liberalism suggests an important mechanism that is
often overlooked in security studies: the role of financial groups in
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influencing policy. But it cannot, by itself, project the likelihood of
war or peace based on the preferences of any one group, however
powerful it may be.

The end of the Cold War has also created more space for
sociological or constructivist approaches to issues of war and
security (Onuf 1989; Wendt 1999; Kratochwil 1989). Although a
powerful intellectual current in Europe (Hoffmann 1986),
constructivism was until the 1990s quite marginal in the United
States. As with realism and liberalism, constructivism features a
number of schools of thought and can be applied at both the
international and the domestic levels. Unlike realism and liberalism,
which normally take identities or preferences to be exogenous,
constructivism problematizes the relationship between identities
and preferences, as well as their origins. And unlike neoliberal
institutionalism, it directly challenges a core realist premise about
the nature of the international system. Anarchy, for Wendt (1992),
is nothing more than ‘what states make of it.’ That is, it is not an
objective but an intersubjective fact, a powerful social myth that
carries different meanings for different actors (Hopf 1998; Wendt
1992). This has enormous significance for whether and how states
understand the regional and international arenas of which they are
a part; what specific criteria they use to identify allies and enemies;
and whether and how they perceive threats to their security. In other
words constructivists analyze what realists and liberals take for
granted; they treat the international system as at best a heuristic
device for capturing the security environment as various actors
perceive it. Consequently, as Johnston (1998) argued in his analysis
of Chinese strategic culture, even strategies that appear to be driven
by realist logics can be constructed on the basis of particular
historical contexts and cultural traditions.

In addition, constructivism analyzes two topics neglected by
realism and liberalism: the content and sources of state identities
(Checkel 1998). Indeed, its most significant theoretical contribution
in the arena of security studies has been to highlight the relevance of
actor identity to enduring rivalries or collective security arrange-
ments that do not fit neatly with predictions based on realist or
liberal premises. This shift in analytical focus has allowed
constructivist scholars to see considerable significance in security
regimes, such as the Concert System of great powers in Europe after
1815, and in security communities that institutionalize dependable
expectations of peaceful change, as in the European Union or the
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Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). Such regimes
and communities provide a context that shapes norms of proper
conduct prescribing what actors should and should not do. Even
after a particular security community has broken down, its legacies
frequently shape actors’ identities and their interests within their
respective regional contexts.

Yet another strand of constructivism stresses the role of disposi-
tions that emerge among security practitioners and influence the
prospects for conflict resolution. Self-evident understandings aris-
ing out of the practice of diplomacy are driven more by the ‘logic of
habit’ (Hopf 2009) than by reasons of consequences or appropriate-
ness. Sometimes they pave the way for the non-violent resolution of
conflicts, and at other times they reinforce tensions stemming from
incongruities between actors’ dispositions and the positions they
represent (Pouliot 2010). Focusing on regulative and constitutive
norms, as well as on the effects of practice and habit, constructivist
scholarship seeks to extend the causal chain that leads states to
identify enemies and threats, initiate disputes, or participate in
measures to enhance collective security. At the same time,
constructivist approaches are limited in how efficiently they explain
the remarkably similar calculations that very different states often
undertake when facing similar distributions of power.

During the two decades from 1990 to 2010, changes in the real
world have compelled scholars to broaden their paradigmatic vis-
tas. As the dominant intellectual perspective in security studies
during most of the twentieth century, in recent years realism has
increasingly sought to relax its analytic boundaries and investigate
core assumptions in order to make itself relevant to policy issues
and substantive dilemmas facing actors in the post-Cold War era.
Liberalism, in its multiple variants, has pointed to the relationships
between domestic and transnational actors and institutions insofar
as these provide a deeper understanding of the conditions under
which states are inclined to initiate disputes or seek peace. And
constructivism, as a latecomer to the debate, has had little choice
but to take note of the longstanding traditions of realism and
liberalism in seeking to make its contributions to the study of war
and security. Thus, its primary point of impact has been at the levels
of ontology and epistemology: by problematizing such fundamental
concepts as ‘anarchy’ and ‘interest,’ constructivists have created
space for analyzing the effects of collective identities and norms on
state behavior in historical and regional contexts. Collectively, these
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intellectual shifts within various paradigms have created movement
towards more eclectic approaches which draw on causal mecha-
nisms and processes from multiple analytical perspectives.

The studies discussed in this chapter tend to do well on the three
criteria we use to distinguish analytic eclecticism in international
relations scholarship. Most of the works considered below address
questions about war and security that are of greater scope than the
more narrowly circumscribed inquiries that drive research within
each of the contending paradigms. They also tend to occupy a
middle ground between excessively abstract generalizations and
overly detailed descriptive accounts. They specify and seek to show
interconnections between mechanisms or causal logics drawn from
various paradigms. And they give us insights that not only challenge
existing debates within international relations scholarship but also
potentially contribute to rethinking policy on crucial issues. None
of the works necessarily scores high on all of the three criteria we
use to distinguish analytic eclecticism, but each does reasonably
well across most of them. And they all score high on the most
significant criterion: constructing complex causal stories that incor-
porate mechanisms and processes from theories embedded in at
least two of the major paradigms. This chapter discusses exemplars
of analytic eclecticism addressing issues of peace among all of the
world’s major powers (Jervis 2005), military intervention
(Finnemore 2003), the spread of nuclear weapons (Solingen 2007),
the tradition of the non-use of nuclear weapons (Paul 2009), and
the implications of China’s rise for regional stability (Kang 2007).2

Robert Jervis, American Foreign Policy in
a New Era (2005)

‘Current world politics,’ writes Jervis (2005, p. 1) on the first page
of his book, ‘challenges many of our theories because it is new in
fundamental ways.’ The last page of the book concludes that, as a
result of the Bush doctrine, ‘[w]e are headed for a difficult world,
one that is not likely to fit any of our ideologies or simple theories’
(p. 138). While pessimistic, the latter prediction is not simply a
sweeping polemical statement. It derives from Jervis’s reconsidera-
tion of the contours of the present international environment and of
its implications for the foreign policies of the United States and its
allies and adversaries. The book is in effect a ‘hybrid’ effort (p. 5),
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combining scholarly analysis of the complex set of conditions that
have shaped the contours of post-9/11 international relations with a
critical re-evaluation of American foreign policy. The book has
implications for both policy debate and public discourse. Jervis is
clear at the outset that he opposes the Bush administration’s
approach to the post-9/11 world. But he does not let this opposition
influence his framing of the problems or his balanced efforts to
produce a deeper understanding of the nature of the international
order by selectively combining explanatory factors drawn from
various perspectives. Without completely relinquishing his realist
footing, Jervis makes a bold move in the direction of eclecticism.

The book is focused on the United States’ foreign policies in the
post-Cold War era. It is predicated on the assumption that inter-
national relations are now characterized by a number of related
features that make them distinct from any era in the past. Most
significantly, a potentially revolutionary transformation has taken
place in the international system: a distinctive kind of security
community has emerged, consisting of the most powerful developed
states in the world – the United States, Japan, and the more
influential countries in western Europe. These nations no longer
fear the breakout of armed conflict among them. Although today
this state of affairs is almost taken for granted, Jervis points out that
it is ‘an enormous, indeed revolutionary, change from the past’
(p. 1). Threatening, planning, waging, and seeking to avoid war has
been a central aspect of great power politics for centuries. Although
smaller security communities had emerged in the past, for example
in Scandinavia, they never included all of the most powerful states
in the international system. For Jervis, the current security commu-
nity constitutes ‘proof by existence of the possibility of uncoerced
peace without central authority’ (p. 35).

Jervis does not discount the potential significance of China and
Russia in world affairs, acknowledging that these two countries may
indeed come into conflict. However, while recognizing that some
may regard China and Russia as great powers, Jervis emphasizes
that they are not yet to be counted among the most developed great
powers: they lack key attributes such as stable internal regimes,
advanced forms of technology and economic organization, the
capacity to project power beyond their surrounding regions, and the
ability to serve as models that are emulated by others. Among
established great powers, this new era of enduring peace represents a
novel development that requires scholars and policymakers to adjust
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their assumptions about the nature of international affairs. For
Jervis, this is a spectacular change, and the most striking discontinu-
ity that the history of international politics has provided (p. 13).

A related change is American primacy – the result of the disinte-
gration of the Soviet Union, the failure of the European Union to
unite and form a cohesive unitary actor, and the inability of any
state to seriously challenge the United States for several decades to
come. In material capabilities and influence, in the ability to estab-
lish the framework for global debates, and in the capacity, if not
always willingness, to provide public goods, the extent of the
dominance enjoyed by the United States is very large and possibly
unprecedented. And yet, Jervis contends, American behavior ‘tracks
in important ways with what very powerful states have done in the
past, and … it is likely to prove self-defeating’ (p. 2).

Jervis also identifies a third major change, the threat of terrorism
and the American response it has generated. He does not see this
change as an enduring or revolutionary transformation. While
terrorist attacks certainly require analyses that extend beyond the
scope of theories focused on normal interstate relations, Jervis
views existing theories of international politics and foreign policy as
useful in capturing the behavior of states in response to terrorism.
However, the other two changes – the security community among
great powers and the extent of American dominance – are unprec-
edented and require fundamentally different modes of analysis.

Having identified the novel features of the post-Cold War inter-
national order, Jervis proceeds to ask two sets of substantive
questions. First, does the emergent security community of great
powers end security threats to its members, particularly the United
States? And second, what factors explain the emergence of this
security community, and how long will it endure? The very framing
of these questions requires a relaxation of the boundaries of existing
paradigms in international relations. To conceptualize a security
community of great powers, we must go beyond the traditional
assumptions of (neo)realism. Yet the composition and significance
of the community rest on members’ power and capabilities relative
to others. Moreover, analyzing security threats and foreign policy
against this backdrop points inevitably and directly to a range of
concrete prescriptions concerning how the relevant actors should
act in the new environment. Jervis’s questions thus have implica-
tions for both the conduct and the analysis of international affairs
(p. 13).
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The answer to the first question is a resounding ‘no.’ The exist-
ence of a security community only suggests that the most developed
great powers do not regard each other as threats. However, terrorist
groups, rogue states, and potentially Russia or China continue to
pose security threats to these states. But even those most afraid of
these potential threats do not see these powers as ready to attack the
United States, Europe, or Japan without direct provocation. And
neither Russia nor China has done anything to indicate that they
seek to replace the United States as the world’s primary power. The
assertiveness in their policies – and the tensions it engenders –
centers on their demands for limited spheres of influence that would
be closed to the United States. Certainly, there is American opposi-
tion to those demands, and this opposition may increase tensions in
particular regional theaters. But this does not suggest a challenge to
American primacy in the global arena writ large. In any case, none
of these challenges, including the threat of terrorism, is having as
deep an impact on the entire fabric of world politics and American
foreign policy as did the possibility of great power clashes in the
past. Although less capable powers seek to carve out their own
spheres of influence, the struggle for international primacy among
the great powers of the world is no longer a favored sport.

The second question concerns the origins and future prospects of
this security community. Based on the history of the last two
decades, there is ample reason to believe that discord and disagree-
ment can intensify, as it did over the US attack of Iraq, and persist
over long periods. But there is no indication that the fear of military
conflict among the developed great powers will reappear in the
foreseeable future. American policies that seek to maintain US
advantage over Europe and Japan are not driven by security fears or
uncertainties but by the expectation that political rivalries among
the three great powers could impede the management of global
problems. Yet Jervis heeds the counsel never to say ‘never.’ There are
any number of future contingencies – linked to the fragility of
prosperity and democracy, or drastic climate change, to name but
two scenarios – that might shake to its foundations the assumptions
and expectations we currently take for granted. Yet it seems
improbable that factors endogenous to international politics that
have traditionally led to disputes and rivalries among states will
eliminate the kind of security community that has evolved among
the developed major powers.
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The durability of the security community is thus a function of the
factors that explain its emergence. Noting that no single theory can
independently explain the dynamics of the new security community,
Jervis relies on the overlapping features of, and intersections
among, core explanatory factors posited in each of the three para-
digms, even though they proceed from different metatheoretical
assumptions (p. 16). To do this effectively, he considers carefully the
core arguments and limitations of each paradigm within the context
of the post-Cold War era.

Constructivists generally favor ideational over material factors:
ideas, images of self and other, and conceptions of appropriate or
habitual conduct. Rather than isolate precise causal links among
these factors, constructivists highlight a virtuous cycle linking prac-
tices, beliefs, and expectations, which are seen as mutually
constitutive. They also reject the notion that ideational factors are
merely a reflection or consequence of the materialist factors typi-
cally emphasized in realist or liberal explanations. Of particular
significance to the emergence and durability of the security commu-
nity is ‘the norm of nonviolence and the shared identities that have
led the advanced democracies to assume the role of each other’s
friend through the interaction of behavior and expectations’ (p. 16).
Mass publics in the great powers have experienced a socialization
process that encourages the peaceful resolution of conflicts and
makes traditional, virulent nationalism the exception rather than
the rule. The fact that all members of the security community are
democracies is significant for constructivists, not so much for
reasons of transparency or accountability (typically emphasized in
liberal accounts of the democratic peace) but for the emergence of a
common identity linked to similarity in regimes and political prac-
tices (p. 17). Learning has also played a role, generating a cognitive
shift among leaders in a security community as they adopt coopera-
tive methods for conflict resolution (p. 18). However, Jervis also
notes that the spread of democracy – along with a turn away from
violence, conquest, honor, and glory – over the long run could make
it less distinctive and therefore less useful as a basis for collective
identity. Moreover, some constructivist claims underplay the impor-
tance of human agency and overplay the importance of over-
socialized individuals. Thus, Jervis’s discussion underscores the
fact that ideational factors such as identities, norms, and learning
are important but not determining elements in a fully satisfying
explanation of the emergence of the security community.
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Liberal explanations point to the pacifying effects of three fac-
tors: democracy, economic interdependence, and joint membership
in international organizations. The observation that democracies
rarely if ever fight one another has become one of the most robust
and central findings of democratic peace theory. Although the devil
resides here in the statistical detail, and the controversy over the
theory is ongoing, there is an emergent scholarly consensus on the
core logics emphasized in this literature: a constitutionally imposed
dispersion of power that acts as a break on a rush to war; demo-
cratic norms that require the settlement of disputes by peaceful
means and with respect for law; unrestricted flow of information
that encourages public debate and better elite decision making; and
electoral and coalitional constraints on rash decision makers who
seek to maintain themselves in power by winning contested elec-
tions. These causal arguments, Jervis argues, are thoughtful and
often ingenious but not always adequate for explaining the novel
security community forged by great powers. For example, these
arguments lead to the expectation that democracies should not only
behave in a peaceful manner in their relations with each other, but
should not seek to overthrow or fight the governments of non-
democracies – expectations that are demonstrably wrong
empirically. The dispersal of power and the accountability of lead-
ers, which are supposed to make democracies more judicious and
selective in fighting wars, also make leaders of non-democracies
cautious. And it is not clear how the posited causal effect actually
operates in multilateral rather than bilateral settings, as each coun-
try must assess the behavior and expectations of all others.
Liberalism points to some important mechanisms. But in and of
themselves, these mechanisms do not adequately explain the secu-
rity community among great powers (pp. 19–20).

Economic interdependence and international organizations are
also regularly cited by liberals as forces that incline countries
towards the peaceful resolution of conflicts. Individuals, groups,
firms, sectors, and regions get politically invested in the advanta-
geous benefits they derive from rising trade and investment, and
thus become powerful lobbies for peaceful and good relations with
other countries. While consumption politics is a fact of life, in crisis
situations it can be replaced by another kind of politics. It is far
from certain that the coalition of those benefiting from trade and
investment will always prevail over countervailing political forces.
International organizations enhance information flows, ease

64 Beyond Paradigms



problem solving, increase the stake in cooperation, and reinforce
the risk of isolation. These are all important mechanisms that may
have significant effects in particular circumstances. Jervis does
question, however, the magnitude of this effect when circumstances
are so variable. Furthermore, liberal arguments downplay the pos-
sibility that the division of relative gains will exacerbate conflict in
situations of high interdependence, as it did before the First World
War. In addition, economic interdependence and cooperation in
international organizations may be the effects rather than the causes
of some underlying and more fundamental set of factors in the
international system.

Finally, traditional realist explanations about the role of external
threats in forging cooperation do not explain the new security
community. The Soviet threat was very important in helping create
a security community among the United States, Europe, and Japan.
But it is implausible to argue that Russia, China, or any other state
has posed a similar threat since the end of the Cold War. Terrorism
certainly poses new threats; however, there exists great disagree-
ment on how best to combat it. A more promising realist argument
sees the security community as a mere byproduct of American
dominance in a unipolar system. America’s defense budget is larger
than that of the rest of the world combined. America’s allies do not
fear being attacked by each other, nor do they have the ability to
carry out a sustained military campaign against each other. Still
another sensible realist explanation concerns the pacifying effects of
nuclear weapons, which have made war among great powers ‘a
feckless option’ (p. 25). Neither of these arguments, however, can
satisfactorily explain the distinctive aspects of the present security
community. American hegemony is certainly dominant, but other
major powers, rather than being coerced by it, simply seek to
harness or constrain it. The argument about nuclear deterrence,
while useful in explaining the absence of a major war, does not
preclude hostility or attempts at coercion. Furthermore, it fails to
account for the formation of a full-blown security community
among great powers.

Jervis’s discussion of the strengths and limitations of theories
embedded in the constructivist, liberal, and realist traditions is
nuanced and insightful. Going well beyond critical reviews, his
main goal is to disembed the most compelling factors from each
explanatory framework, identify areas of overlap, and build what
he calls a ‘synthetic interactive explanation.’ In the terminology of

War and peace, security and insecurity 65



this book, his is a coherent, eclectic argument. Among the factors
Jervis views as most interesting and important are the belief that
territorial conquest is difficult and unnecessary; the recognition of
the costs of war, particularly in the nuclear age; and, rooted in the
spread of democracy, shifts in identity that reflect a sharp decline in
militarism and nationalism and a growing value compatibility
among the most advanced major powers. The significance of these
shifts depends on ongoing historical processes. For example, the
evolution of the international economy has produced dissociation
between territoriality and national prosperity, increasing the costs
of territorial acquisition. Similarly, the high degree of cooperation
among the core members of the security community is partly a
function of enduring Cold War legacies. States were socialized
during the Cold War to behave as ‘partners’ and set aside their
normal grievances to deal with a powerful adversary. In sum, the
destructiveness of war, the benefits of peace, and a change in values
are interactive and mutually reinforcing processes of change.

Finally, it is worth noting that Jervis does not treat his analysis as
a purely academic exercise. He is also concerned about its implica-
tions for adjusting American foreign policy. Updating policy to deal
with new threats, such as terrorism, will remain ineffective as long
as it remains predicated on dated conceptions of national interest
that no longer reflect the distinctiveness of the present international
environment. In particular, Jervis cautions that unilateral actions by
the United States, particularly since 9/11, have begun to undermine
the trust of members of the security community. He also notes that
members of the security community seek to check American
hegemony by adopting new styles of balancing behavior. Rather
than military challenges, ‘soft’ balancing involves subtle, coordi-
nated efforts to socialize and entrap the United States to keep its
behavior ‘within acceptable bounds’ (p. 31). For Jervis, this
dynamic is indicative of the novelty of the new international system
rather than a mere reflection of the different preferences of different
policymakers. The durability of the security community is such that
states ‘need not moderate their scorn of each other in fear that harsh
words and limited conflict might lead to a permanent break, let
alone armed hostilities’ (p. 104). Whether or not one concurs with
Jervis’ analysis, embedded in the scenarios he sketches for the future
are policy prescriptions that illustrate his eclecticism and invite a
more open-ended discussion among scholars and policymakers
about US foreign policy in a new and evolving international order.
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Box 3.1
Robert Jervis – Engaging the ‘isms’ without being confined

by them

American Foreign Policy in a New Era (Jervis 2005) is eclectic for
two reasons. First, I wrote the chapters at different times and for
different purposes. Second, and more importantly, each was focused
on a particular problem. For example, I drafted the second chapter in
November 2001 to understand how 9/11 had changed the world. I
wrote the third chapter a year later, while the United States was
preparing to overthrow Saddam. I thought this policy was extremely
foolish. The occupation would be long and bloody, and even if he
gained weapons of mass destruction, Saddam would not be able to
do much to harm to the United States and its allies. I wrote ‘Under-
standing the Bush Doctrine’ (Jervis 2005, ch. 4) to come to grips with
the question, troubling especially for realists, of why a country
would adopt a policy that clashed fundamentally with realist pre-
cepts. In each chapter, eclecticism was intended to unravel different
puzzles. These different puzzles involved different dynamics and
naturally led to the deployment of a variety of analytical approaches.

Although I wanted to be parsimonious, it was more important to
me to get the answer right. This was particularly true of the first
chapter, which I expanded from my Presidential Address to the
American Political Science Association. As John Mueller and others
had argued, we had failed to consider a revolutionary change in
world politics: leading states no longer contemplate fighting each
other. Here I explicitly deployed arguments from the ‘isms.’ None of
them could account by itself for the phenomenon. I then tried
combinations of elements drawn from all of them; yet here, and
elsewhere, I sought to discipline my thinking by asking what alter-
native schools of thought would lead me to expect, and by looking
for evidence that would help me to sort out alternative explanations.
In exploring the cause of American policy after 9/11, I thus tried to
separate arguments that stressed Bush’s personality and worldview
from those that pointed to enduring factors within the United States,
and from arguments that in turn distinguished factors common to all
great powers. I argued that in damning or praising Bush, most
analysts gave insufficient weight to the third set of factors, which had
also been present in the actions of many other states during the past
few centuries. I thus found engagements with the ‘isms’ to be produc-
tive as long as I resisted the pressure to be confined by them.

War and peace, security and insecurity 67



Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of
Intervention (2003)

Finnemore’s book examines changing international notions about
the use and justification of military intervention. For Finnemore,
intervention provides a valuable lens for analyzing the purpose of
force ‘because it establishes boundary conditions for two central
institutions of international life, sovereignty and war’ (p. 7). Inter-
vention refers to the deployment of military personnel across
recognized state borders to shape the political authority structure of
the target state, a distinctive type of the use of force that is generally
defended with reference to some set of standards of proper conduct
(p. 2). Since the conceptual labels attached to what we today
understand to be intervention have changed greatly over time and in
different places, Finnemore does not simply observe an event and
ask ‘is this an intervention?’ She instead proceeds inductively by
looking at the associated practices, and inquires into what they are,
how they were understood, and how their patterns have changed
over time. That is, she problematizes as part of her investigation the
issue of what has counted as an intervention in a given historical
context and what normative arguments have been invoked to justify
acts of intervention in that context.

Finnemore finds that historical changes in the pattern of interven-
tion are not determined by new military technologies or shifts in the
material balance of capabilities, as dominant arguments in security
studies suggest. Instead, she argues, while the fact and scale of
intervention may not have varied much, state understandings of the
purposes that justify the use of force have changed significantly over
time, reflecting evolving notions of legitimacy and authority in the
international state system. Finnemore does not find it surprising
that understandings about military intervention may vary across
different states and over time, but she is interested in identifying and
explaining global changes in the patterns of military intervention.
Some forms of intervention have disappeared altogether. New ones
have emerged. But, as Finnemore puts it: ‘In all cases, states as a
group have rejected intervention for some purpose or have altered
their understandings about how or why intervention is done, with
the result that the behavior of states has changed across the system’
(p. 3).
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The main objective of Finnemore’s book is to chart these global
shifts and to generate novel hypotheses to explain them. To do so,
she analyzes the array of possible explanations identifiable in exist-
ing theoretical literatures, in conjunction with detailed studies of
processes of historical change. This approach – what John Ruggie
(1998) called ‘narrative explanatory protocol’ – combines descrip-
tive accounts of the sequence of events with the configuration of
these events to emphasize aspects that are most pertinent to the
question. The logic of analysis is neither purely inductive nor purely
deductive, but rather a dialectical combination of both. Referred to
as ‘abduction’ (p. 13) by Charles Pierce, one of the leading founders
of pragmatist thought, this approach is not designed to yield general
law-like statements or point predictions that can be subjected to
standardized tests. Rather, against the null hypothesis of the con-
stancy of state interests, Finnemore sets as her immediate objective
the demonstration that state purposes change over time. Ultimately,
she is interested in identifying the mechanisms that are most respon-
sible for this change (p. 14).

Finnemore applies her approach to three different cases. For
Finnemore, ‘cases’ are not specific interventions but shifts in the
overall ‘pattern of global intervention behavior’ (p. 11). The first
case examines economic interventions undertaken, especially by
Britain and France, to collect economic debts owed by the govern-
ment of one state to nationals of another, here typically British and
French bondholders. Widespread in the nineteenth century, this
practice ceased in the early twentieth century. Possible explanations
include the rise of American power and changing conditions in the
international economy. Unfortunately, there is little evidence to
support the causal importance of these material factors. A more
significant and defensible account for the shift is the growing
importance of international law as a profession and the increasing
presence of international lawyers at conferences and treaty negotia-
tions, causing international arbitration to be regarded increasingly
as both morally superior and economically more efficient than
military intervention.

A second case is humanitarian military intervention. While a
common practice for the last two centuries, there have been signifi-
cant changes in terms of who is being protected and how a state
intervenes. Today, non-White and non-Christian populations have
a claim that they simply did not enjoy in the nineteenth century.
Furthermore, contemporary interventions are conducted multi-

War and peace, security and insecurity 69



laterally and on behalf of an international organization, not so
much to share the material burdens of intervention as for reasons of
legitimacy.

A third case study focuses on military interventions in states that
are thought to pose a threat to the international society of states.
Here, too, the practice has been longstanding and widespread. But
the modalities and justifications of interventions have changed
depending on the broader international order states were defending
in history – the balance of power system, a concert system, a
spheres-of-influence system, or the current American-centered sys-
tem. This case study, furthermore, establishes that the international
order was less consistently aligned with the material distribution of
capabilities than with the modalities with which interventions were
carried out (pp. 3–4).

This book is exemplary in bringing together different explana-
tions. Students of military intervention operate conventionally
based on logics loosely derived from Realpolitik. To serve their
geostrategic and economic interests, strong states always have
intervened and always will intervene in weak ones. Yet states also
use force for other reasons, as in the case of humanitarian interven-
tion. In fact, the cases Finnemore investigates are not easily
explained by realist formulations. For any set of state interests
dictating intervention, it is easy to come up with a different specifi-
cation of interests that is consistent with observed outcomes. It is
more interesting to determine what state interests are, and which
interests are served by interventions. Focusing on broader patterns
of intervention across different international systems and issue
areas, and examining the substance of the debates that accompany
such interventions, leads Finnemore to an appreciation of coordi-
nated shifts in perceptions of interests across all or most states.

Legal scholars and constructivists will be challenged by
Finnemore’s analysis of how changes in rules, interests, and
understandings have occurred, not independently from power and
interests but deeply implicated by them. The most interesting part of
this analysis is how one set of rules serving the self-interest of strong
states that can actively organize military interventions has been
replaced by a different set of rules that serve the interest of the very
same states, but constrain their actions in different ways. What is
theoretically interesting is not the presence of state interests but
their enormous plasticity. Historical context and contingency mat-
ter, as does purposive agency. In all three cases, Finnemore discovers
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what she calls ‘strategic social construction’ (p. 5), whereby actors
set out rationally and self-consciously to alter the perceptions and
values of others. In the hands of leaders like William Gladstone or
Klemens Metternich, sometimes the tools of persuasion worked,
and sometimes they failed. But their efforts at strategic social
construction had much to do with subsequent changes in the
normative fabric of world politics. Thus, an analysis of the
techniques of persuasion and their effects enables Finnemore to
examine how historical context and strategic agency interact with
psychology and diplomacy.

Finnemore’s argument also speaks to the concerns of those inter-
ested in normative theory and ethics. Interventions contradict such
foundational notions of international law as sovereignty, as well as
such core ethical components of the international community as
self-determination. They thus cannot help but raise extended nor-
mative discussions about what is right and good in international
life. In all of Finnemore’s cases, an inherent tension arises between
clashing norms or values: between the sanctity of contracts and
state sovereignty; between normative imperatives for humanitarian
intervention to protect the lives of innocents and the duty to protect
the lives of one’s own citizens in uniform; and between the pursuit
of self-determination and the risk it can pose to the peace and
security of the international community. In these clashing norma-
tive and moral claims, some claims grow weaker over time, such as
glory achieved through military pursuits, while others grow
stronger, such as human rights, which now rival the power of
sovereignty and self-determination norms. Normative conflicts
over intervention do not diminish. But the processes through which
normative conflicts change alter the use of military force.

Across her cases and analytical perspectives, Finnemore comes to
an understanding of a very basic point. Most of contemporary
international relations scholarship contrasts two sets of competing
perspectives, which stress utility and instrumental rationality on the
one hand, and legitimacy and substantive rationality on the other.
Across her three very different cases, Finnemore’s research amply
documents that utility and legitimacy are indelibly intertwined.
‘Separating the two or treating them as competing explanations,’
she writes, ‘is not only difficult but probably misguided, since it
misses the potentially more interesting question of how the two are
intertwined and interdependent’ (Finnemore 2003, p. 16). Over
time, new forms of intervention became more effective or useful,
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not simply because of the availability of new methods to intervene
but because the very definition of utility changed, not in material
but in social and normative terms.

Finnemore is able to identify three broad empirical trends that are
apparent across her cases. First, there is the malleability of state
interests. Throughout history, states with greater military capaci-
ties, typically Western great powers, have frequently exercised
disproportionate influence over the rules governing the inter-
national system. What is most interesting is the manner in which the
interests of strong states change, and how this change subsequently
alters the ‘normative landscape’ (p. 18) on which intervention rules
are developed and applied. Second, there is evidence of a normative
shift over time in the value attached to war for its own sake, at least
relative to the value attached to more general norms such as
sovereign equality and humanitarian protection. Although, ironi-
cally, the shift in norms has not actually reduced the use of force, it is
significant that there have been ‘very real shifts in the goals people
fight for, the ways they use force, and the perceived imperatives
those changes create for military action’ (p. 19). Finally, there is the
growing importance of rational-legal authority (in the Weberian
sense) in governing the use of force. Much more attention is now
paid to specific legal understandings as well as the rules or norms
established by international organizations. Even in the case of
humanitarian intervention, appeals based on preventing acts of
‘barbarism,’ because it was the ‘civilized’ thing to do, are now
combined with appeals that incorporate international legal obliga-
tions and reference to decisions of various international tribunals,
commissions, and other legal authorities (pp. 21–2).

To understand these shifts, Finnemore relies on the interaction of
a range of collective-level and individual-level mechanisms. At the
collective level, there is the obvious significance of coercion, at best
a necessary condition for changing social purposes. There are also
the roles played by international institutions and law, which serve to
codify new social purposes, and by epistemic communities and
social movements, which play critical roles in altering and
institutionalizing the values and goals of a society. At the individual
level, there are the processes of persuasion and communicative
action that enable particular individuals to be effective in persuad-
ing or responsive to various acts of persuasion. Understanding these
processes requires attention to social psychology, which stresses a
number of conditions under which persuasion is more likely to
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Box 3.2
Martha Finnemore – Let yourself be surprised

Good hypotheses are hard to find. As a graduate student I was
trained to test hypotheses. The dirty secret no one told me was that
most of the dominant ‘paradigms’ of our field are simply not fine-
grained enough to provide hypotheses about problems that analysts
and citizens care about. Thus, The Purpose of Intervention
(Finnemore 2003), like all my work, is about discovering or generat-
ing hypotheses as much as testing them.

I backed into this book through the humanitarian intervention
case. The international relations literature lacked plausible hypoth-
eses to explain the rash of interventions we saw in Somalia, Bosnia,
Cambodia, and Kosovo in the 1990s, places of minimal geostrategic
or economic interest to intervening states. Humanitariansm as a
motive was dismissed by the field, yet media coverage, public opin-
ion, and decision-maker statements all focused on this motive and
justification. I was intrigued. I decided to take political actors at their
word and explore how humanitarian concerns could shape interven-
tions.

History proved to be my friend. I naively assumed that these
interventions were new, but quickly found that states have been
doing such interventions for at least two centuries. Suddenly I had
additional cases, but making sense of them was a challenge. They
certainly did not let me invent some sweeping theory of humanitar-
ian action, but they did allow me to make some limited, contingent
generalizations about basic contours of change in a field preoccupied
with stasis and equilibrium.

Actually, history was my friend in all these cases. In each one there
were big surprises in the evidence. Perhaps the most interesting (to
me) was the finding that intervention itself is a relatively recent
notion, created in a particular context (post-1815 Europe) to serve
particular ends of strong states, as I have argued in my book (page
10, footnote 7). I did not know what to make of this finding initially.
I fretted about it and wrestled to make cases fit my framework.
Oddly, admitting defeat and taking the anomalies on board turned
out to be a great strategy. It let me incorporate the construction of
intervention itself into my argument and provided historical material
to do this.

If this translates into advice, it would be something like: ‘let
yourself be surprised by your evidence.’ Explanations of most social
phenomena are more interesting than we can imagine a priori.
Consequently, our existing hypotheses are usually less interesting
than the explanations we are able to construct with a fuller apprecia-
tion of our evidence.
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succeed (for example, under conditions of uncertainty, or when the
persuader is an authoritative member of a dominant in-group to
which others want to belong). Finnemore also argues that affective
mechanisms play a role in that ‘empathy’ or ‘liking’ of familiar
individuals, which can be cultivated over increased social interac-
tion among a group of individuals, can increase the likelihood of
changes in perception or cognition among others. Finally, there is
the process through which social influence changes public behavior
without a corresponding change in private beliefs, yet generates
cognitive dissonance and creates inclinations towards the internali-
zation of values that are consistent with public behavior. Thus,
Finnemore’s eclectic framework not only stresses the combined
significance of material and ideational factors, but also posits a
number of processes featuring the interplay of collective-level and
individual-level mechanisms (pp. 142–61).

The changes Finnemore documents have an aura of obviousness
about them. Specifically, it may strike the contemporary observer as
obvious that military intervention to collect debts, intervention
intended to protect only White Christians, and unilateral interven-
tion in weaker states are, respectively, wasteful, racist and
illegitimate. One of Finnemore’s main aims is to puncture this sense
of obviousness by showing that at a different time and place, what
now strikes us as wasteful, racist, or illegitimate was considered
efficient, non-racist, and legitimate. What now is considered obvi-
ous, at an earlier time was deeply contested or rejected, and for
perfectly logical and well-articulated reasons. In bypassing the
boundary conditions typically observed by proponents of standard
realist or constructivist accounts, Finnemore is able to problematize
the obvious. There is much to be gained, for both scholars and
policymakers, by considering why some set of norms and some uses
of force were considered entirely plausible in one historical era but
not in another. This perhaps is the book’s most striking and endur-
ing contribution.

Etel Solingen, Nuclear Logics (2007)

Solingen’s (2007) book starts off with a deceptively simple and
undeniably important question: Why have some states sought to
acquire nuclear weapons while others have chosen to renounce
them? The question is obviously relevant to policy, but policy
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studies have not taken advantage of debates in international rela-
tions theory to explore the issue systematically. International
relations scholars have devoted much attention to nuclear deter-
rence and superpower nuclear interaction, but have not viewed the
motivations for pursuing or renouncing nuclear weapons as a topic
that can aid in theorizing. Solingen’s book is conceived of as an
effort to bridge that gap (p. ix).

The book also develops the most undertheorized aspect in
explaining nuclear choice: the role of domestic politics, particularly
the logic of the political survival of leaders and regimes. Much of the
existing literature in international relations, in Solingen’s view, has
fallen victim to what Henry Brady and David Collier (2004) refer to
as an ‘omitted variable’ problem: by neglecting domestic politics, it
has misjudged the relative explanatory power of existing theories
and overestimated the causal significance of certain logics, particu-
larly the balance of power logic stressed in realist accounts. Without
an approach that considers domestic politics carefully, it is difficult
to understand why different leaders in the same state may adopt
different nuclear preferences, or why the same state’s preferences
may vary over time as domestic political contexts change (p. x). At
the same time, attention to domestic politics does not lead to the
exclusion of causal factors stressed in other analytic perspectives.
Solingen articulates these with care, submits them to careful scru-
tiny, and uses them, where necessary, to arrive at a satisfactory
answer to her question. Solingen is eager to give her favored
perspective more of a hearing than it has received to date, but she
does not insist that it can or should displace all others. In fact,
Solingen is explicit that the explanation and comparison of states’
nuclear preferences requires incorporating multiple logics drawn
not only from different brands of international relations theories –
specifically neorealism, neoliberalism, and constructivism – but
also from various models of domestic politics. In brief, for Solingen,
a better understanding of contrasting nuclear preferences ‘requires
theoretical recalibration and a closer examination of competing and
complementary perspectives to avoid overestimation of some theo-
ries and underestimation of others’ (p. 6).

Solingen’s core empirical puzzle focuses on nine countries that
collectively capture two distinct regional patterns. Since the 1970s,
the Middle East has largely moved toward nuclearization, while
East Asia has moved in the opposite direction. In the years since
China built a bomb in 1964, only North Korea has crossed the
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nuclear threshold (in 2006). In the Middle East, Israel had acquired
a nuclear capability by the late 1960s. Iraq, Libya (until 2004),
Egypt (before 1971), and possibly Iran and Syria in recent years
have tried to do the same, with Saudi Arabia and Algeria as putative
long-term aspirants. How are we to understand these different
trajectories in the Middle East and East Asia? Are they likely to
continue into the future? To what extent do various factors –
ranging from globalization and the international distribution of
power to the role of international institutions and the establishment
of democracy – affect nuclear choices in these two regions? These
questions have immediate policy relevance, and they offer an inter-
esting puzzle that speaks to wider theoretical debates over
international security. Solingen’s formulation of the questions does
not prematurely close off doors to particular mechanisms or levels
of analysis. In fact, it invites a careful consideration of different
logics and mechanisms drawn from different analytic perspectives.
Moreover, by employing a focused, controlled comparison of nine
cases from two different regions, Solingen avoids exceptionalist
arguments shaped by a focus on a single country or area of the
world. The two regions are comparable in their initial background
conditions and their concentration of nuclear aspirants. At the same
time, contextualized comparisons within regions provide a basis for
evaluating the strength of regional properties in accounting for
distinct regional pathways (pp. 8–10).

For Solingen, each of the major theoretical paradigms in inter-
national relations points to important logics that work well in
explaining aspects of some important cases. Yet, none adequately
explains decisions to pursue or forgo nuclear weapons (p. 11).
Neorealism enjoys a particularly important place in studies of
nuclear decisions and outcomes, focusing on state security as
shaped by the balance of power and the logic of the security
dilemma. In an anarchic world, states can rely only on self-help, and
their acquisition of nuclear weapons will induce other states to do
the same. Exploiting the vulnerabilities of rival states, deploying
threats to maximum effect, and avoiding unnecessary concessions
are behaviors that are induced by the structure of the international
system. As the ultimate weapon, nuclear bombs are imputed by
self-help perspectives to be guarantors of state survival. Among the
early nuclear weapon states, this logic probably worked in some
cases but competed with other considerations such as prestige.
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Solingen’s focus, however, is on cases unfolding after the incep-
tion of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Here, Solingen argues,
the structural logic is even less compelling, suffering from acute
underdetermination and unfalsifiability at worst, and conceptual
contradictions at best. While some states facing existential
vulnerabilities, such as Israel and Pakistan, have nuclearized, others
with similar vulnerabilities have not, including Taiwan, Egypt,
Vietnam, Singapore, South Korea, and Japan. Neither hegemonic
protection nor coercion, Solingen argues, can account for so many
anomalies. At bottom, the principle of self-help points to wide-
ranging options from acquisition to renunciation of nuclear
weapons, raising the problem of underdetermination. Furthermore,
while the Middle East and East Asia shared a multipolar and
hierarchical structure that should have generated a similar outcome
in both cases, during the last 30 years the two regions evolved very
differently, toward and away from nuclearization. Multipolarity
should have led to nuclearization in both cases, but did so only in
the Middle East. Moreover, states with lower levels of external
threat chose to pursue nuclear weapons, while others with more
intense security dilemmas abstained. Thus, following Betts (2000),
Solingen argues that a neorealist explanation focusing on structural
insecurity can offer valuable insights into nuclear decision making
in some cases, but is insufficient for explaining the full range of
empirically observed outcomes (pp. 12–13).

Neoliberal institutionalism focuses on how international institu-
tions advance states’ rational interests by supplying information
about others’ capabilities and intentions, and by monitoring and
enforcing compliance with agreements. The Non-Proliferation
Regime (NPR), with the NPT at its heart, created a two-tiered
system of five recognized nuclear weapons states and an over-
whelming majority of states that have renounced nuclear weapons
in exchange for access to civilian nuclear technology. Even some
proponents of the NPR concede that we do not yet have systematic
empirical confirmation that most states relinquished the nuclear
option because of the information and monitoring built into the
NPR. Furthermore, counterfactual reasoning gives little credence to
the idea that absent the NPT, Japan or South Korea, for example,
would have pursued nuclear weapons, or that these countries
desisted from nuclearization primarily because of the existence of
the treaty (p. 14). In addition, the NPT was ineffective in stopping
Middle Eastern countries from moving toward nuclearization.
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Solingen discusses a range of conceptual, methodological, and
empirical difficulties of rationalist institutional perspectives that
place them at a disadvantage in the domain of national security
(p. 15). Yet she credits the NPR with, among other things, raising
the political costs for acquiring sensitive nuclear technologies and
equipment and changing the context within which states
formulated decisions regarding nuclear weapons. Neoliberal
institutionalism is thus an undeniable part of a more complex
understanding of the different nuclear logics in the Middle East and
in East Asia.

A constructivist approach highlights the evolution of anti-nuclear
norms since the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The NPR, it
could be argued, acted as an agent of socialization that spread the
regulatory and constitutive non-nuclear norms (meanings, shared
beliefs, common purpose, learning, and knowledge about history)
that are embedded in the NPT. Nuclear weapons are perceived to be
unique in terms of their capacity for inflicting massive casualties on
a horrendous scale. But while this fact may account for the emer-
gence of non-use norms, it is far from clear that a similarly strong
non-acquisition norm exists. Moreover, the logic of deterrence
suggests that acquisition de facto circumvents use. Even in East
Asia, where most states have not pursued nuclear weapons, there is
less than compelling evidence for the role of anti-acquisition norms
when considered alongside other factors including external coer-
cion, alliances, or domestic politics. This is true even in the case of
Japan, which is a most likely candidate for the normative explana-
tion. Furthermore, competing norms are at play, as acquisition of
nuclear weapons is sometimes imbued with the prestige associated
with joining the ranks of major powers. Finally, as is true of
neorealism, the normative argument makes a general claim that
simply cannot be reconciled with the empirical record and the
varying nuclear logics that have governed the Middle East and East
Asia. At the same time, although the non-acquisition norm seems
neither universally strong nor a necessary or sufficient condition for
explaining differences in nuclear policy in these cases, norms-based
approaches can be valuable when complemented with appropriate
theories of domestic politics (p. 16).

The distinctiveness of Solingen’s analysis lies in her suggestion
that movement toward or away from nuclearization is driven, to a
greater extent than is normally recognized, by different approaches
to ‘domestic political survival’ (pp. 17–20). External changes under-
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mining or reinforcing the security of the state are much less
important than internal changes in the political coalition support-
ing or undermining the regime and its general approach to political
and economic objectives. This explanation is underdeveloped in the
literature on nuclear policy because leaders avoid publicly admit-
ting narrow self-serving considerations of survival for themselves,
their parties, or their regimes in making nuclear decisions. If
we look beyond leaders’ public statements, however, there is
considerable evidence that domestic political considerations played
a key role in guiding decisions to acquire or forgo nuclear weapons.

As developed and argued in a previous book (Solingen 1998),
regimes are ruled by either outward- or inward-looking coalitions,
two ideal-types that Solingen deploys for heuristic purposes.
Outward-looking regimes rest their legitimacy on securing eco-
nomic prosperity through export-led growth, a strategy of global
integration, and an emphasis on the benefits of internationalization.
Inward-looking coalitions rely on import-substitution models for
economic growth, relative autarky, and extreme nationalism. These
different grand strategies point to distinct incentives for regimes
with regard to nuclear decisions. Typically, staunch opponents of
internationalization are more prone to emphasize national self-
reliance and thus to support acquisition of nuclear weapons than
are their more outward-looking counterparts, who tend to seek out
multilateral solutions to their security problems.

Significantly, introducing domestic political survival as a variable
‘does not imply that other variables are rendered irrelevant, but
rather that we are better able to understand their relative impact on
nuclear choices’ (p. 18). Domestic models, in other words, improve
our understanding of the actual effects of structural security dilem-
mas, norms, and institutions on the choice to pursue or eschew
nuclear weapons in particular countries. The relative causal weight
of these other variables in explaining specific choices will depend
very substantially on domestic political calculations. This implies
that normally domestic orientations neither determine nor provide
sufficient conditions for the observable outcomes. The causal effect
of domestic models is influenced by the relative incidence of com-
patible models in the region and by temporal sequences in the
acquisition of nuclear weapons (that is, precursor nuclear weapons
programs may be politically easier to abandon than actual weap-
ons, as prospect theory might suggest) (p. 286). Thus, domestic
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politics models serve as ‘filters’ (pp. 53, 285) through which regimes
define and pursue security.

Japan is, in some ways, the poster child and exhibit number one
for the book’s central claim (pp. 57–81). Consistent with Solingen’s
central argument, denuclearization was part of the ‘Yoshida line,’
Japan’s grand strategy of the last half-century which prioritized
economic development in a liberalizing global economy over all
other objectives. The US nuclear guarantee, Japan’s Peace Constitu-
tion, and the nuclear allergy of the Japanese all reinforced the
pragmatism and economic orientation of the Yoshida line. The NPT
certainly generated intense political debates in Japan. But since the
general policy was in place prior to the signing of the NPT, it too
was of minor importance. The operative model of political survival
in postwar Japan favored the pursuit of domestic legitimacy and
electoral support through export-led economic growth, and a total
rejection of Japan’s autarkic and militarized policy of the 1930s.
The resulting calculus, reiterated by successive generations of politi-
cal leaders, emphasized the benefits of civilian nuclear technologies
for economic growth, and remained aware of the costs of pursuing
nuclear weapons for advancing regional or international objectives.
The Yoshida line provided the underlying necessary condition for
Japan’s non-nuclear status, ‘the glue that kept the anti-nuclear
package together’ (p. 80). The US–Japan security arrangement
certainly made it easier to uphold that status. It provided the
political basis for Japan’s outward-looking approach, and out-
weighed discrete calculations based on the logic of Japan’s security
dilemma, the constraints imposed by international institutions, or
anti-nuclear norms.

Solingen’s book is self-conscious in seeking to avoid the trap of
becoming so deeply embedded in any one paradigm that it is
impossible to look at the world and its problems with fresh eyes.
Her eclectic stance prefers instead to ‘look at the problem kaleido-
scopically … from various angles, hoping to generate new
insights’ (p. 249). Her cross-regional comparison sketches different
conceptual paths to explain movement toward or away from
nuclearization; sidesteps the disadvantages of monocausal explana-
tions; and points to the utility of integrating the insights of
international relations and comparative politics in the analysis of
nuclear proliferation. In some cases, to be sure, Solingen finds
alternative causal pathways leading to similar predictions and
outcomes, which can make it difficult to come to a definitive
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assessment of the weight of specific factors. But in many cases she is
able to establish compellingly that particular causal factors high-
lighted by neorealist analysis have been overvalued, and others
dealing with domestic politics have been neglected unduly. In all of
the cases she examines, Solingen manages to make a compelling
case that the effects of mechanisms posited by a given international
relations paradigm are characterized more accurately if filtered by
an analysis of the domestic political contexts. Her conclusions are
thus highly germane to current scholarship on nuclear policies
(Potter and Mukhatzhanova 2008).

As with many of the other studies we code as analytically eclectic,
Solingen’s book is pragmatic in its orientation. Her concluding
chapter relates her findings to future scenarios and draws out some
policy implications. She makes good use of an aspect of the study
that in the world of punditry is often held against careful scholar-
ship. Rather than regarding what she calls the ‘runaway nature of
events’ (p. x) as a liability that will date her book before it is
published, Solingen regards it as facilitating a useful natural experi-
ment to assess the explanatory power of various theories. Her
domestic political survival approach allows us to anticipate future
denuclearization choices of internationalizing coalitions, and
nuclear choices of inward-looking coalitions. Solingen also sketches
out four scenarios, two of which support her argument and two of
which would be incompatible with it. Where internationalizing
coalitions pursue denuclearization or inward-looking coalitions
pursue nuclearization, the argument is rendered more convincing;
where internationalizing coalitions pursue nuclearization or
inward-looking regimes promote denuclearization, her argument
would be disconfirmed, or at least undermined (p. 287).

Although it is not possible to translate her conclusions into a set of
precise recommendations, there are some clear policy implications
that follow from Solingen’s analysis. Because they are so well known
and, as her study demonstrates, quite deficient, she makes relatively
short shrift of the paradigms – structural realism, neoliberal institu-
tionalism, and constructivist emphasis on anti-nuclear norms – that
have dominated policy discourse to date. No single approach, she
argues, ‘opens the gate to the holy grail of denuclearization’ (p. 289).
Each approach confronts the conundrum that causally important
variables are not always the ones that policymakers can influence in
the short term. Thus, Solingen develops four broadly gauged policy
prescriptions aimed at promoting denuclearization, which require
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Box 3.3
Etel Solingen – Logics in the plural

I set out to examine the demand-side for nuclear weapons fully
anticipating that different theories would shed light on different
angles of the problem. Indeed, some colleagues suggested the title
Nuclear Logic – in the singular – as a sharper (and more marketable)
alternative. It would have highlighted the indisputable centrality of a
single logic – presumably my own.Yet, since I know of virtually no
arena in the social world ruled by an uncontested single logic, the
plural Nuclear Logics (Solingen 2007) promised more truth in adver-
tisement. I also anticipated that the omitted variable the book
introduces – the distinctive ‘models of political survival’ leaders
adopt – would, without great difficulty, accommodate, condition, or
subsume accounts based solely on relative power, norms, and institu-
tional incentives. I deployed these models – ideal-typical constructs –
as filters that condition and modify the values and relative weight of
other variables.

Subfields in the discipline are often under the grip of a single
dominant but often limiting conceptual approach. Nuclear Logics’
main puzzle could easily have been forced into such a straitjacket.
Instead I chose to capture a more complex political reality by
providing (1) a more realistic answer to the demand for nuclear
weapons than structural realism can provide even in its home court –
high security; (2) a core argument about different models of political
survival that enable the analyst to weave together diverse strands
drawn from a variety of theoretical principles; (3) a clear focus on the
(primarily) political-economy preferences of domestic coalitions as
agents, without neglecting the international ‘world-time’ context in
which these preferences are formed; (4) a reconstruction of processes
and mechanisms that is transferable across widely different cases and
regions; (5) an analysis that highlights the real-world consequences
of competing truth claims, and invites dialogue across paradigms to
facilitate consensual knowledge; and, finally, (6) engagement with a
practical dilemma in real-world politics.

What did I learn from the reaction of other scholars to my book?
Based on wide-ranging rejoinders – both critical and supportive – to
Nuclear Logics, it appears that the discipline has become more
receptive to questions about and alternatives to paradigmatic con-
ventions. Indeed, the tide appears to have turned decisively on the
particular issue at hand. A promising research agenda attentive to
complex systemic effects, reputation, domestic veto-points, dynam-
ics of global economy, and regime survival is replacing analytically
impoverished, policy-deficient, and grossly inaccurate forecasts by
stale ‘normal science’ about why states seek to acquire nuclear
weapons.
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disaggregating the domestic context of the policy choices of states
with nuclear aspirations: (a) reward and strengthen supporters of
internationalizing models of development; (b) strip autarkic or
inward-looking regimes of the means to concentrate power; (c) craft
packages of sanctions and inducements that are sensitive to differ-
ences between energy-rich and energy-poor targets; and (d) where
available, use democracy as an ally for denuclearization. Solingen
also points to Libya’s experience, as well as to the intensification of
debates over Iran’s nuclear policies, to emphasize the role that
coordinated multilateral pressure can play in altering the odds of
political survival of various domestic political actors in inward-
looking regimes (pp. 293–9). Thus, in addition to providing a clear
framework for tracking future scenarios across regimes and
regions, Solingen’s analysis aims to explicitly engage policy debates
surrounding nuclear proliferation.

T.V. Paul, The Tradition of Non-Use of
Nuclear Weapons (2009)

Paul focuses not on the choice to pursue or eschew nuclear weapons,
but on an emergent tradition of non-use of nuclear weapons follow-
ing the dropping of atomic bombs over Hiroshima and Nagasaki in
August 1945. A tradition is a time-honored practice that has become
an ‘accustomed obligation’ (p. 1). During the Cold War, the informal
norm of non-use along with mutual deterrence preserved the peace
among the superpowers and prevented the spread of nuclear weap-
ons. Because non-use served the strategic interests of the United
States and the Soviet Union, the two superpowers helped to invent a
tradition of non-use to legitimize their monopoly over these weap-
ons. So strong is this tradition that nuclear states have on occasion
fought and lost wars against non-nuclear-weapon states. The gen-
eral puzzle that motivates Paul is the question of why the tradition of
non-use arose and why it persists. Related to this are several interre-
lated specific questions that probe the reasons of nuclear states, both
old and new, to eschew use: the calculations of non-nuclear states
that fight wars against nuclear states; the relevance of reputational
concerns for theories of deterrence and compellence; the effect of
non-use on the non-proliferation regime and specifically the NPT;
the fragility and resilience of the norm; and the global interests, if
any, that the tradition of non-use serves.
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The eclectic spirit of Paul’s approach is evident in his explicit
aims. While he recognizes the coherence that paradigms can provide
within a discipline, Paul fears that they ‘limit the prospects for
answering pressing policy issues or intellectual puzzles that do not
have black-or-white answers’ (p. 3). Moreover, efforts to make
causal analysis fit under the rubric of a given paradigm result in the
omission of important nuances that ought to be a part of a useful
explanation of the phenomenon under study. Thus, Paul is self-
conscious in adopting a puzzle-driven approach and in seeking to
advance an ‘intermediate’ – what we call ‘middle range’ – rather
than a ‘grand’ theory.

The argument Paul offers is also self-consciously eclectic, chal-
lenging the rationalist accounts of realists as well as the ideational
accounts of constructivists. Most realists have not paid much atten-
tion to the issue of nuclear non-use. To the extent that they have, they
are skeptical that such a tradition actually exists (for example, Gray
2000). Instead, realists explain the actual non-use of nuclear weap-
ons based on three factors: mutual or extended deterrence, tactical
or strategic unsuitability, and power politics considerations such as
the fear of uncontrollable escalation dynamics in a given theater of
confrontation. Nuclear weapons have not been used against non-
nuclear states for narrow instrumental reasons rather than because
they were stigmatized or came with reputational costs. Such reasons
include, among others, fear of retaliation, lack of military utility,
dearth of good targets, the ready availability of conventional weap-
ons to destroy targets, and the complications that attend the con-
tamination of the battlefield by nuclear weapons. More nuanced
realist treatments (Sagan 2004; Martin 2004) add political consid-
erations such as anxieties over negative consequences for other
national goals, for the viability of long-term great power relation-
ships, and for the robustness of the deterrent value of nuclear weap-
ons. But even in these more nuanced views, there is no consideration
of how morality, ethics, law, or culture might influence calculations of
nuclear non-use. The latter are part of power considerations and
relationships, and operate under a broad realist logic (p. 16).

This line of reasoning, Paul argues, is flawed, and for the obvious
reason that the tradition of non-use undeniably exists despite the
fact that Realpolitik-oriented leaders such as Eisenhower, Dulles,
Nixon, and Kissinger ultimately chose not to use nuclear weapons
after actively considering them. The historical record shows that
their calculus of decision was influenced by more than the weapons’
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possible tactical or strategic unsuitability. Furthermore, a realist
argument has difficulty answering a series of crucial questions that
it ought to be able to explain. Why, for example, would states invest
heavily in the expansion and modernization of their nuclear arsenal
while at the same time choosing not to use it after the two initial
explosions? Why did nuclear powers suffer humiliating and costly
defeats – the United States in Vietnam, the Soviet Union in
Afghanistan – at the hands of non-nuclear powers without resorting
to the ultimate weapon to escape defeat? In both wars, tactical
nuclear weapons were considered usable and could probably have
decapitated the guerilla movements the two superpowers were
confronting. Finally, the historical record indicates that political
leaders were motivated by more than crude Realpolitik calcula-
tions. For them, nuclear weapons were not simply another kind of
weapon. These weapons were perceived as having uniquely destruc-
tive features that placed them beyond the normal calculus of how to
win a war. The Realpolitik argument simply denies by fiat the
possibility that policymakers in fact shared such perceptions (p. 18).

Constructivist treatments of nuclear non-use highlight ideational
and cultural factors, viewing the tradition of non-use as a taboo on
the use of nuclear weapons because actors themselves refer to it as
such. Nina Tannenwald (2007; see also Price and Tannenwald 1996)
emphasizes that this taboo cannot be adequately explained through
an analysis of materialist and rationalist factors. Instead, it is the
result of two processes. One features regime characteristics – such as
the political constraints associated with democracies or with
national interest and identity – that give rise to prohibitionary norms
with regard to nuclear use. In addition, non-linear evolutionary
processes strengthen the norm and create a taboo because of the
iterative behavior of nuclear states, the efforts of social groups and
international organizations to stigmatize nuclear weapons, the
moral concerns of individual political leaders, and the acceptance of
the taboo by their successors. Constructivists argue that these proc-
esses have the effect of embedding deterrence doctrine and practice
in a broader normative framework that includes both regulative and
constitutive norms that have stabilized the practice of non-use and
imposed restraints on the self-help behavior of states (p. 17).

Paul argues that constructivists undervalue material factors, such
as the sheer destructive power of nuclear weapons and the self-
interest of states, while overstating the significance of ideas or
national culture. Even when they gesture towards the importance of
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combining material and non-material factors, constructivists ulti-
mately place more causal weight on the latter and fail to see how
the two sets of factors are interrelated. Furthermore, for Paul the
causal weight of constitutive norms is small. In the concept of
self-interest, he argues that the ‘self’ is much less important than the
‘interest.’ In addition, because previous constructivist work has
focused mainly on the United States, the role of other states in the
creation of the initial tradition of non-use or weak taboo has not
been fully explored. During the Cold War, US and Soviet interests
were well served by non-use practice, as both were bidding for
support from Third World countries and had a joint interest in
maintaining a firm grip on the possible proliferation of nuclear
weapons beyond the club of existing nuclear weapon states. Fur-
thermore, by declaring their no-first-use policies, both the Soviet
Union and China contributed greatly to the invigoration of the
tradition of non-use. That tradition also owes a lot to the United
States’ European allies, which steadfastly opposed the United States
when it was actively contemplating the use of nuclear weapons in
Korea. Domestic structures and national political culture, while
important, are causally not as significant as constructivists claim.
Finally, for Paul, the use of the term ‘taboo’ implies a norm that is
more robust and unchanging than is actually the case. Instead, Paul
sees non-use as an evolving tradition, the strength of which at any
given time depends on shifting material factors such as changing
technologies and political constraints.

Paul’s alternative approach depends on distinguishing an evolv-
ing ‘tradition’ from a full-blown, robust ‘taboo,’ something that,
needless to say, has not existed in the case of nuclear weapons.3

States have doctrines, strategies, targeting plans, and launch-on-
warning protocols that suggest a high level of readiness, at least for
deterrence purposes. A robust taboo poses an absolute constraint
that determines actors’ choices in all contexts. In contrast, a tradi-
tion or a weak taboo must continually be maintained, and its
impact needs to be established in a given setting. At the same time, a
tradition does emerge as the result of a long-term process, and it can
be strengthened over time (pp. 5–7). Paul’s eclectic explanation for
the emergence of a tradition of nuclear non-use self-consciously
draws together rationalist/materialist and normative/ideational
mechanisms. The former are manifested in what March and Olsen
(1998) call the logic of consequences, while the latter are reflected in
what they characterize as the logic of appropriateness. The two
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logics play different roles at different points in the complex causal
sequence that Paul lays out in showing how recognition of the
uniquely destructive power of nuclear weapons eventually leads to
the crystallization of a widely held normative prohibition, which
has become progressively more robust over time.

The emergence of the tradition of non-use has its roots in the
widespread realization that nuclear weapons are fundamentally
different from conventional weapons. Quite early on, it was recog-
nized that the ‘destabilizing and absolute character of nuclear
weapons has limited their strategic utility’ (p. 37). However, there is
also the recognition by nuclear states of the positive strategic value
of non-use of nuclear weapons. Not only did non-use reinforce the
logic of peace through mutual deterrence, it also had the effect of
enhancing security by supporting non-proliferation efforts (which
would be undermined if nuclear weapons states ever used their
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states). The logic of conse-
quences is invoked here to track the practical-military implications
of nuclear weapons use and non-use.

The significance of the logic of consequences is not limited to the
material sphere. It is also evident in the attention paid by nuclear
states and their leaders to the reputational costs of nuclear use.
These costs are incurred at multiple levels. They result in the loss of
political control and influence, both for individual leaders of
nuclear states and for states in relation to the international system
writ large. The images of leaders and states that actually used
nuclear weapons in a conflict with non-nuclear states would be
severely compromised. Paul also distinguishes between ‘deterrence
reputation’ and ‘non-use reputation’ (pp. 30–1). The former, influ-
enced more by realism, has to do with the credibility of retaliatory
threats as well as the communication of these threats and the
capability to carry them out. While it is easy for a nuclear state to
communicate resolve to another nuclear state, it is very difficult to
do so to a non-nuclear state, especially if the stakes do not involve
the survival of the nuclear state. Moreover, explicit threats involv-
ing nuclear weapons in a crisis are difficult to leverage, since there
are costs to the actor’s reputation and credibility if the threats are
not actually carried out. Non-use reputation, viewed through the
lens of neoliberal institutionalism, is driven by a concern over the
future behavior of other potential nuclear states. When concerns
over strategic interactions are extended over time, the shadow of the
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future encourages reciprocity in non-use. As a result, nuclear states
are effectively self-deterred (p. 31).

Up to this point, Paul’s explanation emphasizes how the logic of
consequences shapes calculations in crises and thus helps bring
about the tradition of non-use. But unless one pays attention to how
actors reinvent and modify the tradition, this explanation does not
help much to make sense of the uninterrupted strengthening of the
tradition over time in an era of technological change. Changes in
technology that increased the destructive potential of nuclear weap-
ons, as in the transition from the atomic to the hydrogen bomb,
probably strengthened the tradition of non-use early on. In subse-
quent decades, lowering the destructive potential through the
deployment of ‘usable’ mini-nuclear weapons probably weakened
it. The long-term resilience of the tradition of non-use represents the
most puzzling aspect of the question Paul seeks to answer. Here,
Paul’s argument adds another layer of complexity. The costs of
using nuclear weapons (which follow the logic of consequences)
interact with the development of ideas about responsible state
behavior (which follow the logic of appropriateness).

Of particular significance is the role of various ‘norm intermedi-
aries’ such as the Federation of Atomic Scientists, peace movements,
military strategists, and leaders of developing countries. They
invoke the logic of appropriateness in different ways to magnify the
reputational costs associated with the actual use of nuclear weapons
and thus help generate a more robust prohibitionary norm (pp.
32–5). Although this norm is informal – as contrasted with formal
legal restrictions against the use of chemical or biological weapons –
it has served the purpose of reinforcing the practice of non-use. But
since some nuclear weapon states, such as the United States, have
retained the option of nuclear first use against non-nuclear states,
the norm is not a full-blown taboo. Paul concludes that ‘there is an
informal normative prohibition against nuclear use and that differ-
ent nuclear actors have behaved as if they have a responsibility not
to use nuclear weapons vis-à-vis nonnuclear states’ (p. 36).

Paul’s argument is eclectic in its complex articulation of the logics
of consequences and appropriateness in different decisional and
temporal contexts. The former reflects rationalist arguments offered
by realist scholars (concerning the strategic limitations of nuclear
weapons and the character of deterrence reputation) as well as by
neoliberal institutionalists (concerning how the shadow of the future
strengthens the value of non-use). The latter incorporates theoretical
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Box 3.4
T.V. Paul – Puzzles and eclecticism or foils and pigeonholing?

The key reason I adopted an eclectic approach in The Tradition of
Non-Use of Nuclear Weapons (Paul 2009) is the puzzle- rather than
paradigm-driven research agenda that I have adopted since I started
my scholarly career. Many puzzles in international relations simply
cannot be explained using a single paradigm. I favor instead analyti-
cal richness. International phenomena are much more complex than
we understand, and often the historical contexts and specific situa-
tions in which states find themselves need to be explored to obtain a
compelling explanation. While I see some value in paradigms, often
they instill a dogmatic allegiance – and sometimes an ideological
preference – that can affect social scientific investigations. By being
intellectually open when conducting empirical research, one can
develop original theories, whether or not these are grounded in any
one paradigm.

To date, my book has received mostly positive reviews. But
reviewers diverge in their readings. Some write that my book is
normative, others that it is rationalist. Surprisingly, one even called it
realist. In general, rarely have I seen a trenchant criticism of my work
based on my preference for eclecticism. What is most noticeable is
the tendency of scholars to place me in a paradigm category even
when I clearly state that I am avoiding a single-paradigm approach.
For instance, many of the citations of my Power versus Prudence
(Paul 2007) treat it as a pure realist perspective even though I have
provided a much more eclectic and situational analysis. This is so
because many scholars, especially younger ones, often are looking
for foils and pigeonholing authors to more easily prove their points
of view. Sometimes I try to correct this misapprehension anony-
mously when reviewing book and article manuscripts on nuclear
proliferation, often without much success. Open-mindedness and a
willingness to work through the causal mechanisms and pathways
rather than simply ‘narrating variables’ are essential to pursuing
eclectic research fruitfully. We need to know how these different
variables (often drawn from different paradigms) are connected, and
how they affect or cause the outcome – alone or in conjunction with
others – that we are trying to explain. Explanation, not description,
should be the most important objective of social scientific theories.
Eclectic approaches, if not carefully carried out, can end up in thick
descriptions of a mish-mash variety, a danger that scholars should
avoid. And sometimes a single paradigm can explain a phenomenon
better than an eclectic approach can. In that case, scholars should opt
for a paradigmatic explanation.
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moves more typical of constructivists, emphasizing the role of
iterated practice in turning individual calculations about non-use
into an emergent tradition, strengthened by the actions of norm
intermediaries who employ the logic of appropriateness to raise the
reputational costs of nuclear weapons use. Finally, it is worth noting
that Paul concludes his book by examining the implications of his
argument for policy. The idea of self-deterrence, in particular, is a
useful concept for capturing the practical and moral calculations
that govern the choices of leaders in particular contexts when there
are no mechanisms for punishment other than reputation costs (p.
203). Paul is wary that ‘exaggerated notions about the restraining
power of the tradition of non-use could result in military catastro-
phes’ (p. 205). Nevertheless, from the perspective of the most
powerful nuclear state in the international arena, Paul concludes
that ‘the tradition of non-use is one norm that Washington would be
well advised to preserve, for once it is broken, it may not be easy to
resurrect it even if future leaders wished to do so’ (p. 212).

David Kang, China Rising (2007)

Kang’s (2007) analysis of East Asian responses to China’s rise begins
with two surprising observations that contravene the expectations
of established theories of international relations. First, China’s rapid
rise as an economic and military power has been accompanied by an
unprecedented period of peace and stability in the region rather than
intensified tensions or conflicts. And with the exception of Japan,
most countries in the region see more advantages than disadvantages
in China’s rise, and thus seek to accommodate rather than balance
against China’s growing power. South Koreans, for example, are far
from eager to be subservient to China. But they have responded to its
rise by expanding and deepening cultural, economic, and diplomatic
ties with China. And rather than pressing their claims to the disputed
Spratly islands, Vietnam and the Philippines have joined China in
pursuing joint exploration of oil reserves on the islands. Thus, most
of the East Asian region appears to have accepted China’s own
pragmatic characterization of its ‘peaceful rise.’ They view China as
‘more benign than conventional international relations theories
might predict’ (Kang 2007, pp. 5–6).

Realism offers the clearest theoretical foil for Kang because it has
had the most consistently pessimistic view of China’s economic rise.
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A China that is growing rich will upset the balance of power in Asia
and thus create a counter-coalition of Asian countries to oppose the
United States in Asia. Power transition theories insist, similarly, that
periods of rapid shifts are prone to produce deep conflicts, even
wars. If balancing behavior cannot be observed, this must be due to
the small size of East Asian states compared with China. Alterna-
tively, the lack of balancing is due to the fact that 30 years is simply
not enough time for such behavior to occur. Both arguments assume
that fear of China is widespread, an assumption lacking much
empirical support. The historical record suggests instead that
among the world’s main regions during the last 150 years, the
balancing proposition holds only for Europe (Bennett and Stam,
2003, pp. 191–5). Equally problematic is the argument that 30
years is too short a time for balancing behavior to assert itself.
Realist arguments are generally based on the assumption of wide-
spread fear, and it is not plausible to assume that it would take
fearful states many decades to develop balancing strategies. Contra
realism, Kang argues that Asian governments and mass publics do
not fear a strong China as much as the opposite. A weak China
invites destabilizing regional rivalries. If its domestic difficulties or
crises spill across national boundaries, this might be the source of
dire political problems for many of China’s neighbors.

Rejecting a framing of his question in the terms of realist theory,
Kang challenges the simplifications accompanying the application
of traditional realist concepts for dealing with external threats.
Specifically, the conceptual distinction between balancing and
bandwagoning strategies does not help to make sense of the rela-
tions among East Asian countries, past or present. Traditionally,
external balancing has referred to the strategy of seeking allies to
contain a threatening state. Bandwagoning has described a state’s
decision to align itself with the threatening power in order to
minimize the threat and even benefit from the spoils of victory.
Neither concept works well to capture the decision making of East
Asian states. Defying realist expectation, no such military balancing
has occurred since the end of the Cold War, even though China was
the fastest rising power in East Asia. China’s neighbors are not
balancing against, bandwagoning with, or simply kowtowing to
China. Conceptual innovations by balancing theorists, such as ‘soft
balancing’ or ‘under-balancing,’ represent ingenious moves to
reinterpret non-military tools and tactics through the lens of
Realpolitik. But these moves have made balancing theory virtually
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unfalsifiable and have created problems of measurement. What is
clear is that in the case of China and its neighbors, balancing of the
traditional kind – that is, ‘hard balancing’ through military
buildups and countervailing military alliances – is not occurring.
Nor does bandwagoning – currying favor with a more powerful
country through military alliances or various forms of cooperation
– capture or subsume in a clear-cut way the range of strategies that
is evident in East Asia (p. 52).

Kang argues that this conceptual dichotomy captures only two
strategies at opposite ends of a much broader spectrum. In East
Asia, the two terms accurately describe the behavior of only two
states. North Korea is following a bandwagoning strategy, Taiwan a
balancing one. In between, one finds a number of other strategies
that do not reflect explicit strategic choices by actors responding to
a potential external threat. Two in particular stand out: hedging and
accommodation. The distinction is related to the fear instilled by a
potential adversary. Hedging strategies are based on greater
skepticism and anxiety about the adversary. In the absence of fear, it
is possible to search for cooperation and the crafting of stable
relations that fall short of slavish bandwagoning (p. 53). Not
counting Taiwan, Japan is most skeptical of China’s intentions; yet
it chooses to hedge rather than to balance against China. Vietnam
and Malaysia are least fearful of China and thus opt to accommo-
date China’s rise, with Vietnam’s engagement extending to military
cooperation. Despite their strong ties to the United States, South
Korea and the Philippines occupy an intermediary position between
hedging and accommodation, as they pursue various forms of
engagement on economic and security issues. In fact, most South-
east Asian states are neither opposing China’s rise, nor abandoning
their ties to the United States and other states (pp. 55–66).

Kang seeks to explain why these different strategies have
emerged. Observable variations, Kang argues, are due to a mixture
of causal factors: identities, interests, and relative capabilities. East
Asia’s response to China’s rise constitutes an anomaly for how
realist theory makes us think about a rapidly shifting distribution of
power. Furthermore, Kang observes that while neoliberal theorists
can point to growing economic interdependence as a basis for why
China seeks peace, they admit to skepticism that interdependence
alone could fully reassure China’s neighbors or explain their reac-
tions. Constructivists pay close attention to the effects of norms and
identities on the foreign policies of East Asian countries, but they
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provide no explanation for which specific norms and identities
matter most in explaining the region’s surprisingly accommodating
response to China’s rise.

Since each of the conventional explanations has obvious weak-
nesses, Kang develops his own eclectic one for understanding how
power, interests, and identities interact. In doing so, he gives pri-
mary emphasis to ideas; but he defines ‘idea’ in broad enough terms
to incorporate strands of realist, neoliberal, and constructivist
theorizing. Ideas are not treated solely through the lens of
constructivism as a concomitant of identity, but are seen as the
basis for building analytical bridges between different theoretical
traditions, ranging from formal modeling to constructivist interpre-
tations. Ideational explanations, for example, can coexist with the
distinction that realists draw between status quo and revisionist
powers. They accommodate the possibility that rising powers such
as China can be socialized into supporting the existing international
order rather than challenging or subverting it. Similarly, ideational
arguments are not merely derivative of static understandings of
national identity. China’s nationalism is more variegated in its
political and policy effects than is suggested by the narrative of its
century of national humiliation. China’s conceptions of sovereignty
have changed in significant ways since the late 1970s, partly
because Southeast Asia’s regional identity has provided an opening
toward lasting cooperation with China, and East Asia’s emerging
regional order has been adaptable enough to accommodate China.

For Kang, identity is more than the sum total of domestic politics:
it is a set of unifying ideas that articulate how a nation perceives the
world and its place in that world. These ideas result from two
intertwined processes: interactions with other countries, and narra-
tives about the past (p. 21). Recognizing these processes in no way
relieves the analyst from contending with the formation of interests
and the reality of power relations. As Kang puts this: ‘To emphasize
the importance of identities is only to recognize that interests and
beliefs can vary widely. It does not preclude pragmatic interest-
based foreign policy, but rather focuses research on determining
which interests states judge as most important, and why’ (p. 19).

While Kang includes interests in his analysis, he insists that they
cannot be taken for granted. Rather, the crux of the matter is which
interests states deem to be most important, and why. Understanding
this requires attention to ‘perceptions, beliefs, and intentions in the
determination of threats’ (p. 19). Moreover, a state’s overall grand

War and peace, security and insecurity 93



strategy is not likely to be affected merely by a myopic single-shot
analysis of other actors’ interests on specific issues. It requires a long
period of interactions and relations among states that can give rise to
deeper beliefs about other states’ identities and beliefs. Power, too,
shapes the way in which interests are defined and intentions are
specified. Large, powerful, economically growing, status quo pow-
ers define their interests differently than do dynamic expansionist or
revisionist powers. Calculations of interests are thus powerfully
affected by the smaller countries’ assessments of a larger country’s
self-image and its position in the world. The key to the definition of
interest lies in the intersection between China’s intentions and how
these intentions are perceived by other East Asian states within the
context of longstanding relationships (pp. 20–1).

In developing his argument, Kang thus acknowledges both inter-
ests and capabilities. Military and political capabilities set the
constraints under which states operate. As defensive realists note,
the constraints posed by nuclear weapons and geography give us
grounds for optimistic views about East Asia’s future. Furthermore,
as Kang argues, pragmatic state interests come into play on a range
of specific issues, particularly in the context of the opportunities
that China’s economic rise offers to its economic partners. In the
end, both capabilities and interests have to be seen through the lens
of an actor’s intentions as perceived by various other actors; these
perceptions are, in turn, the result of a geographically specific
system that has been evolving for several centuries. That is, Kang’s
eclectic explanation stresses the interconnections among identity,
power, and interest. Even if one is mostly concerned about contem-
porary developments, tracing these interconnections requires
careful attention to history. As Kang puts it: ‘History, and the
manner in which it is interpreted in the present, are major elements
in how states develop beliefs about themselves and the world’
(p. 23).

However, there remains the question of whose history we should
be taking into account. Most international relations theory has
emerged from a Eurocentric tradition. Kang, however, sees no
reason why developments in Europe should set the analytical,
empirical, or normative baseline by which to judge current develop-
ments in East Asia. Over many centuries the Sinocentric system, as
Kang argues (pp. 18–49), has been remarkably peaceful and stable.
Importantly, this stability has coincided with patterns of relations
between the Chinese empire and other East Asian countries that
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were hierarchical rather than anarchic in character. Also significant
is the fact that this hierarchy did not involve much loss of political,
economic, or cultural independence (pp. 43–5). Although the his-
tory of the East Asian system did not conform to the conventional
expectations of realist, liberal, or constructivist theories, elements
taken from each of the paradigms can be found in the complex
relations that emerged in the region. Realist theories of hegemonic
stability are consistent with the fact that China’s neighbors accepted
the preponderance of Chinese power instead of trying to balance it.
The relations between East Asian countries, as liberal theories
might suggest, were predicated on substantial trading links among
the major states. And, consistent with constructivist theorizing, it is
evident that a complex set of norms about appropriate behavior
was shared and observed by the main actors in East Asia. Although
this regional order eventually broke down, these intertwined proc-
esses left in their wake a set of baseline expectations that differed
from European expectations concerning the possibility of a rela-
tively peaceful, prosperous international system predicated on the
logic of hierarchy (p. 49).

As with other eclectic treatments of security issues, Kang con-
cludes with a clear discussion of the practical implications that
follow from his analysis (pp. 197–203). His complex argument cuts
across, and partially integrates, insights typically generated by
separate theoretical lenses in Western international relations schol-
arship. While the argument does not lend itself to a general theory
of regional power politics, it does give us a plausible and provoca-
tive account of why East Asia is not as perturbed by China’s
growing power as many Western analysts have been. With the
possible exception of the very unusual case of Taiwan, no East
Asian state is following a balancing strategy.

Informed by abstract balancing theory grounded in European
rather than East Asian or world history, the expectation of instabil-
ity and conflict in response to China’s rise appears to be misplaced.
The most likely destabilizing factor will not be China or its
neighbors but a reorientation of American foreign policy, should
American decision makers decide that they cannot tolerate the
emergence of a regional power that would dilute US influence in
East Asia. This at least is John Mearsheimer’s (2001, pp. 375–7,
401–2) view of the most likely, even preordained, outcome should
East Asian states fail to balance against an increasingly powerful
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Box 3.5
David Kang – Explaining actual East Asian relations, not

abstract balance of power

My approach grew out of the question I was trying to answer.
Moving between theories and the empirical evidence led me in
directions I would not have predicted when I began the research. My
research is problem- rather than theory-driven. I wrote China Rising
(Kang 2007) because of a straightforward observation around the
turn of the century: East Asian states were moving closer to, rather
than farther away from, China. Balancing behavior predicted by
realists at the end of the Cold War was not really occurring. My goal
was not to attack realism, but to provide a more accurate description
and a more useful explanation of the relations among East Asian
states. Realist and liberal variables such as balance of power and
economic interdependence, I found, are relatively minor factors in
the calculations of states. Regional states and peoples are instead
more concerned with what China wants and how China defines itself
in the region than they are about any abstract notions of the balance
of power. This is true of most of the states in the region that are in the
process of negotiating their own national identities. How these states
sort out their relative statuses, and how they resolve their beliefs
about each other’s intentions and identities, are central to current
and future regional relations.

The most interesting reaction to my book has focused on the
measurement of the book’s dependent variable. That is, a common
response to my book has been for someone to say, ‘Sure, but isn’t X
an example of balancing against China?’ My response is always the
same: ‘Tell me what non-balancing looks like, and I’ll tell you
whether or not X is balancing behavior.’ Theoretical rigor is impor-
tant no matter what scholarly approach is used. In this book I thus
spent a fair amount of time constructing a falsifiable measure of state
behavior and paying close attention to distinguishing balancing from
other strategies. ‘Balance of power’ is a central yet amorphous
concept about which there exists little agreement.

I have learned that scholars choose between theory-driven and
problem-driven research. And both styles of work have their
strengths and weaknesses. Hypothesis testing and model building
are important elements of our discipline. Yet scholarship that is
theoretically motivated and arises out of real-world questions is
just as interesting and important. The academy is large enough to
accommodate both types of research.
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China. Kang observes that East Asian states are hesitant to choose
between stark alternatives; but if a choice is forced upon them by an
American shift towards outright balancing against China, they may
well choose China. Alternatively, US power may recede significantly
in East Asia. In this case, there is no reason to rush to the conclusion
that the stability of the region will be undermined by new conflicts
and rivalries. In fact, the outcome is likely to be influenced by
whether China remains a strong regional power, since historically, it
has been Chinese weakness that has been associated with regional
instability.

Another scenario is just as plausible: American accommodation,
as in Europe, to a form of regional governance that differs from
outright Chinese domination in strict power politics terms. Indeed,
the extreme reluctance to engage in balancing behavior that Kang’s
book uncovers provides strong empirical evidence countering
abstract arguments that favor a dramatic turn-about in American
foreign policy. Whether or not one concurs with Kang’s conclu-
sions, his eclectic argument creates challenges for policy positions
derived from more simplified models based on contending research
traditions. Kang’s analysis thus has implications for the United
States that policymakers will need to consider seriously when
fashioning strategies for coping with China’s rise, the responses of
its neighbors, and shifts in regional dynamics in East Asia.

Conclusion

Although they have dominated the field of security studies for most
of the last century, arguments based solely on the logic of realism do
not hold up when exploring questions that are not formulated in
strict accordance with the boundary conditions of typical realist
theories. For a wide range of important issues related to peace and
security, we regularly encounter significant and persistent anoma-
lies that realism cannot explain fully when questions are framed in
an open-ended manner. Reformulating these questions within
neoliberal and constructivist paradigms enables one to recognize
other relevant mechanisms, such as those related to the rational
interests of states and domestic actors, or to emergent national
identities and international norms. Yet arguments developed within
these latter paradigms, too, are often insufficient without taking
account of factors normally privileged by realist accounts.
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The books discussed in this chapter consciously adopt a more
eclectic approach for addressing a variety of issues related to
international security in different parts of the world. Jervis is
concerned with the implications of an emergent security community
of great powers for American foreign policy. Finnemore takes a
long-term perspective as she explains global shifts in the ways in
which the international community has defined and justified inter-
vention. Solingen and Paul deal with nuclear security but with quite
different questions in mind: Solingen is concerned with regional
distinctions between states in East Asia and the Middle East as they
pursue or eschew nuclear weapons, while Paul focuses on nuclear-
weapons states and how their decisions not to employ those
weapons have given rise to a de facto tradition of non-use. Finally,
Kang addresses the implications of China’s rise for other states that
are located in, or have a stake in, the East Asian region.

All five books also exhibit the three attributes we employed to
operationalize eclecticism at the end of Chapter 1. First, in their
problem definition, they resist the temptation to oversimplify the
phenomena they explain or to rely excessively on untestable
assumptions. The authors focus directly on issues of conflict and
security, in one form or another. However, their concern is not with
filling gaps in the theoretical literature or with debating the limits of
realism, which historically has held sway over security issues.
Instead, all five are motivated by the desire to better understand
particular real-world phenomena, ranging from emergent security
communities and military interventions to nuclear use and prolif-
eration. In each case, outcomes of interest are treated as puzzling
phenomena that require a more comprehensive understanding,
regardless of how such phenomena might normally be problem-
atized within a given paradigm.

Second, all five books aspire to develop middle-range causal
analyses. They resist both the temptation to pursue universal laws
of political behavior, and the tendency to offer idiosyncratic narra-
tives that are bound within highly specific contexts. In some
instances, the authors find reason to add new historical interpreta-
tions, as in the case of Finnemore’s survey of the shifting character
of intervention over centuries, or in Kang’s treatment of Chinese
and East Asian history. In other instances, as in the case of
Solingen’s models of domestic political survival, new causal factors
are identified that require us to rebalance particular realist,
neoliberal or constructivist logics in a more complex story. But in all
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cases, the authors aim to generate complex causal stories that are
portable to another universe of cases, and that incorporate a
multiplicity of processes, neither insisting on any specific level of
analysis nor rejecting out of hand either material or ideational
mechanisms.

Third, all five books are, more or less directly, interested in
engaging issues of political practice and policy. Although the
authors are deeply steeped in the theories, concepts, and methods in
the field, they offer arguments that are, in principle, of importance
to both academics and policymakers. Jervis, for example, offers
some clear prescriptions for American foreign policy that take into
account the sensibilities and reactions of other members of the
security community. Finnemore is less direct in engaging any par-
ticular foreign policy establishment, but her analysis has obvious
implications for foreign policy debates over intervention as well as
for epistemic communities engaged in international law and institu-
tions. Solingen and Paul offer interpretations and arguments that
are particularly salient for those in a position to update or refine
policies dealing with nuclear policy and proliferation. And Kang’s
argument is clearly suggestive for contemporary debates in foreign
policy establishments about the opportunities and threats presented
by China’s rise.

Beyond meeting our own three-point criteria for identifying
eclectic scholarship, the shared eclectic orientation of the five schol-
ars is also evident in their own assessments of their approaches and
experiences (see Boxes 3.1 to 3.5). One recurrent theme that imme-
diately emerges is a common insistence on problem-driven rather
than approach-driven work. For Jervis, the general problem of
tracking the sources and implications of a novel type of security
community emerged out of the process of producing a series of
separate articles probing the various implications of 9/11 for Ameri-
can foreign policy and for subsequent regional and international
dynamics. For Finnemore, the absence of plausible hypotheses in
the existing literature forced her to take more seriously the perspec-
tives and motivations of the actors directly involved in making
decisions about intervention. In contrast, there is no dearth of
hypotheses in the area of nuclear policy. Yet both Paul and Solingen
emphasize that they sought out alternative formulations of
their respective problems to avoid what Solingen refers to as the
‘straitjacket’ of paradigmatic thinking. Paul insists that puzzle-
oriented work has defined his scholarship throughout his academic
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career – even if his work has at times been pigeonholed inaccurately,
especially by younger scholars seeking foils to differentiate their
work from existing scholarship. Finally, Kang notes that his
approach was driven not by either acceptance or rejection of
realism, but by his desire to better understand why persistent
behaviors and trends did not conform to the expectations of
balance-of-power theories.

Another recurrent theme evident in several of the authors’ state-
ments relates to the relatively low status accorded to parsimony as a
criterion of good scholarship. As Jervis argues, parsimony is of less
value than getting the right answer to a given problem. For exam-
ple, the lead chapter of Jervis’s book, which expands on the
presidential address to the American Political Science Association in
2001, makes clear that parsimonious arguments relying on paradig-
matic ‘isms’ simply miss large parts of the story. This does not mean
ignoring paradigm-bound theories entirely since, as Jervis notes,
these can be used to discipline one’s thinking, for example by
supplying counterfactual arguments and prodding one to consider
what evidence existing theories would require. At the same time, a
more comprehensive understanding of interesting phenomena
requires us to embrace complexity. Thus, Finnemore’s desire to
pursue a deeper and fuller understanding of intervention led her to
consider different historical epochs and to incorporate – rather than
bracket out – the complexities, anomalies, and surprises she
encountered along the way. Solingen makes essentially the same
point when choosing the plural for the title of her book, Nuclear
Logics. Her multifaceted analysis is set up to accommodate, condi-
tion, or subsume the core constructs of the three main paradigms in
international relations.

A third theme concerns the authors’ conception of eclectic schol-
arship as analytically rigorous. That is, resisting parsimony and
being open to complexity does not necessarily mean resorting to
what Paul calls ‘thick descriptions of a mish-mash variety.’ What
makes an eclectic approach rigorous is not the incorporation of
each and every imaginable factor, but judicious attention to how a
set of clearly defined causal mechanisms normally posited in differ-
ent paradigms interact with each other and combine to generate
interesting outcomes. Paul insists that the goal of good scholarship
should be compelling explanations rather than comprehensive nar-
ratives, but he emphasizes that when paradigm-bound accounts
cannot fully explain phenomena, there is a need to explore a wider
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range of causal mechanisms taken from different paradigms. Only
in making this move, as Solingen argues, can we hope to generate
theoretically rich, policy-relevant knowledge. This is also the cen-
tral point of Kang, whose book is analytically rigorous in
systematically differentiating between empirical phenomena rather
than lumping them for the sake of convenience under an all-
embracing and thus unfalsifiable category such as the balance of
power. For him, theoretical rigor requires developing falsifiable
measures of state behavior, and distinguishing among a variety of
state behaviors, postures, and strategies in a systematic manner.
Rather than finding quintessential examples or stylized facts that
illustrate a specific paradigm-bound theory or hypothesis, these
authors all contend that a central task of eclectic research is to find a
workable balance between empirical richness and analytical rigor.
That balance is a matter of intuition and judgment that is difficult to
teach and impossible to describe.

In sum, while not all of the authors are equally explicit about
their commitments to causal explanation and policy prescription,
they do for the most part illustrate the character and utility of
analytic eclecticism as we have defined it. Each has identified an
interesting question that either represents an anomaly from prevail-
ing theoretical perspectives or cuts across the boundary conditions
of competing paradigms. Each has developed novel causal narra-
tives offering portable middle-range accounts that identify and
connect alternative mechanisms and logics. And each has found
clear ways to articulate the implications of their theoretical argu-
ments for both international relations theory and contemporary
policy debates. Chapter 4 explores similarly eclectic approaches to
aspects of the international and global political economy.

War and peace, security and insecurity 101



Chapter 4

Global political economy

The multiple causes of the deep crisis of the global economy, which
exploded for all to see with the bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers in
September 2008, will be debated for years. Consumers in the United
States had convinced themselves, and been convinced by financial
institutions and the media, that the price of real estate could only go
up and not down. Like their credit cards, their homes became a
functional substitute for the welfare state. Under both Republican
and Democratic administrations, as a matter of social policy, the
federal government sought to make home ownership available to a
steadily growing number of Americans – even for those who lacked
sufficient assets to make their monthly mortgage payments. Finan-
cial institutions fed the growing real estate bubble with new
products that artificially reduced rather than accurately reflected
the risks they incurred. After the bursting of the dot-com technology
bubble and the Enron accounting scandal had receded from public
consciousness, the administration of President George W. Bush
decided to push hard for further deregulation. Subsequently eco-
nomic incentives in the financial service and banking industries
increasingly rewarded short-term investment strategies that turned
out to be reckless in the extreme.

These factors also had enormous repercussions throughout the
global economy, feeding the dramatically growing imbalances in
trade and investment flows between the United States and China as
well as other countries that depended on American consumer
spending to fuel their export-oriented economies. In a matter of a
few years, China became the largest creditor of the United States.
With the world’s most productive economies contracting, the
demand for oil slumped, dragging down a Russian economy that
had only just begun to experience economic growth after the
turmoil of the 1990s. Whatever the causes of the deepest slump of
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the global economy since the 1930s, the financial losses of the
Western banking system alone are estimated at a shocking US$1.5
to 3.0 trillion. In fact, a consensual valuation of losses turns out to
be impossible. And losses in the financial sector are only part of the
story. The losses incurred by individuals and institutions, in addi-
tion to government bailouts, guarantees, and stimulus packages, are
much larger. The collateral damage of a near-collapse of the finan-
cial system has been enormous for the real economy in the United
States and around the world.

These serious economic and policy failures also brought about an
intellectual crisis for the fundamental ideas that guided the practices
of business and government – in particular for rational expectations
theory, which centers on the idea that individuals make choices
based on past experience and available information. Current expec-
tations, this theory holds, render an accurate picture of the future
state of the economy, allowing economists to develop ever more
sophisticated models to predict the future ever more accurately. In
these models past outcomes and current expectations are closely
linked; and in recurrent situations, such as daily trading on the
stock market, the connection between past and future, outcomes
and expectations, tends to be smooth and stable. Economic actors
adjust their expectations in line with a consistent and predictable
pattern in which unavoidable forecasting errors will be weeded out
gradually. Expectations of the future thus are reflected quite accu-
rately in current values, improving market efficiency and increasing
profits for those mastering improved forecasting techniques. Finan-
cial economists had developed rational expectations theory so far
that portfolio managers and CEOs were able to convince them-
selves – and policymakers in Washington – that new methods of
combining risks in novel products had eliminated all risk from their
asset sheets. But they overlooked the potential appearance of new
systemic dangers, as all banks and financial institutions hedged
their individual risks in similar ways across various asset classes and
markets. As markets went up, this growing interdependence fed a
boom in profits. But when they unexpectedly started to fall, it
triggered a rapidly mounting cascade of losses.

For the followers of rational expectations theory, as in the natural
sciences, there exists an objective reality independent of the
observer which could be used as the basis of common knowledge
shared by all market actors (Cassidy 2008). In this theory, the law of
demand and supply functions like the law of gravity: a universally
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agreed upon generalization whose existence and effects were
beyond question. Based on this assumption, banks became con-
vinced that they needed to invest virtually none of their own capital
to back ever more risky investments promising ever greater finan-
cial returns. When some large banks got into trouble, everyone
looked for liquid assets, and markets tumbled, one after the other,
as financial positions unwound. The end result was an unstoppable
cascade that produced a gigantic financial collapse. Among the
most prominent early victims was Goldman Sachs, one of the
largest hedge fund managers until August 2007, when its most
vaunted fund lost 30 percent of its value in just one week. David
Viniar, Goldman’s chief financial officer, famously declared at the
time: ‘We were seeing things that were 25-standard deviation
moves, several days in a row.’ The same week, Lehman Brothers
also noted with surprise: ‘Models (ours including) are behaving in
the opposite way we would predict and have seen and tested for
over very long time periods.’1 For those thinking of economics as
the physics of the social sciences, these were indeed startling admis-
sions.

Since the crisis erupted, within the academe, proponents of
rational expectations models have kept a relatively low profile in
public discourse. When they do speak up, they too insist that this
crisis is an anomaly, a freak exception to their robust models,
something that might occur once in three generations. For many,
however, the financial crisis has given us much to ponder about our
standard practices and about the fundamental assumptions behind
the models we employ. In a provocative new book titled Lecturing
Birds on Flying, Pablo Triana (2009, p. 3) has launched a scathing
attack on the conventional wisdom in economics, which he sees as
predicated on a misplaced physics-envy:

Economics, of course, is not physics. For one very simple,
yet inevitably powerful reason: In one case the laws are
immutably God-made and thus permanently exact (all one
has to do is go find them and, with luck, express their
structure down on paper); in the other, the rules are dictated
not by God, but by His creatures, us humble humans. And
if there is something that we know about ourselves it is that,
when it comes to economic activity (which of course
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includes the financial markets), we tend to be reliably
unreliable. Our behavior is not set in stone, prepro-
grammed, preordained.

This is not merely an abstract metaphysical point. In fact, one of the
most successful hedge fund managers and one of the leading philan-
thropists of the last generation would agree wholeheartedly with
this assessment. George Soros (2008, 1998, 1987) argued that
markets were confronting not only calculated risk but also genuine
uncertainty. That distinction is for Soros the hallmark between the
natural and the social sciences, between the analysis of unthinking
objects and that of self-reflective agents. To be sure, markets often
function on risk-and-reward behavior based on rational expecta-
tion. But they also contain a great dose of uncertainty, which Soros
had experienced first-hand for decades. His intuition was grounded
in practical rather than theoretical knowledge, and ran in a very
different direction from the abstract models of mathematical econo-
mists, which he frankly acknowledged he could not understand – a
fact that earned him polite contempt mixed with concealed envy
over the billions of dollars he had earned in markets.

Soros’s concept of reflexivity contradicts the assumptions of
rational expectations theory. Reflexivity captures the notion that
markets feature two kinds of functions, each of which essentially
alters the independent variable in the other. In the cognitive func-
tion, participants in a market come to views based on their
perception of the actual state of affairs; but in the manipulative
function, these views become the independent variable and influ-
ence the status quo. The problem is that both functions not only
operate simultaneously in markets, but are interconnected in ways
that defy the assumptions and expectations of classical economic
theory. Neither function can be treated in isolation, as economists
are wont to do. In contrast to rational expectations theory, Soros
argues that market actors act on the perceptions of their best
interests rather than on some objectively determined set of best
interests – a vitally important difference. Soros uses the concept of
reflexivity to capture the lack of correspondence between the views
of market participants and the actual state of affairs.2

Soros conveys the crucial insight that misjudgments and miscon-
ceptions have a noticeable effect on market prices, and that these
prices, in turn, have a strong effect on the underlying fundamentals
of markets. In direct contradiction to rational expectations theory,

Global political economy 105



prices simultaneously reflect and shape economic fundamentals.
Booms and busts thus become self-reinforcing and self-defeating. In
a boom and bust cycle in financial markets, and under conditions of
uncertainty, Soros argued, traders did not calculate risks rationally.
Instead, they followed shared understandings, copied others, and
speculated, thus generating herd behaviors that had little to do with
economic fundamentals. What then Federal Reserve chief Alan
Greenspan had in 1996 called an ‘irrational exuberance’ in markets
was the central ingredient of both the high-tech and the real estate
bubbles of the last decade. In the fall and winter of 2008–09, it
became an ‘irrational flight’ from markets. In Soros’s view, beyond
a given zone of stability, markets are not self-correcting but tend to
spiral out of control in either upward or downward directions,
exacerbating economic imbalances. Conditions of uncertainty are
thus beyond the reigning theories of risk and rational expectations
that form the foundation for most of the work in the field of finance
economics. Under such circumstances, when markets get out of
balance, very large doses of government intervention are required to
restore that balance.

The difference between rational expectation and reflexivity
theory has a parallel in persistently differing paradigmatic
orientations in the field of international political economy (IPE).
Benjamin Cohen (2008a, 2008b, 2007) recently analyzed the char-
acteristic differences between an economic-rationalist-quantitative
American paradigm and a sociological-non-rationalist-qualitative
British one. Seeing merits and limitations in both approaches,
Cohen’s analysis did not please everybody. Although he flatly
contradicted the ex cathreda announcements of ‘one right way’ by
some proponents of the American paradigm (Frieden and Martin
2002), British scholars took him to task both for accepting the
American paradigm as a baseline against which to judge other
approaches (Higgott and Watson 2008) and for overlooking
American-inflected work within the British tradition (Ravenhill
2008). Cohen’s characterization of the evolution of the field of IPE
generated a set of spirited exchanges in a special issue of the highly
regarded Review of International Political Economy (2009) debat-
ing the possible existence and consequences of this paradigmatic
trans-Atlantic division. Issues of ontology (the basic units that
make up the international political economy), epistemology (the
foundations on which we make knowledge claims), and methodol-
ogy (such as the choice between ‘counters of beans’ and ‘tellers of
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stories’) all become relevant to the debate over the extent and
implications of a divide between an intellectually narrower and
(allegedly) more precise American paradigmatic orientation on the
one hand, and an intellectually more capacious and (allegedly) less
precise British tradition.

To the extent there is an ‘American school’ of IPE, it is essen-
tially an extension of the (neo)liberal paradigm, with realism,
constructivism, and a once-influential Marxist approach all
relegated to the margins (Maliniak and Tierney 2009, p. 14–16). At
the center of this paradigm lies a model grounded in rational
expectations theory – open economy politics (OEP), as outlined by
David Lake (2009). OEP resonates with sweet common sense, at
least on the American side of Atlantic. On economic issues, actors
who are price takers with clearly ordered preferences will rank
policies and outcomes based on how they affect their expected
future incomes. OEP analysis seeks to make special adjustments for
situations in which one or several of these assumptions are not met.
OEP scholars start with sets of individuals ‘that can be reasonably
assumed to share (nearly) identical interests. … Deducing interests
from economic theory was the essential innovation of OEP’ (Lake
2009, p. 50). In this formulation, individual (not social) interests
are stipulated to exist (not inquired into). The great innovation of
OEP was thus to derive parsimonious theories of politics entirely
based on economic theory, a cause of worry to many students of
politics.

The theories on which OEP relies are presumed to be falsifiable
and empirically robust for explaining economic outcomes. Whether
they offer any new insights into significant political outcomes,
however, is a matter of considerable dispute. OEP generally brack-
ets interests and preferences by taking them as given. Interests may
be ‘aggregated’ institutionally and ‘translated’ via institutions into
policy outputs and outcomes, but the interests themselves are not
problematized. Moreover, OEP subscribes to a truncated view of
what institutions are and do, focusing exclusively on their regula-
tive power. In doing so, it neglects altogether the possibility that
institutions, in conjunction with identities, may shape actors’ pref-
erences and interests as well as their capacities for acting on them.
As Keohane (2009b, p. 38) notes, although it has contributed to the
integration of comparative and international political economy,
OEP has turned out to be ‘too materialistic and much of it is too
inclined to identify rationalism with egoism – an analytical mis-
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take.’ In effect, OEP essentially replicates the fundamental problem
that Soros attributes to the rational expectation assumptions driv-
ing economic models.

The rationalist underpinnings of OEP are directly challenged by
an emergent sociological perspective on international political
economy. Stability and instability in the economy, in this view, are
inherently social phenomena, open to individual and collective
irrationalities that are not shaped by or subordinate to market
dynamics but deeply intertwined with them (Beckert 2002). Of
course, this is not a completely novel proposition. In fact, as Rawi
Abdelal, Mark Blyth, and Craig Parsons (2010) point out, it is one
of the deep insights of John Maynard Keynes. Keynes was not a
mechanic who simply instructed the government to spend money
during economic downturns to cover the shortfall of private pur-
chasing power. He was a student of the complex social interactions
that offer crucial insights into the functioning of markets. Material-
ist and individualist theories are not tailored to capturing social and
ideational changes. Over short time periods – measured in terms of
months, years and a few decades – the material infrastructure of the
global economy, measured in terms of resources and individual
motivation, does not tend to change much; the social infrastructure
of conventions, norms, ideas, and identities, however, tends to vary
considerably. This was reflected, for example, in very different
definitions of what constituted the latest financial crisis in the first
place: liquidity (United States), capitalization (United Kingdom), or
Anglo-Saxon capitalism (Germany). Furthermore, in times of enor-
mous uncertainty, expectations are not stable. Growing uncertainty
can lead to a redefinition of identities and interests among a whole
array of economic actors, from investors to more (rather than less)
risk-averse individuals. A crisis is not only an event ‘out there in
reality,’ but also a set of interpretive acts ‘in here,’ which can have
different effects over time. For example, Japan was not in crisis in
December 2008, two months after the collapse of Lehman Brothers;
but it was very much in crisis by February 2009. The collapse in
Japanese export markets, which was readily recognizable before
Christmas, was not viewed as an enormous catastrophe until two
months later.

This fundamental difference between the OEP paradigm and the
sociological perspective is a development of the last two decades.
Between the early 1970s rebirth of the field of international political
economy in the United States and the mid-1990s, the paradigmatic
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fault lines were drawn differently. During the Cold War, Robert
Gilpin’s (1975, 1981, 1987) seminal writings both reflected and
shaped a generation of scholarship organized around three paradig-
matic approaches: realist-mercantilist, liberal, and Marxist, each
with domestic and international variants. Realist-mercantilist theo-
ries put the state at the center of economic life, viewing state
calculations and interests as derivative of the international balance
of power. Liberal theories focused on the significance of individual
and corporate interests in the domestic arena, and on the evolution
of these interests in response to the growth of trade and interde-
pendence in the international economy. And Marxist theories
operated more freely across the domestic–international divide, link-
ing the dynamics of class conflict in capitalist societies to the
perpetuation of inequalities in the international capitalist system.
The end of the Cold War, the economic rise of East Asia, and the
spread of market reforms throughout the developing world have all
combined to reduce sharply the political and intellectual relevance
and attraction of Marxism, although it certainly retains a foothold
in European, Latin American, and even Asian debates on political
economy. Realist theories of political economy were either relegated
to the margins or subsumed by variants of liberal theories. What
emerged in the course of the 1990s, then, is a rationalist mainstream
whose core tenets are identified with OEP. This mainstream extends
the liberal paradigm but also incorporates insights from economics,
viewed as the model social science which is admired and often
copied by political scientists. In response, a distinct alternative has
begun to crystallize, combining constructivist epistemology with
insights from economic and historical sociology (Abdelal et al.
2010).

To the extent that there is a trans-Atlantic divide between Ameri-
can and British IPE (Cohen 2007, 2008b), surely both perspectives
provide intellectual resources that can help us to make better sense
of the world (Katzenstein 2009). But we are more generally con-
cerned about the intellectual divides between paradigms, wherever
they are constructed, that prompt scholars to frequently speak past
one another even when they are interested in the same issues in
global political economy. Cautioning against a monoculture in the
study of political economy, Keohane (2009b, p. 40) calls for a
‘synthetic interpretation of change’ in which ideas, structural
power, and diffusion processes all play crucial roles. He acknowl-
edges that scholars now confront a larger volume of work and a
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greater degree of complexity, but he insists that ‘those of us who are
not in the field of IPE – scholars, policy-makers, or citizens – need to
know what the best research says about the big questions.’ This
does not point to an alternative unifying paradigm to subsume
rationalist and constructivist elements. Indeed, both camps have
produced work of exceptionally high caliber, and it would be an
intellectual loss to trade diversity in perspective for a new unified
framework that informs any and all studies of political economy.
Instead, as we argue in this book, scholarship benefits from accom-
modating work that is analytically eclectic in the study of specific
problems by drawing on constituent elements of theories typically
embedded in competing paradigms.

By making connections between paradigms that are typically
disengaged from one another, analytic eclecticism holds promise for
enhancing our understanding of different facets of the global politi-
cal economy. As noted above, eclectic approaches conceive of
questions whose scope extends beyond conventional field bounda-
ries, develop complex arguments at the level of middle-range theory
that incorporate mechanisms drawn from competing paradigms,
and explicitly or implicitly engage ‘messy’ issues of policy or prac-
tice. Obviously, this conception of analytic eclecticism is an ideal-
typical one; not all eclectic scholarship will score high on each of
these three criteria. But on balance, studies that are reasonable
approximations of analytic eclecticism will rank high on at least
two of these dimensions and will make a concerted effort to
incorporate concepts and mechanisms of at least two distinct
paradigms.

This chapter reviews an illustrative sample of eclectic scholarship
addressing different aspects of global political economy. These
include works on finance (Seabrooke 2006), credit and bond rating
(Sinclair 2005), trade liberalization (Woll 2008), European integra-
tion (Jabko 2006), and national and regional experiences with
economic growth (Stubbs 2005).3

Leonard Seabrooke, The Social Sources of
Financial Power (2006)

Seabrooke’s (2006) book is a prime example of an eclectic perspec-
tive. Its inquiry into the social sources of state financial power
weaves together concepts and mechanisms drawn from different

110 Beyond Paradigms



research traditions in international political economy, comparative
politics, the new institutionalism, and economic sociology. One of
the book’s most noteworthy and imaginative aspects is a radical
expansion in the scope of the problem that Seabrooke defines.
While he, like many other IPE scholars, is concerned with the basic
question of how states enhance their financial capacity, Seabrooke
does not limit his focus to the interests and interactions of the most
visible actors at the ‘big end of town.’ Rather, he considers the
possibility that less prosperous groups at the ‘small end of town,’
whose members are individually powerless, can collectively affect a
state’s ability to generate financial capacity. The question, then, is
whether and how states recognize and tap into the latent power of
these groups as they seek to enhance their financial power base and
shape the international financial order. While scholars and
policymakers have wined and dined with representatives of high
finance, they have overlooked the potential effects of norms and
practices of those at the ‘small end of town’ on a state’s financial
capacity in the international arena. Seabrooke thus defines
his problem in a distinctive manner which deviates sharply
from, but still engages, typical approaches to comparative or
international political economy.

For his purpose, Seabrooke finds existing paradigm-centered
scholarship to be quite unhelpful. Theories emphasizing either
factor endowments or institutional logics are too static. They recog-
nize the opportunities generated when the circulation of credit is
increased, but fail to consider political and social responses to the
manner in which this credit is allocated among different groups.
Theories focusing on the constraints posed by financial
globalization and various state structures offer partial explanations
for variation in financial systems and policies. Some even recognize
that ‘factor endowments are not natural but born from political
struggles among rational economic actors’ (p. 5). But they do not
and cannot explain why similar states may have quite different
capabilities in projecting their financial power to shape the inter-
national financial order. Furthermore, neither theories focusing on
opportunity nor those focusing on constraint take into account ‘the
role of economic social norms that inform struggle over how
the economy should work’ (p. 6). Constructivists do emphasize the
significance of norms, but only a few studies link those norms to
the stability and power of financial institutions; and even these tend
to confine their attention to moments of radical uncertainty and to
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adopt a top-down view focused primarily on the role of ‘ideational
entrepreneurs’ (p. 9).

Seabrooke is not interested in promoting or debunking para-
digms. He simply notes that, while each of the prevailing
approaches has important insights to contribute, none can by itself
shed light on the processes that link lower-income groups to inter-
national finance in the way that Seabrooke seeks to do. For this
purpose, a more expansive analytic framework is needed, one that
simultaneously cuts across and utilizes comparative political
economy, international political economy, the new institutionalism,
and economic sociology (p. 7). Put another way, Seabrooke seeks to
bring Max Weber back in (p. 11):

For Weber, everyday economic struggle is more important
than moments of crisis and uncertainty. While charismatic
leaders can lead us down the garden path, it is the relation-
ship between state and society on everyday matters that has
the real capacity to transform environments.

Specifically, Seabrooke employs the Weberian concept of legitimacy
to build an analytic framework that incorporates mechanisms from
different traditions in diverse fields of scholarship. Weber’s notion
of legitimacy incorporates both ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ proc-
esses. As Seabrooke (p. 12) puts it: ‘legitimacy is a process by which
those with power claim that their actions are morally just and
legally right, but where the conferral of legitimacy upon such
actions can only come from the expressed consent of those subordi-
nate within the power relationship’ (see also Bendix 1977; Beetham
1991). One of Seabrooke’s central insights is that legitimacy among
lower-income groups provides the indispensable social foundation
for sustainable financial power. He argues that when lower-income
groups view access to credit, property ownership, and tax burdens
as fundamentally fair, this has a strong effect on state influence in
international finance in ways that conventional treatments of politi-
cal economy simply fail to recognize and thus cannot explain. But
states can undertake policies that shape or respond to the views of
lower-income groups. Seabrooke (p. xii) distinguishes between two
ideal types. Positive state intervention for lower-income groups on
questions of taxation, credit, and access to property deepens and
broadens the domestic pool of capital, and encourages financial
practices that increase the flow of capital back to the state. Negative
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state intervention has the opposite effect, giving more scope to
rentier interests that restrict the flow of capital into state coffers.
Positive or negative state intervention exerts strong effects on the
strength of domestic financial systems and the ability of the state to
shape the international financial order.

Seabrooke develops an institutional analysis that is organized
around the core concept of legitimacy. In this effort he is quite
specific in distinguishing his Weberian approach from two alter-
native forms of institutional analysis, rational and historical, which
he finds wanting (Chapter 2). He also distinguishes his approach in
important ways from economic constructivism, to which he shows
some affinities. Rational institutionalist arguments borrow from
microeconomic theories of market failures: institutional structures
maintain a social equilibrium disturbed by exogenous shocks that
produce uncertainties and information asymmetries, requiring self-
interested actors intent on maximizing their utilities to work out a
new equilibrium. Well suited to the task of explaining institutional
endurance, this approach is often criticized for failing to explain the
creation of institutions, the chosen task of historical institution-
alism. It focuses also on problems of change rather than how to
minimize transaction costs. In this approach, rationality is not
assumed to be an unproblematic given, as in rationalist
institutionalism, but the product of political constructions that are
based on variable mixes of instrumental rationality and social
norms. The focus is on specifying why institutions differ, and how
these differences inform the process of change. The emphasis of
rationalist institutionalism on punctuated equilibrium and path
dependence is replaced by evolution and path dependence. Rather
than adapting in a functional way to change, actors learn in a
self-reflexive manner.

Economic constructivism merges central insights of these two
institutional arguments. Rejecting the notion of external shock,
economic constructivists explain change by focusing on actors who
are motivated by ideas and norms that are endogenous to institu-
tions. But like the institutionalist approaches on which it draws,
economic constructivism tends to focus on moments of uncertainty
as the crucial periods in which ideational entrepreneurs assert their
autonomy and create legitimacy ‘from the top down’ by proclama-
tion. Seabrooke’s Weberian approach builds on a more robust
conception of legitimacy, insisting instead that legitimacy is fought
out ‘from the bottom up.’ Through normal, daily contestations,
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people fight for their life-chances and live out their normal life
experiences. In doing so they are informed by their perceptions of
how the world works and how they should act, adhering to instru-
mental and value-oriented beliefs. Compared with rational
institutionalism with its emphasis on ‘thin’ instrumental norms, in
Seabrooke’s analysis rationality is deeply penetrated by ‘thick’
substantive norms. And compared with historical institutionalism,
this analysis of change highlights processes of political conflict and
contestation rather than institutional logics.

Seabrooke (p. 12) is explicit in characterizing his approach as a
middle-range rather than a general theory. He is also explicit in
using the language of mechanisms to capture the complex processes
that link types of state interventions to the legitimation of finance
reform, and its consequences for the breadth and depth of the pool
of capital that can then be deployed internationally. Standard labels
for characterizing economies, for example as ‘liberal’ or ‘coordi-
nated’ as in the tradition of varieties of capitalism, are useful for
understanding the forms of different political economies in the
aggregate; but such labels should not blind us to different mecha-
nisms and patterns of behavior that operate within such aggregates
(p. 13). Coordinated political economies, for example, centralize
power in pilot agencies to better cope with external shocks in the
international economy and to save time in domestic politics.
Greater fragmentation in uncoordinated economies undercuts
timely response and may undermine the ability to soften the blow of
externally induced crises. But beneath the difference in institutional
form lies the political purpose informing positive or negative inter-
vention. A state that is kept in check by its public is likely to enjoy
more legitimacy and thus greater amounts of socially backed finan-
cial power than a state that is not kept in check. Rather than seeking
the correlation among key abstract variables (such as forms of state
intervention, extent of legitimation of financial reform, and extent
of a state’s international financial capacity), Seabrooke is interested
in specifying and observing the linking mechanisms within this
broad constellation of variables.

In articulating his theoretical approach, Seabrooke employs a
broad understanding of mechanisms: ‘mechanisms seek to tie down
not only structures and institutions that provide constraints upon
action, but also outline how actors can work toward their life-
chances’ (p. 50). His analysis (pp. 14–15, 50–2) identifies three
sequentially linked mechanisms. Contestation, redistribution, and
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propagation, he argues, form a complex causal chain. The initial
driver of change is political contestation between lower income
groups, rentiers, and the state over the legitimacy of financial
reforms in a given social and institutional environment. This contes-
tation drives lower-income groups and rentiers to draw upon
ideational and normative resources to influence the state’s chosen
form of intervention. That change can be either positive or negative
for lower income groups, as it entails redistribution of benefits and
costs among social groups. Redistribution encompasses the direct
reallocation of assets and opportunities as well as broader reforms
in how public and private institutions interact with society. The
cumulative effect of contestation and redistribution is to trigger a
third mechanism, propagation, whereby the state promotes ideas
about how the economy should work for the purpose of legitimiz-
ing its policies and either encouraging or discouraging the use of
financial innovations among lower-income groups. These norms
feed back onto lower income groups which will react, depending on
their beliefs of how the economy should work, and thus start a fresh
cycle of contestation. Seabrooke tracks these mechanisms’ effects
on the three policy domains of credit access, property ownership,
and taxation, with the help of a variety of sources, including
archival and documentary data for the historical cases and
interviews for the contemporary ones.

Comparisons of England and Germany (at the end of the nine-
teenth century) and the United States and Japan (at the end of the
twentieth) provide empirical support for Seabrooke’s argument (p.
15–17, 194–9). Broadly speaking, the late nineteenth century was
an era of an international rentier economy, which reflected Eng-
land’s domestic legitimacy dynamics. The English state proved too
weak to prevent the turn to a rentier economy in an era in which
state regulatory regimes more generally were gradually built up.
The late twentieth century was an international credit economy,
propelled by changes in the domestic legitimation of US financial
reforms which dismantled most regulatory regimes. Whereas Eng-
land’s strong position was eventually weakened by the political
protest of lower-income groups opposing negative state policies,
similar opposition in the United States produced very different
results, giving rise to positive state policies after the mid-1980s that
increased the legitimacy of national financial policies and enabled
the United States to extend its hegemony in the international
financial order, at least until the financial crash of 2008. In sharp
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contrast, Germany (at the beginning of the twentieth century) and
Japan (in the 1970s and 1980s) lacked the political institutions and
policies to build a sustainable social foundation for financial power.
In the area of finance, this absence of power doomed their bids to
move from a position of rival to the position of principal.

Seabrooke (p. 173) concludes that ‘if a state intervenes positively
to legitimate its financial reform nexus for lower-income groupings,
it can provide a sustainable basis from which to increase its inter-
national financial capacity.’ While this may not be the norm,
particularly in rentier states, his case studies and comparisons
suggest compellingly that the legitimacy and financial capacity of
states in the international arena are directly and significantly
affected by the fundamentally domestic choices of state elites with
regard to lower-income groups. Greater access to credit, property
ownership, and lower tax burdens enhance the social foundations
of a state’s financial capacity, often coupled with the use of financial
innovations. They not only serve technical or regulatory functions
but become essential tools for propagating new economic and social
norms relevant for financial practices.

The policy implications of this analytical strategy are clear. There
is little to be gained from mimicking the institutional forms of those
states or political economies enshrined (often erroneously) as ‘win-
ners’ or ‘models’ at a particular historical juncture. What may have
worked in one case may not work in another, given the different
baselines and expectations of lower-income groups and the varying
will and ability of state elites to consider these in designing their
policies. It is thus necessary to look more carefully at the particular
mechanisms affecting a state’s legitimacy and the extent of its
financial capacity in the international arena. This analysis also has
implications for scholars and policymakers concerned with the
relationship between democracy and economic policies, since
democracy creates regular institutionalized opportunities for lower-
income groups to punish state elites (although the long-term
viability of policies adopted by semi-authoritarian and authoritar-
ian regimes also depends on some degree of social support). In sum,
between domestic social policy and international financial policy,
Seabrooke’s eclectic analysis builds an intellectually and practically
useful bridge – one not previously recognized by either students of
international political economy or policymakers.
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Box 4.1
Leonard Seabrooke – Exploring the full cocktail menu

The analytic eclecticism in The Social Sources of Financial Power
(Seabrooke 2005) comes from a combination of annoyance and
awareness. I was annoyed with the Gramscian and Foucauldian
scholarship in international relations that dominated my under-
graduate studies in Australia. A common approach was to make a
normative commitment, apply concepts like ‘social forces,’ and then
run already-formed conclusions through case material. Such a ‘plug-
and-play’ approach was not good enough, or even true to anti-
foundationalist ideas. But reading Foucault led me to Max Weber,
where discontinuity, interests as ideas, and analytic pragmatism were
present. Weber’s clarity on sociological concepts matched with his
thick descriptions in other work. The main lesson I took from Weber
was that political economy, the new institutionalisms, anthropology,
and economic and organizational sociology provide a range of
analytical tools and concepts that were not ‘plug-and-play’ but could
be fit for purpose. This is particularly important in understanding
concepts like legitimacy and everyday politics, since imposing my
own judgment on what is ‘best’ for a population would distort the
findings. Through Weberian sociology, my approach in social
sources was deliberately eclectic.

I know that my analytic eclecticism has generated mixed
responses. Prominent rational choice scholars have tutted at how the
causal relationships in social sources can be partially explained by
interest group analysis, suggesting that norms simply add noise.
Constructivists have furrowed their brows at my endorsement of
methodological individualism. Marxists have told me publicly that
the lack of ideological commitment within my analysis has the
consequence of ‘making poor people poorer’. Hardly. I do think that
people should enhance their life-chances in ways they see fit, and that
seeing how they think the economy should work requires analytic
eclecticism.

I see no reason why intellectual ground should be conceded to
scholars who provide the ‘default’ model in various social science
communities. This is especially the case when we know that it is the
less-monist and more ‘quirky’ scholars – Abbott, Bendix, Elias,
Weber, Zelizer, and many others – who transform how we under-
stand social and economic change. Finally, my advice to authors
considering an eclectic approach is that the academic market – both
publishing and jobs – does not punish eclecticism because it produces
interesting, often counterintuitive work. And why drink lager or
Pinot Grigio when the full cocktail menu is there to be explored?
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Timothy Sinclair, The New Masters of
Capital (2005)

Since the beginning of the 1990s, Sinclair argues, the liberalization
of financial markets has increased exposure to risk and the value of
information, investigation, and analysis. As a result, knowledge
provided by intermediary institutions such as rating agencies has
become extremely important in a more global economy. American
bond rating agencies in particular have become especially influen-
tial. These agencies are tiny in terms of their employment and are
largely unregulated, but the effects of their activities are huge.
Sinclair’s book studies the two major bond-rating agencies –
Moody’s and Standard & Poor’s (S&P) – which maintain ratings on
roughly US$30 trillion worth of debt issued in American and global
markets. Many in business and politics are interested in the obvious
question of whether the ratings provided by these agencies are
technically correct or incorrect. Instead, Sinclair insists that the
more interesting underlying question is the source of the authorita-
tive knowledge that gives these tiny organizations a virtual
chokehold on access to global capital markets. Although they are
American, rating agencies enjoy high esteem in national and inter-
national politics, and the information they provide is relied upon by
banks, firms, and governments around the world.

Rating in a world of financial globalization certainly has a
technical side that needs to be respected and taken seriously.
Cheaper securities markets have caused traditional bank lending to
diminish sharply in importance. The assessment of creditworthiness
that banks used to offer before lending their capital is now being
performed by the grading of securities by bond-rating agencies.
Largely unregulated by governments, this facilitates transactions
between buyers and sellers operating on a global scale. But focusing
exclusively on this technical side conceals the broader political
significance of the rating agencies – the esteem in which they are
held, and the authority they enjoy. Like Seabrooke, Sinclair focuses
on the factors that make rating agencies reliable in the eyes of those
who depend upon them. Although he does not use the term legiti-
macy, by focusing on the authority imparted upon rating agencies,
Sinclair is able to expand the scope of the question so that it
encompasses a range of non-technical aspects that are frequently
unrecognized and certainly undertheorized. Sinclair puts forward a
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new question: what factors affect the high level of social esteem,
trust, and authority that rating firms enjoy?

This move is somewhat reminiscent of Robert Gilpin’s (1981,
p. 31) treatment of reputation as ‘everyday currency’ in inter-
national affairs. But whereas Gilpin remains committed to the
primacy of realist logics and material capabilities, Sinclair sees the
independent significance of the esteem enjoyed by ratings agencies,
and is focused on exploring the complementarities among processes
emphasized by competing paradigms. Sinclair’s analysis treats the
theoretical orientations of different paradigms as heuristics, and
seeks to identify complementarities between rationalist (that is,
realist and liberal) approaches and those based on economic and
organizational sociology (that is, constructivist). Rationalists argue
that in an environment of high uncertainty and risk, rating agencies
give economic agents the transparent and impartial assessments of
conditions they need for a rational assessment of conditions and
efficient allocation of scarce resources. By downgrading the quality
of bonds, rating agencies can coerce debt-issuing institutions to
change their ways. But what is the source of this coercive power?
And what processes generate the unquestioned assumptions that
influence the generation and consumption of the knowledge offered
by ratings agencies? These are important questions in IPE that
rationalist approaches neither raise nor answer.

Sinclair seeks to enrich the study of rating agencies with a deeper
and more complex understanding of the political and social proc-
esses through which their knowledge is created and monitored. This
requires incorporating the heuristics developed by constructivist-
economic sociology, without claiming that this research tradition is
inherently superior (p. 17). Sinclair is quite permissive in his stance
toward the substantive usefulness of realism and liberalism, which
he sees as offering a helpful rationalist baseline. Actors with fixed
preferences compete for scarce resources and act on the basis of
material interests. The beauty of this heuristic is that it can be used
to inquire into the likely motivations of actions in any number of
different social institutions and settings. The alternative approach
drawn from sociology focuses less on instrumental rationality and
more on processes through which identities and preferences of
actors are built up and down, thus affecting conceptions of interest
that inform action. Broadly speaking, in this sociological perspec-
tive knowledge and culture comprise intersubjective structures that
define who the economic actors are and what they want. These are
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aspects of markets that rationalist approaches typically hold con-
stant or bypass altogether. Sinclair insists that for his question both
approaches – rationalist and constructivist – are relevant. He argues
also that the field of international political economy has neglected
the latter unduly, but he does not then insist on treating the latter as
a preferred alternative that should replace or subsume rationalist
analyses.

Rating agencies certainly take on the technical task of providing
to their clients and the general public a condensation of massive
amounts of data about market developments. But what makes them
effective in this role is the fact that they also constitute ‘embedded
knowledge networks.’ Building on, but going beyond, the concept
of ‘epistemic communities’ (Haas 1992), Sinclair sees knowledge
networks as embedded in the very processes that constitute finan-
cial globalization: they share certain normative beliefs but also
enjoy legitimacy based on their conformity to public expectations in
certain environments (pp. 14–15). The power of ratings agencies
lies not only in the information they provide, but in the beliefs and
worldviews they foster in diverse societies concerning how their
data is to be interpreted by different actors. A striking illustration is
the fact that the major international rating agencies are all located
in the United States, a defining aspect of the knowledge networks
they embody. Their legitimacy worldwide, however, is a function of
these agencies’ self-portrayal to market participants everywhere as
networks that are endogenous, not exogenous, to financial
globalization. Hence they are normally accepted by market partici-
pants as legitimate. Rather than constraining markets, rating
agencies contribute to their internal constitution, thus affecting the
social context in which corporations and governments map their
strategies. Thus, beyond brute coercive power impelling behavioral
change, rating agencies offer interpretive frameworks that specify
what constitutes proper economic conduct and thus should be
rewarded by the flow of additional private investments.

Sinclair’s analysis is self-consciously modest (p. 11), offering a
plausibility probe for subsequent hypothesis testing. He is not
interested in developing a universal model of rating-agency
behavior, nor does he offer a general theory about the effects of this
behavior on aspects of global political economy. Instead, he seeks to
develop, and provide an empirical basis for, mid-range arguments
about rating, investment, knowledge, and governance (p. 50).
Sinclair proceeds inductively, tracking processes that reflect back on
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a number of different theoretical orientations in the field of inter-
national political economy. For Sinclair, these orientations are
heuristics that point to possibly relevant variables and causal logics
that combine to influence the outcome in question: the role and
authority of rating agencies in global finance.

Sinclair’s relational perspective sees actors as embedded in larger
social contexts such as networks. It differs from the rationalist
emphasis on self-regarding actors mingling in decentralized or
anarchic structures. Markets are not freestanding structures but
integral parts of social life, connected by history and culture.
Instead of invariant behavioral properties that we can model to
uncover universal, lawlike patterns of behavior, Sinclair points to
variability over time and space. This is not to deny the existence and
analysis of general patterns of cultural homogenization on a global
scale – pervasive myths and mental frameworks that enhance or
reduce the legitimacy of specific organizational forms. Rating agen-
cies have morphed from national and American institutions to
become an intrinsic, unquestioned part of global finance writ large.
Collective attribution of meaning and conferral of trust, esteem,
and authority, either in national societies or on a global scale, are
political phenomena with very considerable consequences for the
functioning of modern capitalism.

What is true of society at large is also true of the internal life of an
organization such as Moody’s. It too follows its own scripted rules,
develops its own organizational routines and practices, cultivates
and perpetuates its own myths, and validates its existence and
conduct through publicly told stories. Professional judgment and
analysis are a central part of the mental framework motivating
people who work for rating agencies, and of the public story that
these agencies stand for and represent. Professionally recognized
competence and expertise bestow the power of issuing authoritative
claims, constituting a dimension of power that corporations and
governments neglect only at considerable risk.

Sinclair’s central claim (p. 17) is that rating is not neutral,
technical, detached, and objective. Instead, the gathering and
processing of vast amounts of information is informed by judgment
that helps to coordinate market activities. In normal times, the
judgments of rating agencies acquire the social status of accepted
facts in the eyes of market participants even when, occasionally, ex
post analysis shows that the assessment was faulty. Typically, the
authority that market participants ascribe to agencies outweighs
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their technical proficiency. Agency judgments have risen to the
status of orthodoxies which, between the mid-1980s and 2008,
pushed organizational and strategic logics toward the prevailing
American institutional pattern. Or, as Sinclair puts it: ‘In this
emerging order, norms are increasingly shared, and policy con-
verges around characteristically American “best practice’’ ’ (p. 17).

Sinclair supports this central view through three, more specific,
mid-range arguments that collectively account for the ‘unconscious
power’ (p. 50–71) that rating agencies acquire and project in global
finance. First, with the growing importance of capital markets and
the declining importance of banks, investment decisions are increas-
ingly shaped by rating agencies rather than banks. Orthodox
understandings of investment best practice are now shaped by
conforming to standards set by rating agencies rather than assessed
by financial institutes that consider lending money. The result is a
‘centralization of investment judgment’ (p. 18), as rating agencies
take on more and more of the ‘gatekeeper power’ once held by
banks. The relationship between corporate ratings, the cost of debt
municipal ratings, the rating of the automobile companies, and the
spread of US rating agencies abroad, as well as the emergence of
local agencies in emerging markets, all provide strong evidence for
this argument.

A second supporting argument concerns knowledge, which is
normally thought to transcend particular situations and times.
Instead, Sinclair seeks to identify the tipping point when the idi-
osyncratic view of a small group of individuals acquires the status of
being widely accepted as common sense. Rating judgments are in
this sense not objective, but intersubjective and collectively conse-
quential. Furthermore, the sort of knowledge that rating agencies
privilege – and claim to excel in – is analytical and technical,
highlighting specific cause–effect relations (p. 19). This kind of
knowledge excludes from inquiry broader questions of how institu-
tions originated and how they might transform themselves. Instead,
the underlying assumption holds that the world is fundamentally
unchanging – reflected, for example, in the assumption that across
time and space, markets have always and will always perform the
same function as they do today. This knowledge is plainly inad-
equate to anticipate big and unforeseen events such as the Mexican
debt crisis of 1982, the Asian financial crisis of 1997, 9/11, or
the financial crisis of 2008. Supportive evidence comes from the
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growth of the rating industry, municipal ratings, and the creation of
Japanese rating agencies.

Finally, a third supporting argument tracks the emergence of new
forms of governance based on the static worldview of rating agen-
cies. Governance, for Sinclair, is about how institutions are
hierarchically organized and how they shape our daily lives as
citizens and consumers (p. 20). Without full awareness of histori-
cally derived norms and practices in various locales, rating agencies
end up promoting specific constitutional arrangements and corpo-
rate governance approaches that emerged within the United States
but are regarded as universal standards to be emulated everywhere.
Although rating agencies did not invent these governance struc-
tures, they act as interpreters, advocates, and enforcers of these
arrangements, which may or may not be suitable to particular local
circumstances. The experience of Japanese banks, New York’s
financial problems, and political controversies in Japan, Australia,
Canada, and several developing economies all illustrate this third
supportive argument.

Sinclair’s analysis captures the ways in which typical rationalist
understandings of investment, knowledge, and governance can be
challenged and complemented by a more historically oriented
constructivist treatment of these three aspects of international
political economy. These twin competing images of the three aspects
of international political economy have specific implications for the
extent and manner in which American political influence spreads
globally. Rating is now applied not only to corporations but also to
sovereign states. Hence the rating activities of US firms have serious
implications for national autonomy. Furthermore, Moody’s and
S&P have opened branches in many parts of the world and have
served as a model for the establishment of local rating agencies.
Sinclair argues that rating is an American innovation that spreads
American norms and practices. Yet, he also notes that these agencies
view themselves as transnational entities offering standardized,
objective knowledge. Rationalist and synthetic views are thus com-
plementary and interactive, combining to influence the way in
which rating operates in contemporary settings. Even though rating
has become a transnational activity in the global economy, its origin
remains clearly rooted in American institutional conditions and
practices.

The policy implications of this dual image of rating agencies are
most profound for actors in the world economy who use, or are
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Box 4.2
Timothy J. Sinclair – Not being deterred by the ultimate taboo

I attribute my analytic eclecticism – and I happily accept the label – to
growing up in a society slowly becoming unhinged by economic
decline. My initial response was to embrace Marx as so many have
before me, and I know that some readers see this influence clearly in
The New Masters of Capital (Sinclair 2005). This interest in
unpeeling the mechanisms of capitalism is important because some-
thing has to explain the resistance to criticism characteristic of the
credit-rating agencies. Their resistance is structural – the agencies are
in a ‘useful’ position. They seem to ‘fit.’ But there was a detached
quality to the Marxist analysis I encountered. Serving as a junior
analyst in the New Zealand Treasury forced me – it was not some-
thing I sought – to acquire the outlook of a beat cop or private
investigator, trying to understand where money was being made and
spent, and how an activity could be done more efficiently (or not at
all). This is how I got my feet wet in research. Arriving subsequently
in Toronto, I met Robert W. Cox and Stephen Gill, and started to
develop an approach that combined empirical investigation, specifi-
cation of mechanisms, and the political management of institutions.

Rating agencies were a concern of Robert Muldoon, New Zea-
land’s prime minister between the late 1970s and mid-1980s, who
was an inspiration to me. I thought them important too, but I came
to think that the rationalism of Marx or Samuelson did not capture
the way in which their outputs helped to constitute the securities
markets, when traders spoke of ‘AAA’ or ‘BBB’ bonds, without
thinking. Few had read Keynes recently, so not many scholars were
interested in these insights at first. Instead, panel audiences wanted
to know how the agencies ‘wielded power.’ But the more I investi-
gated, the more I concluded that their role in making markets was
crucial. Rationalism identified a resilient ‘function’ for the agencies
but not the real consequences. Answers to this question had to come
from elsewhere.

I never set out to be eclectic – it was the ultimate taboo in graduate
school, after all – but I could not find a solution to my puzzle using just
one paradigm. The important thing I learned from this journey is that
once I am interested in a puzzle, I should not worry much what others
think. Instead, I should pursue my interest until I have a cogent
solution, even if it challenges established paradigms.

judged by, the knowledge provided by these agencies. If such actors
decide to question the processes through which information is
gathered and circulated, then the role and influence of ratings
agencies may not remain what they have been during the past
decade. In the aftermath of the financial crisis of 2008–09, the main
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focus of attention has been on executive compensation and the
improvement of regulatory frameworks’ capitalization require-
ments for the financial sector. It remains to be seen whether the
rating agencies, which are alleged to have failed so dramatically,
will also be subjected to reform. Assuming that the pressure will be
concentrated on state institutions, this would validate Sinclair’s
intuition of the centrality of private power in the political economy.

Cornelia Woll, Firm Interests (2008)

The central question informing Woll’s book reflects her own per-
sonal experience. As a high school student in the United States, she
spoke to her family, then living in Europe, only once a week for 15
minutes. This was a period when flying across the Atlantic was very
expensive. A decade later she would often talk several times a day;
and flights, especially in Europe, had become dirt cheap. This shift
in her own personal experience is intertwined with Woll’s scholarly
interest in the liberalization of telecommunications and the partial
liberalization of air transport. Woll’s initial intuition was that she
surely was far more enthusiastic about the drop in prices than were
old European network monopolies, which probably were forced to
accept liberalization by user demands and pressure from inter-
national institutions. The winners surely would be American firms
and new market entrants. Established European firms most likely
would see their market shares and profits drop as a result of policies
they would presumably want to resist (p. xii).

Woll’s exploratory interviews suggested a different reality. Euro-
pean firms expressed happiness with new agreements liberalizing
services in telecommunications and international aviation. But why
would this be the case, given that firms with large protected home
markets normally seek and benefit from protection? Woll initially
suspected that her interview subjects were simply trying to cover up
a past policy defeat. Over time, however, it became increasingly
clear that a genuine shift in perspective had taken place: her
interview subjects acknowledged that they had not liked the liber-
alization at first, but that they and the world had changed (p. xiii).
This transformation became the basis for the problem explored in
her book: ‘Why had preferences evolved so decisively over such a
short period of time? What did it take to move a business actor from
protectionism to support for liberalization?’ (pp. xiii–xiv).
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This question had been asked before, but only one major study of
American trade policy yielded outcomes that did not neatly fit the
expectations of conventional trade theory (Bauer, Pool, and Dexter
1963). The ten-year study had found (to the consternation of
economists who simply disregarded its findings) that not only large
and competitive firms but also medium-sized and small ones, which
were much more vulnerable to foreign competition, favored tariff
reductions. Economists typically assume – instead of seeking to
demonstrate – that a firm’s product and position in the economy tell
us everything we need to know about its trade policy preferences. At
the dawn of liberalization, this turned out to be an inaccurate
shortcut for the analysis of American trade policy. Based on over
900 interviews, the authors of the study concluded that communi-
cation and new norms of free trade had a profound effect,
undercutting and deflecting the influence of firms’ material condi-
tions and incentives (Bauer, Pool, and Dexter 1963, pp. xi–xii).

Several decades later, Woll finds very much the same kind of shift
occurring in Europe. That businesses lobby government on issues of
trade policy in services is as much about the definition of prefer-
ences as about influencing trade policy. When economic stakes are
clearly defined, material interests are often unambiguous. But,
typically, the world of trade negotiations and manufacturing is
more complex, and incentives are often unclear. Firms, for example,
have multiple operations in different sectors of the economy and
different parts of the world. This makes it virtually impossible to
impute economic interests from products or position, as a given
trade policy may help one part of operations and hurt another.

In her specific case, large multinational corporations, such as
Citigroup and American Express, were key players and early and
strong supporters of trade in services liberalization, as conventional
trade models would predict. Their support of US trade policy
helped to build a coalition and generate momentum for liberaliza-
tion of trade in services in the Uruguay Round. At first glance, this
account appeared to support the conventional story of large, pow-
erful businesses recognizing the benefits they could reap from trade
liberalization, and then using their power and resources to influence
trade policy (p. 2). But there were also a range of other actors,
such as NYNEX and regional telecommunications operators in
the United States and Europe, who were more ambivalent activists;
they did not necessarily stand to benefit from trade liberalization
in clear-cut ways but eventually were major promoters of
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international liberalization. There were also late starters, such as
public service companies in Europe, which had little enthusiasm for
liberalization before the mid-1990s.

What does the difference between first movers, ambivalent activ-
ists, and late starters tell us about the true interests of firms and
how they are activated? Woll argues that ‘preference formation of
economic actors is socially embedded’ (p. 3). Beyond the thin
rationality that talks about the efficiencies of means and distribu-
tional consequences of liberalization, which economic assumptions
handle well, the regulatory and political arrangements among
firms, governments, and competitors are decisive in defining the
content and evolution of firms’ interests. Without close attention to
the changing political and social context of firms, the attempt to
define preferences is doomed to failure. Thus, it is essential to track
how political stances emerge in interaction with competitors and
government representatives, with crucial shifts often hanging on
ideational and strategic conditions. Woll readily acknowledges that
firms act rationally in seeking to maximize their goals, once these
goals are clear. But the process through which such goals become
defined and altered requires problematizing the microfoundations
of political economy that economic explanations simply take for
granted (pp. 4–5).

Woll’s most significant finding is that firm behavior and the goals
economic actors pursue are embedded: because identities, beliefs,
and political opportunities depend on the political and regulatory
contexts, ‘business lobbying varies between cases, even when mat-
erial conditions would indicate that behavior should be similar’ (p.
5). Economists, she writes, were not pleased by her commitment to
take seriously the answers of businesspeople. If trade theories were
inadequate to render a plausible and more fine-grained answer, they
told her, then other economic theories (such as network economics
or the economics of foreign investment) would surely be adequate,
and certainly preferable to deploying wooly concepts such as norms
and identities. For one simple reason, Woll decided against the route
of ever greater disaggregation of firms’ incentive systems: Since it
was increasingly difficult for her to discern incentives by following
this research strategy, how could such an approach guide firms in
choosing their lobbying strategies?

Sociologists criticized her for the opposite reason. Rather than
merging insights from the international political economy and
sociological perspectives, they encouraged a straightforward socio-
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logical analysis of the micro-foundations of economic action. In
their view, studying economic decision making at the macro-
theoretical level through the prism of international relations theory
would be a waste of time. Confronted by two strong disciplinary
critiques that appeared to speak entirely different languages, Woll
chose to write a more self-consciously eclectic book that would seek
to build bridges between dueling analytical traditions. In doing so,
she found inspiration in Max Weber’s understanding of economic
action as a type of social action, setting her sights on understanding
how economic action under conditions of uncertainty can defy
expectations based on the standard rational actor model (p. 7).

Firms do not behave in ways that contradict their economic
interests. Rather, they make sense of their interests in a complex
political environment that includes their historically embedded
relations with governments and competitors (p. 8). The issue is not
how to defend but how to define interests, particularly under
conditions of uncertainty. Although neoclassical economists cer-
tainly pay close attention to uncertainty, Woll finds that they tend to
employ a very narrow understanding, focusing on costs or benefits
given the likelihood that an anticipated event will occur. Economists
working in fields such as transaction costs or signaling attempt to
model firms’ confusion about their interests by predicting a time lag
for informational updating. Building on these models, uncertainty
is often reduced to a world of computable probabilities and risk
assessments in the literature of international political economy.
Actors have subjective probabilities and are assumed to rationally
anticipate the choices of other actors based on information that is
grounded in past behavior. Assuming that actors share the same
information and the same subjective probabilities, this statistical
form of computational rationality permits the calculation of risk in
an uncertain environment.

In contrast, economic sociologists treat uncertainty as a more
fundamental ‘lack of knowledge about relationships between
means and ends’ (p. 9). Following the work of Jens Beckert (2002)
and Mark Blyth (2006), Woll notes that gathering information is
not only costly; its marginal utility cannot be determined. Econo-
mists may make sense of risk, which refers to a situation in which
probabilities can be assigned. Coping with situations of uncertainty
(as characterized by the economist Frank Knight), however,
requires a different approach. Uncertainty refers to a situation
where there is no information on which to base calculations of
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probabilities. In complex environments, actors do not calculate in
isolation but make sense of their self-interests through their interac-
tions with others. These interactions define, preserve, and transfer
ideas about the proper relations between means and ends; shape
which means to pursue; and predict the most likely courses of
behavior. Such a socially and historically embedded conception of
individual behavior argues that self-interested maximizing behavior
lacks purposeful content and thus is radically indeterminate in what
it can tell us about the world.

To analyze this form of behavior in institutional settings, Woll
draws upon the notion of ‘intentional action’ as developed by
Renate Mayntz and Fritz Scharpf (1995; Scharpf 1997) as well as
the analysis of embedded economic action as developed by Mark
Granovetter (1985). These approaches recognize the utility of com-
bining a rational actor model with a sociological understanding of
how routinized behavior and shared cognitive orientations enable
individual action under conditions of uncertainty. This approach
appeals to Woll because it refrains from universal generalization
and instead seeks a ‘middle ground’ (p. 11) between predicting and
understanding individual behavior. More importantly, it recognizes
that regularities orient the behavior of economic actors, particu-
larly in times of stability. At the same time, Woll emphasizes that
divergence from this behavior under conditions of uncertainty can
be better understood through the embeddedness perspective. Thus,
for Woll, if firms can overcome uncertainty by updating economic
information and then verifying whether assigned probabilities
match up with facts, then one would expect merely a short time lag
between change and actor adaptation. In situations of uncertainty,
however, firms seek to reduce that uncertainty through reliance on
any number of social or political devices such as networks, institu-
tions, and alliances. Such devices are crucial features of any causal
story that claims to specify which particular pathway will maximize
self-interest in a given environment.

Woll’s approach mirrors efforts to introduce complexity to the
field of IPE, which she sees as dominated by an implicit material
determinism that makes the evolution of the field at least partly
a function of changes in material conditions (pp. 24–5). In
contrast to materialist approaches, which treat preferences as
exogenously given, constructivist approaches and historical
institutionalism open the door to problematizing individual inter-
ests against the backdrop of the ideas, identities, and social relations
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that operate in a given environment. At the same time, there exists a
crucial difference between emphasizing the causal priority of ideas
as independent variables and making sense of the mutual constitu-
tion of ideas and interests in a given context. The latter, favored
by Woll, requires the integration, but not the privileging, of
constructivist insights into the complex process of preference for-
mation. More importantly, Woll recognizes the centrality of
analyzing specific contexts – including those in which materialist
assumptions are unproblematic – rather than relying on program-
matic statements or assumptions: ‘recognizing that interests are
intrinsically bound up with ideas is of little analytical value if
scholars cannot specify when and how these mechanisms operate
and what this implies for an understanding of policy change’
(p. 17).

Woll’s study focuses specifically on trade in services in the United
States and Europe. The question driving her research has to do with
the factors that shape the evolution of firms’ objectives and
behaviors in new contexts characterized by uncertainty. In contexts
where new trade issues have arisen, the logic of international
exchange is not yet clear, and firms may be operating in regulatory
contexts in which they are not necessarily in direct competition.
Under such conditions, traditional trade models, while helpful for
predicting tariff negotiations in the trade of goods, come up short.
Arguments emphasizing the pressure exerted by firms on the basis
of a preexisting goal simply do not work. Instead, it is necessary to
develop ‘a nuanced conceptualization of business interest in inter-
national trade that takes into account ideational and strategic
changes induced by firms’ political and regulatory interactions’
(p. 25). This process is shaped by contests over not whether, but
how, to liberalize in a given sector. It is likely to vary across
countries depending on their regulatory context.

Woll’s empirical study, based primarily on interviews, focuses on
negotiations related to the Basic Telecommunications Agreement of
the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the liberalization of
international aviation (particularly, the negotiation of a Transatlan-
tic Common Aviation Area). Woll’s studies confirm her intuition
that traditional theory does not predict which actors ended up
supporting liberalization, and they point to two more specific
conclusions. First, the political institutional arrangements in
Europe and the United States differ significantly, making it difficult
to simply extend to Europe analyses of business–government

130 Beyond Paradigms



relations as they have evolved in the United States. Europe’s multi-
level polity gives trade negotiators more liberty to ignore interest
group pressure and to work selectively with those supporting their
own objectives. For business lobbyists, this means that some
demands are difficult to voice or simply unfeasible. This creates
strategic constraints that shape outcomes in important ways, caus-
ing European firms to embrace policy positions that one would not
expect in the American context. Varieties of political systems and
regulatory regimes thus have an impact on preferences. Those
variations need to be taken into account in comparative policy
research and cannot simply be assumed away in order to facilitate
simplified models predicated on fixed material incentives. In the
case of trade in services in the United States and Europe, such
models are demonstrably wrong.

Second, since political context is so important to preference
formation, an atomistic and demand-side-driven model of interest
formation is misleading. Governments are not merely arbitrators of
competing demands, and government strategies do not merely
conform to pressures from firms and other social actors. Rather, in
the case of service trade liberalization, large service companies
frequently shifted their positions, often in response to strategies
and ideas coming from the government. The case studies and
comparisons suggest that business demands do not merely deter-
mine, but are formed in response to, government policy. In the
process, ideas and strategies interact to produce a more complex
evolution of preferences on both sides: ‘ideas explain how firms
reorient their policy demands, while strategic changes trigger often
profound transformations of firm preferences’ (p. 19).

The final chapter of Woll’s book takes up, as a pragmatically
oriented eclectic study should, the implications of the study for
normative and policy questions. Specifically, Woll is concerned
about the nature of the power business wields and the importance
of democratic decision making and accountability in international
trade negotiations. Among other observations, she notes that the
fluid nature of business interests in negotiations over new issue
areas potentially enables greater participation in a more pluralist
approach to global public policy. Although multinational firms still
retain advantages over smaller firms, non-government organiza-
tions (NGOs), and social movements, trade negotiations
increasingly take place in a more public sphere, enabling a more
diverse set of actors to participate in the debates (p. 158). Moreover,
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Box 4.3
Cornelia Woll – Getting it right

My education was not organized along the lines of American politi-
cal science. After initial training in international relations at the
University of Chicago, I moved back to Europe to work on a PhD in
comparative politics and sociology. None of my colleagues was
particularly interested in international relations theory. The theoreti-
cal value of my work was grounded in empirical findings. When I
had to explain the stakes in international relations theory to col-
leagues outside that field, I treated the dominant strands as ordering
devices that regrouped elements and methods present also in other
disciplines. Because I did not consider the theoretical currents in
international relations as paradigms, I was not particularly conscious
of being eclectic when I began work on Firm Interests (Woll 2008).

Nonetheless, I wanted to address the literature in international
political economy directly. The first real contact with colleagues in
the field came when I began to try to publish my work. I quickly
learned how paradigmatic the struggle in international political
economy had become. Publishing is always difficult. The reactions to
articles I submitted in comparative politics generally commented on
whether or not the argument was empirically supported. In the field
of international relations, reviewers were more concerned with para-
digmatic and methodological issues. Picking a paradigm might have
made my work more readily accessible to those working on similar
issues. But I simply did not see how I could answer the most relevant
questions from my research within one of the dominant approaches
in international relations.

Eclectic reasoning is not an easy task. Academic work is always a
compromise between the substance of our research and the con-
straints of our profession. Scientific innovation comes from crossing
disciplinary boundaries and moving beyond paradigms. Yet educa-
tion and evaluation need to be structured in recognizable fields in
order to be transferable. For young scholars, it is very difficult to
begin a career if they sit between all stools. I would therefore
recommend an analytically eclectic approach only if the main theo-
retical argument speaks to an identifiable academic community
elsewhere, even if it is outside of the field of international relations.
Finally, to hedge against critics, scholars should not confuse ‘getting
it right’ with ‘making lots of interesting points.’ The rule of thumb,
‘one article – one message’ seems particularly relevant for analyti-
cally eclectic scholarship to avoid falling into the trap of analytically
informed real-world description.

in the case of the European Union, while European negotiators seek
to expand their capacity to bargain with US counterparts, they also
risk attenuating the already limited level of democratic accountabil-
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ity evident in EU trade policy decisions. Thus, Woll’s analysis not
only sheds light on the limits of trade theory, but also links her own
analysis of negotiations over service liberalization to the need for
formal and transparent rules for the participation of all economic
and social actors in trade and other policy areas (p. 160).

Nicolas Jabko, Playing the Market (2006)

Europe’s quiet revolution during the 1980s and 1990s gave renewed
impetus to the idea of a united Europe, and produced a ‘distinctive
European model of political economy’ (p. 2). This revolution, Jabko
argues, is the result of a political strategy by initially weak and
opportunistic political actors. This was true, specifically, of the
European Commission, which smartly deployed ideas about mar-
ket liberalization to build a broad-based coalition in favor of deep
institutionalized integration. While the idea of Europe certainly
had its committed advocates, they were probably in the minority
until the 1980s. The plasticity of the market concept proved to be
politically crucial in attracting other actors to a broadened coalition
that favored the strengthening of European institutions. In develop-
ing his argument, Jabko questions standard characterizations of
European integration as an opaque, elitist, ineffective, and techno-
cratic project that has resulted in a growing democratic deficit.
Instead, he sees the evolution of a ‘Janus-faced European Union’
(p. 179) that served as an ardent advocate of market liberalization
and also managed to engineer the concentration of decision-making
power at the supranational level.

In developing this argument, Jabko challenges three conventional
arguments of European integration in the 1980s and 1990s, finding
each to offer, at best, a partial account of the phenomenon. The
most prevalent view treats European integration as fundamentally
embedded in an inexorable process of market globalization.
According to this utilitarian view, globalization shifted interests
and power relations, enabling European multinational corpora-
tions and financial actors to gain influence and to promote
market-friendly policies through the European Union. A second
view is institutionalist. It emphasizes the path-dependent processes
of change through which the European Union has expanded and
become more deeply institutionalized, sometimes quickly and
at other times more slowly. A third view is constructivist. It
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emphasizes the centrality of key ideas that become decisive in
moments of uncertainty. In this view, the apparent failure of
Keynesian policies in the 1970s paved the way for a more market-
driven program for relaunching Europe in the 1980s. Each of these
views, Jabko argues, ‘sheds light on particular aspects of the broad
structural and ideational context of late twentieth-century Europe.’
However, none manages to adequately capture the politics that
account for ‘the pathbreaking nature of change in European
economic governance in the 1980s and 1990s’ (p. 3).

Jabko’s own argument proceeds eclectically, drawing upon
constructivist theories as well as insights of rationalist ones, to
develop a complex analysis that emphasizes the creation of a
political strategy in a time of uncertainty. Contra simplified utilitar-
ian or institutionalist perspectives, Jabko sees ideas as playing a
pivotal role in marking key shifts in both the evolution of the
material interests of key actors and the development of institutional
characteristics. At the same time, he veers away from typical
constructivist treatments of ideas by emphasizing that ‘ideas are
important not so much as pure beliefs but because, in any given
policy area, the parties involved must resort to ideas to articulate
and advance their interests’ (p. 8). These two reformulations com-
bine to form the basis of what Jabko calls ‘strategic constructivism.’

Jabko argues that the big push toward a distinctive European
political economy in the 1980s and 1990s was a fundamentally
important political project. It is best explained by the complex
interaction between ideas and institutions that are activated by and
acted upon by diverse coalitions of self-interested actors. Market
reforms were promoted strategically in a manner that enabled
actors with limited power resources to bring together new converts
to the cause of European integration, while at the same time
strengthening the social and economic structures of Europe. In the
1980s, European decision making thus moved to the center of the
political stage. At the same time, success was not preordained, even
for actors who thought and behaved strategically. Institutional
inertia put up difficult roadblocks; but it also created pol-
itical spaces, as Jabko highlights. Institutional contradictions and
incongruities are both impediments and opportunities for creative
political action.

The simultaneity of dynamic market liberalization and deep
regional integration was possible because Europe’s quiet revolution
was not supported only by federalists or by ardent champions of
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other institutional solutions. Instead, it was aided also by a broad
coalition of political actors with divergent political objectives. The
new converts to Europe included supporters and opponents of free
markets, adherents of the political Left and Right, bureaucrats and
business leaders, and highly placed government officials in all
countries. The coming together of so heterogeneous a political
coalition was not a chance event but the result of a political strategy
led by the European Commission, which fully understood the need
to rally a broad constituency in support of its ambitious plans.
Specifically, it engaged in a creative crafting of new institutional
rules that were broadly acceptable to a heterogeneous coalition of
actors under the rubric of a market-based Europe. The market
provided a ‘conveniently broad repertoire of justifications’ for a
diverse set of actors who ‘were given a stake in the European
Union’s quiet revolution and thus encouraged to reframe their
interests around the achievement of Europe’s market and monetary
integration agenda’ (p. 6).

Standard institutionalist and constructivist arguments typically
downplay tensions or incoherence in order to highlight the causal
power of, respectively, institutions and ideas. In contrast, the origi-
nality of Jabko’s argument is grounded in the possibility for the
political exploitation of such tensions and incoherence. Since the
Commission was more interested in the issue of power at the
European level than in any specific approach to market reform, the
programmatic coherence of the EU reforms was not a crucial
imperative. Moreover, the European Commission varied its charac-
terization of the market, playing up different and potentially
competing ideas depending on its audience. It advocated Europe,
both as a method of economic adaptation to novel market condi-
tions and as a political approach to managing globalization.

For some, the market was a constraint that undermined existing
institutions, but it was accepted on pragmatic grounds in the form
of a single European entity. For others, it was understood as the
most sensible and legitimate norm for organizing economic life,
even in sectors such as energy that had been shielded from market
competition for decades. For many, the market conveyed the idea of
an energetic pursuit of economic prosperity; but since a market does
not guarantee fair outcomes, it made sense to embrace the European
Union’s developmental efforts as a natural complement for advanc-
ing prosperity. Finally, the market represented what Jabko calls a
‘talisman of political discourse’ (p. 7), a political metaphor that
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served to bridge the chasm between those who ardently supported
markets and those who were less committed but were willing to
accept it as a pragmatic necessity in the pursuit of higher, normative
goals. The idea and program of market reform were thus left
ambiguous, an ambiguity that was never resolved precisely because
‘the polyvalence of market ideas served to cement an otherwise
heterogeneous coalition to a far-reaching reform agenda’ (p. 7).
This is what made the simultaneous extension of market reforms
and buildup of political competence at the European level
politically possible.

Jabko examines four cases to illustrate his argument. These cases
capture variation in the pace, scope, focus, and profile of the most
significant EU efforts to cope with market globalization. First, in
sectors such as finance and telecommunication reform, market
pressures were already in evidence, but market liberalization accel-
erated dramatically. In the case of the single financial area, a rapid
succession of market-oriented reforms swept through banking,
securities, and insurance. Financial regulations and administrative
controls, in place since the Second World War, were quickly disman-
tled. This was followed immediately by the establishment of new
regulatory frameworks wedded to market-based governance
mechanisms. A second case examines the broad scope of market
reforms that spread to sectors, such as energy, where market
pressures were much less pressing than in finance or telecommuni-
cations. For example, although public utilities in the energy sector
were subject to low market and technological pressures, early on
the European Union imposed reforms on energy, and later in the
electricity sector, as part of the single market initiative. The pace
was gradual but the scope was broad, as reform steadily moved in
the direction of full liberalization, and extended into areas that were
at best tangential to the European Union’s reform agenda. In some
instances liberalization even led to the privatization of public sector
corporations that had been in place for decades. The third case
features reforms with divergent focus, as reflected in structural
policies of regional development designed to enhance European
competitiveness. These policies combined centralized control with
decentralized implementation. Eventually structural policy became
the second largest of the European Union’s budget allocations, with
significant amounts of financial resources redistributed among
regions. Finally, the economic and monetary union (EMU) stands
out as a case of a high-profile response to the process of market
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globalization. The creation of a central currency, the euro, managed
by an independent European Central Bank (ECB), was a politically
dramatic act with enormous, elusive long-term consequences. Eco-
nomic and political gains and losses were difficult to estimate. But
the symbolic significance of the reform escaped nobody. This
reform involved a shift to more market-friendly policies while at the
same time concentrating a great amount of power at the European
level.

In the context of such varied cases, two features of the integration
process stand out as puzzles that are better explained by Jabko’s
argument than by prevailing explanations. First, Europe’s shift
toward market-based governance does not correspond neatly with
the strength of market pressures in various sectors, as a market-
based utilitarian argument might suggest. In the fast-changing
sectors of finance and telecommunications, for example, the move
towards a single market merely accelerated existing domestic regu-
latory reform programs. The effects of a single market were
discernibly stronger in sectors that provide collective services such
as energy. Second, the shift of policymaking from national capitals
toward Brussels went hand in hand with a reassertion, not dilution,
of public power. For example, the EMU created a powerful ECB
rather than transferring authority to markets. Indeed, inasmuch as
EMU protected the European economy against currency fluctua-
tions, it dampened rather than reinforced the operation of free
markets. Europe’s shift to market-based governance thus represents
a conundrum (pp. 24–5). These two puzzles point to a story that
goes beyond Europe’s responses to market globalization and the
ascent of neoliberal ideology. Both are important factors, but they
need to be considered as part of the more complex argument that
Jabko offers.

Jabko’s analytic framework captures the complex interplay of
ideas, institutions, and interests within the context of the emergence
of a deliberately ambiguous political strategy that could support
market reforms across quite diverse sectors with quite distinct
characteristics. Rather than treating this framework as a general
model of the process of supranational integration, Jabko restricts
himself to the level of middle-range theory. He focuses on the
European context in order to ‘disaggregate the various elements of
that process and evaluate theoretically derived hypotheses at a more
concrete level’ (p. 20). At the same time, he notes that the European
Union’s quiet revolution, while it could not be considered a
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Box 4.4
Nicolas Jabko – Know thyself: Constructivism and strategy

When I started out my research as a graduate student at Berkeley, I
identified, ontologically speaking, as a constructivist. (I still do.) But
I already knew that I was not dogmatic about the power of ideas.
When I began work on Playing the Market (Jabko 2006), my initial
hypothesis was that actors pursued late-twentieth-century European
integration under the banner of a coherent neoliberal doctrine. I
thought that neoliberal ideas mattered a great deal because they were
necessary to mobilize interests; but then, I also thought that actors
had utilized these ideas for political purposes. In the course of my
research, I was surprised to observe that EU actors were rarely very
doctrinaire when they justified their actions in terms of ‘the market.’
So I ended up quite far from a pure version of constructivism that
would identify ideas as straightforward causes. I now see myself as a
constructivist who studies strategy, i.e., an object that many
constructivists dismiss for dogmatic reasons. And I am thus more
self-consciously anti-dogmatic – which, I guess, means eclectic – than
when I started.

I have often noticed that many colleagues do not know how to
make sense of me theoretically. Some mistake my work for a ‘synthe-
sis’ between constructivism and rational choice. Others think (even
worse!) that I am a closet rational choice scholar. So I find myself
having to reassure constructivists that I am not the enemy. And I have
to resist the pull of rational choice scholars who try to claim that
what I say is not new and has already been said (but better) by them.
In sum, I have learned that it’s challenging to not be a well-behaved
follower of one of the main political science churches.

My most important advice to would-be eclectic scholars is –
however pompous it may sound – to ‘know thyself.’ To reject
dogmatism should not be an excuse for adopting a lame mix of every
existing approach in the literature. There is certainly something to
learn from all the different approaches, but we also have to make
clear ontological and epistemological choices. The most difficult part
is not to make these choices, but to say something truly new and
original. Frankly, I am not sure I have achieved that. But if I have,
then I owe it as much to my firm commitments at the outset as to my
desire to go beyond conventional approaches to Europe’s
integration.

commonplace occurrence, is not idiosyncratic. It represents an
instance of contemporary institutional change, and as such, offers
analytical observations that are potentially transferable to other
situations – particularly the insight of the strategic opportunities
opened up by institutional tensions and incongruities (p. 9).
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Jabko’s eclectic approach has important practical implications
for the European Union. As he emphasizes, because of the histori-
cal specificity of the political processes that gave momentum to
European integration, there is no guarantee that this momentum
will continue given that the institutional context has changed since
the turn of the century. It is even possible that ‘the remarkable
success of the integrationist strategy of the 1980s and 1990s could
become a liability for future political integration’ (p. 186). Jabko
notes that while the European Union may have strengthened its
capacity for supranational governance, this has not been at the
expense of the member states’ capacities, even in the area of
monetary policy. Thus, the European Union, while more powerful
than was anticipated in the 1970s, ‘remains less than a federal
state with a unified government’ (p. 184). As such, it remains
vulnerable when it comes to the legitimacy of its decision-making
processes in the eyes of Europeans. Jabko notes: ‘In the absence of
a unified EU government elected by a united European people,
there is still no fully legitimate selection procedure among compet-
ing actors and their visions at the EU level’ (p. 9). This explains
why the European Union’s key actors tend to approach conflict
resolution through deferment, approaching their separate agendas
in roundabout ways to avoid the risks of popular backlash against
the decision-making process. Even so, Jabko notes that the ‘pro-
gressive decomposition’ (p. 186) of the European Union is not
unthinkable among some of its initial backers so long as Europe’s
internal market remains functional.

Richard Stubbs, Rethinking Asia’s
Economic Miracle (2005)

Stubbs starts his inquiry with the startling contrast of East Asia as
the site of capitalism’s most stunning economic miracle during the
last two generations, and of some of the most devastating and
horrendous wars during the second half of the twentieth century –
from the Second World War to the wars in Korea and Vietnam.
Scholars tend to view these two sets of phenomena as entirely
separate, and their explanations for each tend to be embedded
within mutually exclusive domains. Not so Stubbs. The central
question that drives his book – and the answers he offers – emerge
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by juxtaposing what others have tended to compartmentalize.
What are the causal connections between these two dramatic sets of
phenomena in the same region?

Specifically, Stubbs seeks to challenge typical explanations of
East Asia’s economic miracle by expanding the scope of the problem
to include the effects of a string of violent wars. Citing a World Bank
study, Stubbs notes that, assuming a random distribution of eco-
nomic growth, the chances of so high a concentration of growth in
so condensed an area as East and Southeast Asia normally would be
just 1 in 10,000 (p. 2). Could the recurrence of violent wars have
something to do with the highly concentrated economic growth in
seven highly successful East Asian countries – Japan, South Korea,
Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore, Malaysia, and Thailand – over
roughly the same period? The very formulation of the problem
opens the door to a range of causal forces previously excluded by
fiat in analyses of East Asia’s economic growth.

Stubbs goes further by spinning out several more specific auxil-
iary questions that derive from this general conundrum. How
exactly did the various ‘hot wars’ of the area as well as the more
drawn-out Cold War impact capital formation and growth? And
how did they influence the variation in levels of growth, since not all
countries experienced the East Asian economic miracle? Further-
more, if the Cold War was so important for East Asian growth,
what was the significance of the role played by the United States,
and how did this role change with the attenuation and end of the
Cold War? Did the patterns of economic growth and the political
and economic legacies of the Cold War era have something to do
with the dynamics of the Asian financial crisis and the subsequent
revival of the region’s economies? To what extent are these proc-
esses responsible for the growing sense of regionalism that appears
to have emerged since the late 1990s?

Stubbs aligns five alternative explanations, some of which over-
lap, and all of which rival his own preferred account: neoclassical
economic, statist, cultural, regionally hegemonic and Japan-
centered, and globally hegemonic and American-centered. Each of
these five explanations has a natural disciplinary home: economics,
comparative politics, sociology and anthropology, and inter-
national relations. As a result, each is subject to blinders that
preclude a more comprehensive understanding of the various politi-
cal, economic, and social dynamics that have characterized patterns
of economic change in East Asia.
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For economists working in the neoclassical tradition, East Asia’s
miracle is due to ‘getting prices right’ and letting unfettered market
competition, not governments, drive economic growth and take
advantage of the opportunities the world market offers. Govern-
ment should have a minimal role of protecting property rights
(through the rule of law) and providing some public goods (such as
national defense). Dismantling trade barriers; permitting markets to
set foreign exchange and interest rates, the price of labor and inputs
for industry; encouraging high savings, high rates of capital forma-
tion (both human and physical) and high investments in research
and development; keeping exchange rates stable and effective;
attracting foreign investment; and promoting the export of manu-
factured products – all of these will increase the chance of economic
success. In brief, ‘getting prices right’ in competitive markets is the
secret to success. This is precisely the East Asian story that neoclas-
sical economists have researched in depth. But the story they have
offered is, at best, only partial and leaves unexplored a number of
important prior causes. Two in particular stand out. First, because
neoclassical economists were ahistorical in their approach, they
could not account for the resources – capital, technology, and a
skilled labor force – that proved critical for the development of
export-oriented strategies and an expansive economic infrastruc-
ture. Second, because the economic explanation failed to take
seriously the role of government, it completely missed the causal
significance of state intervention in the most successful cases of
economic growth, in areas ranging from coordinating the develop-
ment of particular industries to the shift to export-oriented
industrialization and the overall orchestration of the economy.

The statist explanation focuses on the guiding hand of the state
rather than the invisible hand of the market. It sees the state as
driving East Asian economies to their unrivalled success. States not
only plan the general strategy of economic development but often
intervene in specific sectors to micromanage choices at the sectoral
or firm level. Industrial policy becomes the hallmark of state inter-
vention. Advantage is not comparative by the logic of markets, but
competitive by the logic of politics. East Asia’s miracle is derivative
of the innovation of a ‘developmental state.’ As Alice Amsden
(1989) famously argued, the secret to success was to have ‘gotten
prices wrong’ deliberately – by directing industrial capital into
particular high-growth sectors. But statists also confronted trou-
bling questions to which they did not have good answers. What
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kind of state intervention is most effective in causing high growth?
Should it be market conforming or market distorting? Furthermore,
statist explanations do not consider the changing global economic
environment. With the growing interconnectedness of the global
economy, governments are increasingly at a disadvantage to inter-
vene effectively, lacking both relevant information and political
capacity. And given the difficulties encountered by weak states
seeking to engineer growth in the developing world, what is it about
the state in the East Asian region that enabled such effective forms
of intervention in each of the seven most successful economies?

The quarrel between the two perspectives was not resolved either
by the World Bank’s 1993 special report on East Asia, or by the
Asian financial crisis. The World Bank report leaned toward the
economist explanation while offering plenty of data that supported
the statist case. And the Asian financial crisis of 1997 turned out to
be the result of the meddling of increasingly corrupt Asian govern-
ments in the setting of interest and exchange rates, as well as the
increasingly rapid movement of hot, speculative, global capital that
national governments were no longer seeking or able to regulate.

The other three explanations, though less prominent than the
first two in debates over East Asian economic growth, also have
their own distinctive contributions and limitations. The culturalist
argument focuses on the specific cultural traits of Japan and East
Asia. As a value system that is shared across many parts of the
region, Confucianism (sometimes in combination with Buddhism)
and its core elements – such as family loyalty, obedience to legiti-
mate authority, and the value placed on education and duty – are
thought to have given rise to distinctive patterns of industrial
relations and economic development. The cultural argument, how-
ever, cannot account for either change over time (considering the
long period of economic stagnation before China’s economic
growth) or the emergence of high-growth economies in Southeast
Asian countries without strong Confucian legacies (Malaysia, for
example). Japan-centered explanations draw attention to the unin-
tended beneficial effects of Japan’s colonial occupation as well as its
role as an engine and a model for East Asia’s postwar economic
take-off. However, this explanation also falls short, since it leaves
out the story of economic growth in places not colonized by Japan
(for example, Hong Kong, Singapore, Malaysia, all former British
colonies, as well as Thailand, which maintained its independence),
and ignores the fact that many economies that supposedly benefited
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from Japanese aid and investment in the 1970s were already head-
ing towards sustained economic growth. Finally, explanations
centered on American hegemony or primacy, while useful in
pointing out the significance of the continuing and multi-
dimensional interests of the United States in the region, fail to
account for either the manner in which American hegemony might
impact economic growth or the emergence of regional variations
across East and Southeast Asia.

In this thicket of theories, no one theory is truly compelling by
itself. Yet for Stubbs, the contributions and limitations of the five
explanations suggest some conclusions. First, history and geogra-
phy matter. It is only through their lenses that we can appreciate
fully all the different factors that have shaped Asia’s economic
miracle. Second, the explanations operate at different levels of
analysis – global, regional, and national; all three levels, Stubbs
argues, need to be integrated into a comprehensive analysis. Finally,
any useful analysis must specify correctly the decision-making
processes and economic and administrative policies in East Asian
countries. It is not enough to simply assert the relevance of multiple
factors. Stubbs’ own explanation is developed against the back-
ground of these partly complementary and partly rivaling
explanations. He offers an original account, centered on the effects
of recurrent major wars, that provides an overarching explanation
for the emergence or impact of factors posited in existing explana-
tions.

Put simply, the key to economic success in East and Southeast
Asia was fighting wars and the preparation for wars, as well as the
geopolitics of the region and the anti-Communist containment
policy of the United States. Apart from its direct effects on economic
variables such as investments and consumption, the historical
sequencing of these factors had a profound impact on institutional
arrangements and policies. That said, wars should be conceived of
broadly, encompassing devastating conflicts such as the Second
World War as well as localized insurgencies or terrorist campaigns.
In addition, specific circumstances matter. For example, the Korean
and Vietnam wars occurred in different parts of the region, had
different effects on different countries, and drew the United States
into regional affairs in different ways. Yet, despite these differences
in context, war and the threat of war had remarkably similar effects
in each of the seven countries where economic success followed.
Wide political and policy differences narrowed over time. And these
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similarities carried forward into the 1990s, shaping the economic
rise of China and the growing importance of regionalism as a
political force.

War is a horrible political institution. But it is one that can have
profound effects, as it did in the case of East Asia, on individuals,
institutions, society, and economy. In classifying the consequences
of wars, or preparation for wars, Stubbs builds on the work of
Bruce Porter (1994). First, war’s effects are destructive and
disintegrative, featuring loss of life, social and political dislocation,
and the weakening or destruction of the state. But war preparations
and war fighting are also formative and developmental, with long-
term consequences for society and economy. Not only do territorial
gains provide new resources, but external threats provide a basis for
unifying society, justifying expanded state bureaucracies, and
boosting employment related to the development of new war-
fighting technologies. Finally, wars can be reformative and
redistributive. Mobilization of society in the context of an ongoing
or imminent war provides a basis for socializing and educating
larger portions of the population, while government intervention in
the economy as well as increased government spending can become
established as legitimate.

The magnitude of each of these effects certainly differs across
space, depending on where wars break out and how they are fought.
States in whose territories wars are fought will experience the
destructive and disintegrative effects more than others. States that
are peripheral to but allied with the actual fighting will experience
the formative, reformative, and redistributive effects most strongly.
And the manner in which civil and guerilla wars are fought will
determine the relative strengths of disintegrative and formative
effects. Duration and timing also matter. In the presence of the
threat of war or during the early stages of war, formative effects will
predominate. As wars drag on, however, disintegrative effects tend
to become more pronounced.

Stubbs is not interested, however, in employing the similarities
and variations to build a universal theory of how war affects
economic growth. Different settings and experiences lead to differ-
ent outcomes. The seven most successful economies (including
Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and Singapore) are readily distin-
guished from the Philippines and Indonesia, which have not grown
nearly as rapidly. Stubbs’ concern is with articulating a more
modest argument revealing the similarities in the complex processes
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through which the various ‘hot’ wars and the all-encompassing
Cold War influence the prospects for economic growth. His argu-
ment is ‘that economic success was the product of the virtuous
interplay of a number of social, political and economic institutions
and that these institutions were shaped in good part by the regional
and international geopolitical environment’ (p. 25).

The economic success of the seven most advanced economies in
East and Southeast Asia, Stubbs argues, was the result of the
beneficial interactions of a variety of social, economic, and political
institutions, each of them affected by the repeated onset or threat of
war in the region. These institutions regularized procedures, prac-
tices, and norms that structure the relations between individuals
and groups, ranging from formal institutions (such as parliaments
and government bureaucracies) to informal ones (such as
government–business links and networks of politicians). Economic
activity results from these institutions. Indeed, markets are the most
central institution of any economy, accompanied, complemented,
or rivaled by state institutions. Yet, the efficacy of markets has
depended crucially on the emergence of a strong developmental
state capable of managing the public–private divide and enlisting a
well-trained elite bureaucracy to promote economic growth as part
of a national project to ensure survival in a hostile environment (p.
29). Crucial for Stubbs’ argument is an extension of Peter Evans’s
(1995b) concept of ‘embedded autonomy’: both state and markets
are embedded to different degrees in society, with social ties and
institutional channels providing the basis for balancing autonomy
and embeddedness (p. 27). Also significant are cultural factors –
particularly ideas, values, beliefs, and norms. They influence how a
society perceives threats, how its range of options is constrained,
and how certain policy proposals are legitimized (p. 33).

Stubbs’ argument also takes advantage of important concepts
developed by historical institutionalism. Path dependency is rel-
evant to Stubbs’ causal story in the durability of institutions and
institutional arrangements established at some initial point:
although circumstances change and create pressures for institu-
tional change, initial policy choices and institutional interactions
can certainly delay or prevent the emergence of new institutions and
policies. Critical junctures also feature prominently in Stubbs’
account. Relatedly, feedback processes can strengthen or weaken
the viability of an original institutional arrangement; although
the longer an arrangement is in place, the more likely it is that
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Box 4.5
Richard Stubbs – Experience leading to eclecticism

My approach to undertaking the research for Rethinking Asia’s
Economic Miracle (Stubbs 2005) was heavily influenced by an
eclectic set of academic experiences. As a student in Britain I delved
into aspects of twentieth-century history, strategic studies, and ‘Eng-
lish school’ realism. In Canada, I spent an intriguing year in a
Department of Political Science, Sociology and Anthropology, and
later, my doctoral years in a relatively conventional Political Science
Department. In 1972 I went to Malaysia to carry out research for my
doctoral thesis on the Malayan Emergency. While there, I discovered
how significant the Korean War-induced commodity boom had been
for the government’s counterinsurgency campaign, and how crucial
the combination of the two had been for the subsequent economic,
political, and administrative development of the country. At the same
time, as I traveled around the region I experienced first-hand the
economic, social, and political impact that America’s prosecution of
the Vietnam War had on Singapore, Thailand, and Malaysia.

Out of these experiences, I began to explore the links between
security and regional and international political economy issues.
However, my tentative eclecticism was challenged at a series of
informal Toronto-based workshops on the emerging East Asian
regionalism, by thoughtful and knowledgeable colleagues from a
variety of disciplines and different international relations and com-
parative politics paradigms. I was forced to take their points into
consideration and to think through my ideas in a more systematic
way, a process that was reinforced by teaching graduate courses on
the regional political economy and comparative politics of East Asia.

The key to research, then, was finding a compelling empirically,
rather than theoretically, driven puzzle. My puzzle was the relation-
ship between East and Southeast Asia’s conflict-ridden recent history
and its dynamic economic development. Frustratingly, I discovered
that many analyses of the region’s prosperity were more attempts to
use the East and Southeast Asian experience as a way of confirming
the supremacy of one paradigm over another than they were explora-
tions of the complex interplay of the multiple factors that led to the
region’s economic success. However, it is clearly important to stay
open to empirical findings derived from theoretically driven enquir-
ies as well as to see value in theoretical approaches from various
sub-disciplines in political science as well as cognate disciplines.
Certainly, the amalgam that was provided by fusing paradigms and
empirical findings from political science with those from history,
economics, sociology, and geography proved extremely productive.
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self-reinforcing positive feedback will outweigh negative feedback,
making it difficult to choose alternative pathways. In addition,
timing and sequence affect the manner in which the effects of
crises can be magnified or diffused in a given context; in Stubbs’
argument, the sequence in which the destructive, formative, or
reformative effects of war are felt is particularly significant (p. 32).

In the end, Stubbs’ argument stands out for its effort to provide a
comprehensive explanation. While aspects of his analysis have been
developed in isolation by various other scholars, Stubbs seeks to
establish the linkages between these aspects within specific regional
and international geopolitical contexts. This process requires cut-
ting across levels of analysis to connect international and domestic
factors in ways that neither international relations scholars nor
students of comparative politics are inclined to do. The result is an
eclectic analysis that not only provides an original explanation for
high economic growth in East Asia, but also provides insights into
how regional and international geopolitics – particularly war and
the threat of war – influences many of the factors that are posited by
proponents of competing explanations. This points to a more
comprehensive understanding of security which incorporates and
has implications for both scholars and policymakers who tend to
underestimate the ‘security dimension’ (p. 238) in discussions of
economic policy and economic growth. Stubbs’ analysis also pro-
vides a balanced view of institutional change, recognizing the
changes that have resulted from crises or from subsequent global
pressures, as well as the slowness of the change owing to the
political and social embeddedness of institutions (p. 239). At the
same time, Stubbs is fully aware that his analysis does not offer
obvious lessons for developing countries that have not experienced
wars or a sustained threat of war. For such countries, more creative
efforts are needed to provide the capital necessary for boosting state
capacity and promoting economic development and social stability
(p. 240).

Conclusion

All five scholars whose work we have discussed in this chapter are
deeply committed to rigorous scholarship that is driven not by
dogmatic commitments to paradigms, but by interesting substan-
tive problems. The books reviewed above are not the only ones
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adhering to an eclectic stance in the study of international political
economy. Nor is analytic eclecticism a necessary condition for
excellent scholarship on political economy. In our search for books
that exemplify an eclectic approach, we have run across many
studies that, while not meeting our specific criteria, are truly impres-
sive in their originality, sophistication, and methodological rigor.
We have also been constrained by space and time from discussing
other works that are more obviously eclectic. Having said that, we
believe that the books discussed above illustrate well the benefits of
problem-driven eclecticism in framing and analyzing questions of
interest to diverse communities within and beyond the academe.

The five studies collectively make a strong case for the promise of
eclecticism in analyzing different facets of the global political
economy. Seabrooke offers a novel analysis that connects domestic
politics to states’ relative positions in global finance. Sinclair exam-
ines the various mechanisms and processes through which rating
agencies have acquired power in the global financial system. Woll
inquires into the changes in politics and perceptions accompanying
the liberalization of telecommunications and air transport. Jabko
studies the evolution of a distinctive political strategy that enabled
key actors to promote market liberalization while engineering sup-
port for supranational governance structures. And Stubbs explores
the connections between war-fighting and preparations for war, on
the one hand, and the dynamic growth experienced by seven East
Asian economies, on the other. All five certainly fall outside of the
‘American IPE monoculture’ (Weaver 2009, p. 1), at least insofar as
this is currently identified with the sort of open-economy politics
embraced by David Lake (2009) and others. To varying degrees,
each exhibits the three features that we employ to identify and
distinguish eclectic scholarship in international relations (see Table
1.1 in Chapter 1).

First, each of the books has identified and articulated problems
that extend beyond the theoretical scope of competing paradigms in
international political economy. Stubbs, for example, articulates a
problem that connects issues – the patterns of war-fighting and the
dynamics of economic growth – normally explored in very different
literatures. Seabrooke similarly explores a research question that
requires connecting the distribution of states’ financial power in the
international economy to patterns of domestic politics related to
social policy. These and the other works examined above are all
creative in their effort to identify a puzzle that is substantively
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interesting, rather than useful for refining existing paradigm-bound
theories or advancing intra-paradigm progress.

Second, in their theoretical aspirations, all five studies operate at
or near the level of middle-range theory, taking spatial and temporal
contexts seriously but seeking out mechanisms and processes that
are, at least in principle, portable to comparable cases. The majority
of the authors do not, like Seabrooke and Woll, explicitly use the
language of causal mechanisms in formulating their arguments.
They do, however, forgo the search for parsimony and instead offer
complex causal stories that draw together a wide range of factors
and logics drawn from diverse paradigm-bound theories.

Third, the five works generate findings that are explicitly or
implicitly related to the practical challenges that policymakers and
ordinary actors encounter. Jabko, for example, cautions against
treating European integration as an irreversible evolutionary proc-
ess. Sinclair’s analysis, especially in light of the recent American and
global financial crises, raises important questions about the author-
ity universally bestowed upon ratings agencies originally set up in
the United States. The authors do not necessarily start off with the
intention of offering policy prescriptions; but they are self-
conscious about how the problems they investigate and the analytic
frameworks they offer bear on important issues of policy and
practice.

In reading the assessments the five authors themselves give of
their road to eclectic scholarship (see Boxes 4.1 to 4.5), one cannot
help but be struck by the relationship between biography and
scholarship. All of the authors mention, of course, that empirical
puzzles require answers that normally transcend the explanatory
power and causal stories of any one paradigm. But beyond that,
they reveal how their own intellectual and personal journeys proved
to be very important in shaping their eclectic scholarship. Whereas
the scholars featured in Chapter 3 were mostly raised and trained in
the United States, our search for eclectic scholarship on questions of
political economy has led us, unexpectedly, to scholars who have
been trained elsewhere or spent significant time studying or work-
ing outside the United States. For whatever reasons, the American
academy may have had a particularly strong effect on shaping the
field of international political economy.

Seabrooke, for example, received his training in Australia, where
his intellectual journey led him to reject predetermined conclusions
derived from normatively committed scholarship. Instead, he
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embarked on a search for alternatives to this kind of ‘plug’n’play’
mode of argumentation to find eventually an eclectic approach to
political economy that harkened back to Max Weber’s sociological
concepts and to ‘quirky’ scholars who offered more interesting
insights than did the ‘default’ model of scholarship. Woll began her
training in the United States but soon thereafter moved to Europe;
in the process, she also moved from international relations to
comparative political economy and politics. Living between differ-
ent worlds, she was in a position conducive to picking and choosing
different analytic elements from different intellectual traditions to
solve puzzles that interested her. Like Seabrooke, she has made
peace with the paradigm-driven criticisms that she has encountered
along the way; she views them not as an obstacle that impedes her
research but rather as a spur that serves to validate her eclectic
strategy.

Sinclair was born in New Zealand, received his undergraduate
degree in England, and did his doctoral training in Canada. This
path coincided with his road to eclectic scholarship, which began
when he found both Marxism and modern economics to be inad-
equate for understanding the world he encountered as a junior
analyst working for New Zealand’s Department of the Treasury.
Sinclair did not set out to be eclectic, which was the ‘ultimate taboo’
in graduate school; but his search for answers to the functioning
and consequences of markets led him to recognize the role of
various actors, institutions, and knowledge structures in the making
of markets. Stubbs’s training in the United Kingdom and Canada
grounded him broadly in intellectual terms, and his dissertation
field research experience in Southeast Asia showed him at first hand
the important linkages that connect war and the economy. As a
result of both his training and his experience he was able to develop
his causal story, informed by rigorous disciplinary criticisms he
received along the way.

Jabko was born in France and went to Berkeley for his graduate
training before returning to France to begin his academic career at
Sciences-Po. But it is his internal journey that is more relevant to his
scholarship. Anchored in constructivist ontology but without a
rigid analytic dogmatism, he advises us to know ourselves as
individuals and to be clear about our ontological and epistem-
ological choices. Of the five authors, Jabko is perhaps the most clear
in emphasizing that eclecticism cannot be treated as a new dogmatic
commitment or an excuse to unthinkingly combine every possible
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argument. Original analyses and novel insights follow from
balancing our initial commitments as individual scholars with a
willingness to go beyond conventional arguments.

It is impossible to synthesize these varied intellectual and per-
sonal journeys into a guide on how to conduct eclectic research on
global political economy. Although it is conceivable that further
evolution of international relations scholarship away from
paradigm-centered to eclectic work might generate greater demands
for such a guide, we remain skeptical about the utility of such a
venture. Analytic eclecticism as we define it is incompatible with the
idea of rigid injunctions or formulas for how to define and analyze
political economy. What we can do fruitfully is to take seriously the
insights of scholars who self-consciously resist identification with
any particular paradigm; to ask whether the motivations and prin-
ciples guiding their work match the three criteria we have been
employing to identify eclectic scholarship in international relations;
and to consider the contribution of each work to scholarly dialogue
as well as to normative and policy debates beyond the academe.
This is what we seek to do in the concluding chapter in relation to
all of the substantive topics in this book. For now, we turn to
eclectic approaches to problems related to regional and global
governance.
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Chapter 5

Order and governance,
regional and global

The contemporary study of world politics consists of more than the
analysis of security and political economy and the focus on states
and markets in world politics. States are both too big for some tasks
and too small for others. Markets are both spontaneous and con-
structed. And the international system shows both great continuity
and dramatic, often unexpected change. Some of the most interest-
ing processes in current world politics evolve beyond, around, and
in between states, markets, and the international system.

Recent developments in security and economic affairs make the
analysis of world politics a vibrant field of scholarship and reveal
the need for more encompassing analytic schemes. The broadening
of notions of security as attached to individuals and human commu-
nities and not just to states and nations, for example, indicates that
governments confront a greatly altered and more complex security
agenda than that of a few decades ago. Public health and global
warming have direct and indirect security implications for state and
citizen that do not come into clear focus if we analyze only tradi-
tional interstate relations. Similarly, the 2008 financial crisis that
led to a freezing of capital markets and a freefall of international
trade originated in the United States. Its ramifications, however,
were global. European banks in particular were as badly affected as
American banks. And the future of American fiscal policy and the
weakness of the American dollar will put not only American but
also Chinese savings at risk. These observations point to the need
for problematiques and analytic frameworks that identify emergent
forms of regional and global governance that go beyond inter-
national rivalries or the balance of power and beyond the interplay
of global and national markets.

During the last several decades, scholars have attempted to
develop a conceptual vocabulary that stretched conventional
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boundaries of analysis and anticipated later eclectic approaches to
transnational forms of governance. Within the context of realism,
for example, balance-of-power theory was adapted to support a
new theory of hegemonic stability that sought to account for the
political changes that followed with the end of the fixed exchange
rate system, the oil price increase of 1973, and the US defeat in
Vietnam. Spurred by anxieties that international politics could
again drift towards 1930s-style protectionism, hegemonic stability
theory invited international relations students to rethink the funda-
mentals of international politics with the aid of a concept that had
its origin in Antonio Gramsci’s writings on Italian politics during
the interwar period. The distribution of material capabilities thus
became a basis not only for the balance of power but also for the
possibility of powerful hegemons deploying their resources to sup-
port enduring institutions of governance. Complementing that
effort and taking their cue from the field of international organiza-
tion and law, scholars articulated the concept of international
regime. The elaboration of regime theory was an attempt to under-
stand the continuation of order, absent a hegemon, in various issue
areas of world politics. Constructivism of course arrived later,
taking the place of Marxism among the three prevalent paradigms.
As a newcomer to the study of transnational order and governance,
it had to contend with well-developed arguments and analytic
frameworks that realists and liberals had been developing for some
time. It is not surprising, then, that contemporary treatments of
regional and global governance frequently build on versions of the
three dominant paradigms which were being stretched unduly,
opening the door to greater analytic eclecticism.

Anticipating today’s canonical distinction between realism, liber-
alism, and constructivism, European integration theory during the
1950s and 1960s had three main strands. In their analysis of
European affairs, realists were skeptics who insisted that states
would not relinquish their sovereign prerogatives on questions that
mattered most (Hoffmann 1966). In contrast, functionalists like
Ernst Haas (1958, 1964) argued instead that the logic of integration
was dynamic and would convince states to surrender more of their
sovereignty claims as the efficiency costs of not doing so became
clearer. Finally, communication theorists like Karl Deutsch (1957)
remained skeptical that any progress in European integration was
actually occurring, as underlying rates of national communication,
trade, and integration outpaced observable international ones,
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suggesting that collective identity formation at the European level
was going to be a very slow affair at best. As was true of the 1980s
and 1990s, the paradigmatic debates of the 1960s were spirited and
strong. At the same time, these debates were mitigated by the fact
that all the major protagonists shared a strong substantive interest
in Europe, to which each had strong personal ties. Hoffmann, Haas,
and Deutsch were all brilliant, first-generation immigrant scholars
who had made it to the United States between the 1930s and 1950s.
Their debates reflected distinct analytic prisms that would shape
later debates on the possibilities for governance, in Europe and
elsewhere.

Half a century later each of the three perspectives, refurbished in
the language of contemporary realism, liberalism, and construc-
tivism, finds its central claim supported by some aspects of the
empirical record. Although EU member states are coordinating
their foreign policies more effectively now than in the 1960s,
realists are correct in pointing to the lack of any substantive
evidence indicating that any state is willing to relinquish sovereign
control over the many issues it considers to be vital to its national
security. The emergence of a multi-level European governance sys-
tem in the European Union, liberals correctly insist, is pooling
sovereignty across numerous policy domains that once had been
under sole national control. In addition, constructivists can point to
the growing density of Europe’s social interactions and cultural
shifts, which have facilitated the emergence of a collective European
identity, especially at the level of elites, alongside (but not in place
of) existing national identities.

In response to dramatic changes in the international economy in
the 1970s, however, Europe receded as the prime focus of inter-
national relations theory. The move to flexible exchange rates, the
revolution in oil markets that followed in the wake of OPEC’s
dramatic price increases in 1973, and the US defeat in Vietnam
signaled to many that an era had come to an end. Against this
backdrop, the central question became what would hold the world
together in an era of US decline. Without US leadership, would the
world slip back into protectionism, depression, and war, as during
the 1930s? Or would it find new ways of defending the advances of
the past without the presence of a central power? Realists and
liberals offered different answers to that question.

Looking at the 1930s, pessimistic realists expected international
politics to turn dramatically worse with the receding of American
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influence. In their analysis, order and peaceful change rested on the
balance of material capabilities. Irresponsible behavior and politi-
cal instabilities were preordained as the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC), other raw material cartels, and the
Group of 77 (Third World states) demanded a New International
Economic Order while lacking the capabilities to either impose or
defend new rules. Optimistic realists argued instead that US capa-
bilities were not declining as dramatically as pessimists were
assuming, and that any change in world affairs would be gradual.
The difference between pessimists and optimists was rooted in
different conceptualizations of power. Pessimists focused primarily
on material capabilities, and paid little attention to the ideational
dimensions of power that the optimists were also taking into
account. In the latter view, what continued to make the United
States a powerful actor was in part its ability to persuade, inspire,
and serve as a model for others. This view was influenced by the
Marxist tradition, specifically the strand closely associated with the
work of Antonio Gramsci. Most realists related more easily to the
behavioral than the structural aspects of Gramsci’s arguments
about power and hegemony, and thus failed to ponder whether the
observed behavioral changes pointed to a mere modification or to a
fundamental transformation in the structure of world politics.

Liberals offered a very different answer, although they too felt
Gramsci’s influence. They agreed that American hegemony had
ended and that the recalibration of power had created a world ‘after
hegemony,’ as captured by the title of Robert Keohane’s (1984)
book. Keohane’s analysis went beyond his earlier study of complex
interdependence (Keohane and Nye 1977) to combine elements of
liberal and realist theory while departing from ‘the crude theory of
hegemonic stability’ (1984, p. 39). For Keohane, a refined, more
loosely structured version of hegemonic stability theory could serve
as an interpretive framework that, while not a full-blown explana-
tory theory, could help to reconceptualize the meaning and
significance of hegemony in another way. Such an approach would
not simply explain outcomes in terms of power, but lay out the
features of an international system in which leadership is exercised
by a single state. Significantly, Keohane (1984, pp. 43–5) explicitly
noted that his analysis is substantively, if not terminologically,
similar to that of Karl Kautsky, and that his approach is deeply
indebted to Gramsci’s conceptualization of hegemony. In short, in
Keohane’s analysis of the problem of international hegemony, the
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boundaries of liberalism were being stretched to incorporate
insights from competing traditions, including the soon-to-be-
marginalized tradition of Marxism.

A different liberal perspective stressed the rise of more ‘complex
interdependence’ (Keohane and Nye 1977) and increasingly robust
international regimes as taking the place of American hegemony in
providing a degree of governance (Krasner 1983). These regimes
were traceable, if not in full-blown organizations, then in the
growing coordination of state policies across discrete policy
domains such as trade, money, finance, and energy. Spurring on this
process were the convergent expectations and interests of states that
had been shaped by and benefited from the US-centered inter-
national order after 1945. To be sure, the relative importance of
principles, rules, norms, and decision-making procedures varied
across issues and periods. But overall, regimes were more durable
than pessimistic realists were willing to recognize, and less depend-
ent on American power than optimistic realists were arguing. At the
same time, the theoretical horizon of liberals remained limited by its
continuing view of the world from the perspective of state interests,
treating international organizations as handmaidens of the state
with virtually no agency of their own. International regimes were
simply sites for the strategic interaction among states.

With the end of the Cold War, scholarship on world politics
changed once more. The disintegration of the Soviet Union, the
preponderance of US political and economic power in the 1990s,
and the growing prominence of globalization heralded a further
stage of theorizing about processes that rivaled or complemented
the world of national states and markets. The 1990s became the
decade of globalization. This concept was embraced enthusiasti-
cally by those focusing on new changes and seeking new
opportunities – Wall Street bankers as much as Chinese entrepre-
neurs, media moguls as much as savvy consumers. Globalization
optimists talked about the compression of time and space, and
the creation of new communities and possibilities. New sets of
positive and negative externalities and the attendant policy
interdependencies would diffuse throughout an increasingly
borderless globe. In its strong version, globalization theory repli-
cated core features of the technological determinism seen in 1960s
theories positing the transformation of societies driven by evolving
technologies. In its weaker version, it refined liberal theories of the
1970s emphasizing the effects of complex interdependence and
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transnational processes (Keohane and Nye 1977). Globalization
skeptics insisted that the phenomena picked up by the new theory
were in fact manifestations of age-old processes of internationaliza-
tion that had existed for many decades, even centuries. The World
Wide Web was simply a global version of the Internet, an invention
funded by the US Department of Defense. Flows of capital and
information may have sped up, but they were not qualitatively
different from the increase in flows of capital and information made
possible by earlier shifts in technology. Internationalization
describes processes of increasing dynamic density that do not fun-
damentally transform the character of actors, such as states,
corporations, groups, or movements. Instead, these actors funda-
mentally remain who they were, continuing to drive and to a
substantial degree control the extent, pace, and direction of the
various dimensions of globalization.

Finally, 9/11 refocused scholarly attention on the concepts of
empire and world region, building on themes that had been theo-
rized differently in different contexts in the 1960s and 1970s. After
the attacks of 9/11, the quick victory of US troops over the Taliban
government initially seemed to offer a striking contrast to the
inability of the Soviet army to win a decisive victory over
Afghanistan in the 1980s. In addition, it expedited the Bush admin-
istration’s adoption of a national security doctrine of preemptive
attack and a foreign policy of unilateralism. Both were implemented
over widespread opposition in the United States and throughout the
world, as was evident in reactions to the US decision to attack Iraq
based on, at best, flimsy evidence of Iraq’s concealed weapons of
mass destruction (WMD) program. A new body of literature began
to re-evaluate international and global governance through the
concept of empire, in light of this dramatic change in US foreign
policy. Supportive of the foreign policy agenda of neoconservatives
in the administration, such as Paul Wolfowitz, and enamored by
their partial reading of the benefits and costs of the British Empire,
some observers openly advocated a return to imperial policies
(Ferguson 2004a, 2004b). Others were more dispassionate, point-
ing to the structural transformations in world politics that made
empire an impossible form of international order (Brzezinski 2004).
Still others analyzed the American empire in historical perspective
(Maier 2006) or acknowledged that, as had been true of past
empires, the United States occupied a position that was qualitatively
different from that of all other states today (Münkler 2007).
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Beyond the study of empires, the aftermath of 9/11 has also
spurred investigations into the characteristics of world regions. This
literature builds on elements in the European integration literature,
albeit in less Eurocentric fashion. Going beyond studies of national
security and international political economy that happen to focus
on particular areas of the world, the scholarship on regions is
evolving towards a multi-disciplinary understanding of how geog-
raphy, history, political economy, security, and identity concerns
combine to produce distinctive regional responses to typical issues
in international relations (Buzan and Waever 2003; Katzenstein
2005; Lewis and Wigen 1997; Mansfield and Solingen 2010;
Solingen 1998). Here, too, we see distinct strands of analysis
emerging from quite different theoretical and disciplinary perspec-
tives, along with efforts to cut across theoretical and disciplinary
boundaries in eclectic fashion. Classical theories of geopolitics
stress the material base of regions. One argument, for example,
traces the dynamics of regional politics to the nature of the terrain
or the imperatives of land or sea power. Ideational theories of
geography insist that regions are not given but politically and
culturally made. Regions are not only shaped by processes that
separate economic cores from peripheries. Regional symbols act
also as instruments or labels designating the domination of specific
places in the world by particular groups of people. Space, in
ideational theories, is a social invention and practice. And from the
perspective of behavioral theories of geography, the variable of
spatial distance in different regions was thought to have a direct and
statistically robust effect on the behavior of actors in those regions.
Each of these approaches offers important partial insights, but none
independently provides a satisfactory account of how actors define
and understand regions or their place in them. Here is where
analytic eclecticism, supported by the inherent interdisciplinarity of
geographical science, can open the door to more comprehensive
frameworks that reveal connections between the mechanisms and
processes privileged by each of the three approaches.

During the last 40 years, international relations research thus has
given us ample conceptual material to deploy eclectic styles of
analysis. These broad shifts in theoretical concepts and frameworks
have their roots in past theoretical debates. They also reflect the
limits of the major international relations paradigms in capturing
the complex processes through which state and non-state actors
have sought to establish order and governance in regional and

158 Beyond Paradigms



global contexts. The possibilities for integration and institutional-
ized cooperation across borders, the reconstruction of hegemony as
a possible foundation for order in a system with a single dominant
state, the reformulation of the concept of empire to characterize the
far-reaching power and foreign policies of one state, and efforts
rooted in geography to analyze the shape and structure of regional
orders – all point to the need to extend our analyses of contempo-
rary forms of governance beyond existing theoretical frameworks
constructed solely around familiar problems of security and politi-
cal economy. The studies considered in this chapter take important
steps in this direction, employing eclecticism to analyze the internal
dynamics of international organizations (Barnett and Finnemore
2004); the character and accomplishments of the International
Criminal Court (ICC) (Schiff 2008); the importance of legitimacy in
the deliberations and decisions of the UN Security Council (Hurd
2007); the eastward expansion of European regional organizations
such as the European Union and the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) (Schimmelfennig 2003); and the negotiation and
evolution of regional order in Southeast Asia (Ba 2009).1

Michael Barnett and Martha Finnemore,
Rules for the World (2004)

Barnett, who had the opportunity to work at the United Nations,
and Finnemore, who had previously done research on the World
Bank, note at the beginning of their book (2004) that their training
and academic engagements had not prepared them for ‘what inter-
national organizations were really like’ (p. vii). Through the 1980s,
the field of international relations took little notice of international
organizations, focusing instead on relations among states. Even
those who were concerned with international governance framed
their arguments around interdependence and convergent interests
among states. When the field did eventually begin to think
about international organizations, it was through the lens of
microeconomic theories of organization. This generated a positive
normative bias by defining international organizations as instru-
ments that help states to cooperate and diffuse good norms. For
Barnett and Finnemore, international organizations (IOs) are nei-
ther passive instruments that states manipulate to achieve their
objectives, nor intrinsically positive facilitators of cooperation.
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Instead, IOs are characterized by ‘the logic of bureaucracy’ (p. viii),
and as such exercise power through the impersonal rules they
construct. In the process, however, they can produce both positive
change and ‘undesirable and self-defeating outcomes’ (p. ix).

This is the starting premise of Barnett and Finnemore’s inquiry
into the dynamics of international organizations in world politics.
The premise is anchored in substantial research in the field of
organization theory, documenting that many IOs behave in ways
that are not sanctioned by their members and that are clearly
unanticipated by their founders. Sometimes they generate negative
outcomes that subvert their own goals, and at other times they take
on new missions and responsibilities that have little to do with their
original mandates. All bureaucratic organizations have a life of
their own, which is often surprisingly independent from, even
resistant to, external influence. They evolve over time, adapting to
new environments and ‘drawing from experience that has become
encoded in rules and embedded in the organizational culture’ (p. 3).
In the context of world politics, there are now 238 IOs dealing with
a wide range of issues, from humanitarian crises and environmental
concerns to the management of violent conflict. Barnett and
Finnemore’s objective is to understand the behavior of such diverse
IOs through a focus on internal bureaucratic features.

Much of the conduct of IOs is explained best by paying attention
to the internal dynamics of IOs, specifically to their bureaucratic
nature. Thus, Barnett and Finnemore devote an entire chapter to
analyzing the different ways in which different aspects of bureauc-
racy shape the behavior of IOs. As bureaucratic organizations, IOs
are defined by hierarchy, continuity, impersonality, and expertise.
Impersonal rules are central to how bureaucracies behave. Rules
prescribe actions both inside and outside of bureaucratic structures.
They frame the way in which bureaucrats conceive of problems and
perceive the world. They help to create or constitute the world in
which bureaucrats act. They make that world amenable to legiti-
mate bureaucratic action. And they help shape the identity of the
organization itself. In all these ways, rules create a culture of
bureaucracy. By the term ‘culture,’ Barnett and Finnemore (2004, p.
19), citing Diane Vaughan (1996, p. 64), mean ‘the solutions that
are produced by groups of people to meet the specific problems they
face in common. These solutions become institutionalized, remem-
bered, and passed on as rules, rituals, and values of the group.’
Bureaucratic cultures are important to a full understanding of how,
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in interaction with external legitimacy and professional norms, the
actions of IOs help various actors to interpret and shape world
politics. They do so by guiding action that is aimed at realizing a
rationally specified, independent objective. In this view rationality
is not a context-free, neutral way of maximizing efficiency in the
accomplishment of a specified task. Instead, the very means and
ends that bureaucratic actors value are shaped by the culture in
which they operate. Finally, the relation between bureaucratic rules
and actions is mutually constitutive and dynamically evolving over
time: ‘Bureaucracies create rules that shape future action, but
action, in turn, shapes the evolution and content of rules’ (p. 20).

Four aspects of the behavior of IOs are of particular interest to
Barnett and Finnemore. First, there is the question of their
autonomy vis-à-vis other actors. Here, international relations
theory has generally relied on some version of principal–agent
analysis, which emphasizes the correspondence between state inter-
ests and IO behavior. This view tends to neglect factors internal to
the IO bureaucracy that can contribute to an independent set of IO
preferences and generate an autonomous basis for authoritative
knowledge and practices. Second, there is the question of power,
which in the case of IOs is linked to their material capabilities, their
ability to deploy information strategically, and their role in both
regulating and constituting the social world. As Barnett and
Finnemore note, ‘IOs are often the actors to whom we defer when it
comes to defining meanings, norms of good behavior, the nature of
social actors, and categories of legitimate social action in the world’
(p. 7). Third, there is the dysfunctionality of organizations, which
has not received significant attention even among students of IOs –
since conventional international relations perspectives simply
assume that IOs are worth analyzing only to the extent that they are
responsive to state interests. In reality, an IO may frequently ‘act in a
manner that subverts its self-professed goals’ (p. 8), even when these
goals are defined autonomously. Sometimes this dysfunctionality is
related to staffing and resource issues. More often it exists because
the very factors that make bureaucracies efficient – division of
labor, standardization of rules, and rational compartmentalization
of relevant knowledge – become liabilities by creating tunnel vision
and inflexibility in dealing with complex challenges. Finally, Barnett
and Finnemore seek to understand sources and pathways of organi-
zational change. Mainstream treatments of IOs tend to view
organizational change as indicative of changes in the demands of
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states. Yet, frequently, IOs are slow to evolve even when their most
influential stakeholders are pushing for change; at other times, they
can surprise states by embarking on new tasks and routines that
states neither want nor expect. Understanding this difference
requires us to understand the internal bureaucratic structure and
culture of IOs, which can account for resistance to change as well as
significant transformations, including mission creep. In all four
dimensions of variation among IOs, ‘we can better understand what
IOs do if we better understand what IOs are’ (p. 9).

In analyzing the cases of the International Monetary Fund (IMF),
the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR), and the UN Secretariat, Barnett and Finnemore evaluate
their bureaucratic-centered perspective against conventional state-
centered accounts. Their book is a salutary correction for the
disproportionate attention paid to statist arguments in inter-
national relations theories. That said, Barnett and Finnemore
concede all along that state demands are extremely important, and
that rarely if ever do IOs have the ability to compel powerful states
to act against their expressed interest. However, it would be a
mistake to make this the only test of the autonomous power of IOs.
In many situations, IOs act independently from but not necessarily
in direct opposition to states. Often, these actions turn out to have
significant effects on world politics which are neither anticipated
nor desired by states. In the interest of a more encompassing
explanation, Barnett and Finnemore thus develop an eclectic style
of analysis that focuses on IOs as bureaucratic actors in their own
rights without seeking to overturn the central and valid insight of a
statist perspective. Their analysis establishes that IOs have some-
times pursued important policies in accordance with the wishes of
strong states, but that often they ‘might fail to carry out state
interests, oppose state interests, or change state interests’ (p. 11). Of
particular interest is the ability of IOs to shape state preferences by
setting the agenda on issues that most states have not initially had
an opportunity to examine closely. Furthermore, even in situations
when the interests informing an IO’s actions paralleled those of
states, they often acted for different reasons. Their perspective thus
stresses the dynamic interactions between IOs and states, rather
than viewing IOs as simply playing the role of agents of states.

In their investigation of the relation between knowledge and
power, Barnett and Finnemore make a second eclectic move,
integrating the regulatory and constitutive styles of analysis favored
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by neoliberal institutionalists and constructivists respectively. In
doing so, they follow Max Weber in emphasizing that bureaucratic
power is essentially ‘control based on knowledge’ (p. 29) – a point
that neoliberal institutionalists readily appreciate when they equate
knowledge with control over information. Information and other
resources are certainly important in the bureaucratic manipulation
of incentives to induce or compel actors to follow bureaucratic
rules. In this sense, bureaucracies can use information to regulate
behavior. IOs such as the IMF, for example, use their expertise in the
form of economic advice to regulate government policies either
directly or indirectly. However, bureaucratic power ‘also includes
the ability to transform information into knowledge, that is, to
construct information in ways that give it meaning’ (p. 29). Put
differently, bureaucratic action not only reflects social reality, it also
creates it. When IOs define a problem as a moral issue, identify
what are considered legitimate means to pursue collectively agreed-
upon ends, and articulate rules that limit the scope of human action
in specific contexts, they are creating the political world in which
IOs operate and in which states form their preferences. While
rationalist theory focuses on the regulation of conduct in a given
world, constructivist theory concerns itself with the production or
constitution of that world. In using their authority, knowledge,
and rules, Barnett and Finnemore argue, IOs both regulate and
constitute a world which then needs further regulation.

Three mechanisms enable IOs to accomplish this task. First, IOs
classify the world. They create categories of problems, actors, and
practices. This classification process reflects both a template for
interpreting the world and a means to exercise power. It enables IOs
to frame and prioritize problems, and thus to shape the possibilities
for action. ‘Classification schemes shape not only how IOs see the
world but also how they act on the world in ways that can directly
affect the behavior of others’ (p. 32). This is true, for example, in the
manner in which the IMF categorizes economies and the UNHCR
distinguishes among refugees, migrants, internally displaced peo-
ples, and others. Second, IOs serve to fix meanings attached to the
social types and categories they create, enabling them to orient
action within established boundaries. Borrowing from symbolic
interactionism (Blumer 1969; Goffman 1963), Barnett and Finne-
more note that ‘the ability to invest situations with a particular
meaning constitutes an important source of power’ (p. 32). Typ-
ically, IOs accomplish this task by using frames ‘to situate events
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and to interpret problems, to fashion a shared understanding of the
world, to galvanize sentiments as a way to mobilize and guide social
action, and to suggest possible resolutions to current plights’ (p. 33).

In addition, IOs regulate and constitute world politics by actively
seeking to diffuse new norms and rules that inform political prac-
tice. This is in part a function of the fact that IO bureaucrats define
their mission to include the spread of global values and norms.
Because of their rational-legal character, IOs are in a position to
define rational-legal solutions and designate rational-legal authori-
ties to implement them. For example, IOs devoted to the seemingly
basic mission of preserving civil peace end up promoting a more
expansive set of norms and reforms, as peace requires policing.
This, in turn, requires a legal system, a professional judiciary, and
the creation of law schools (p. 34). These three mechanisms enable
IOs to exercise power and influence in the world in ways that cannot
be explained solely on the basis of the interests and power of states.

In their three empirical case studies, Barnett and Finnemore
deploy this analytical apparatus to analyze the IMF, the UNHCR,
and the UN Secretariat. The three cases cover substantively diverse
issue areas covering security, finance and humanitarian affairs.
Furthermore, these are all areas in which we have well-developed
statist explanations, which makes them hard tests for Barnett and
Finnemore’s more eclectic approach. Finally, the three IOs involved
also feature different types of authority claims, with the IMF relying
more on expert authority, the UN Secretariat more on moral author-
ity, and the UNHCR on a more evenly balanced mixture of both.
Finding common patterns across such diverse cases – for example,
the tendency exhibited by each to steadily expand – enables Barnett
and Finnemore to develop some provisional arguments about how
different kinds of authority affect the behavior of IOs.

The case study of the IMF showcases the authority and autonomy
that flow from professional expertise. The IMF created intellectual
technologies embodying specific economic models to advise
policymakers on balance of payments issues. Rather than hoarding
these models and seeking to keep them inside the organization, the
IMF adopted a dissemination strategy, reducing the information
and knowledge gap between itself and its member states. The
models became persuasive and worth adhering to only once mem-
ber states understood them. Because the economic conditions that
were attached to the extension of loans to deficit-plagued
states rarely produced the hoped-for results, the scope of IMF
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requirements expanded over time. Leaving behind its original nar-
row focus on balance of payments problems, IMF programs
expanded to include more and more variables that were thought
to influence deficits, eventually resulting in sweeping structural
adjustment programs. In addition, the IMF established technical
assistance programs to make recipient countries adopt new institu-
tions and enable them to absorb and act on the technical advice the
IMF proffered. Beyond regulating vitally important economic poli-
cies, the IMF thus sought to reorganize the basic make-up of
recipient countries.

The UNHCR offers a second case that illustrates vividly how an
IO can deploy its political and moral authority. Although the
UNHCR was created in 1951 with only a three-year life span, a very
limited mandate, and virtually no autonomy, the organization has
since flourished, acting as a center for an entire culture of repatria-
tion. Initially, in accordance with the core principle that refugees
should not be returned against their will to a situation in which their
lives might be threatened, the UNHCR sought to resettle refugees in
other countries. However, starting in the 1980s, changing patterns
of refugee flows and states’ increasing reluctance to accept refugees
precipitated a shift in the direction of repatriation. Voluntary repa-
triation had always been a possible solution; however, since states
were not always ready to wait until the refugees were ready to
return, there was growing pressure to exercise or threaten forced
repatriation. In response to these external pressures and some
internal rethinking, UNHCR moved towards a ‘repatriation cul-
ture’; repatriation not only became the preferred solution, but the
meaning of the term ‘voluntary’ was significantly relaxed, as were
the protections for refugees. Specifically, UNHCR began examining
how to ‘encourage’ refugee repatriation without exploring the
possibilities of third-country resettlement and asylum. This
approach was implemented, Barnett and Finnemore document, in
the early 1990s, when UNHCR forcibly repatriated tens of thou-
sands of Rohingyan refugees who had fled from Burma and
attempted to settle in Bangladesh. Repatriation now continues to
figure centrally in solutions to refugee problems. Its moral and
delegated authority continues to give UNHCR considerable discre-
tion over the timing of repatriation. What had started as a small
European refugee organization has thus evolved into a global
humanitarian organization.
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The third and final case study focuses on the peacekeeping role of
the UN Secretariat, specifically in the case of Rwanda through late
April 1994. During the Cold War, the United Nations adhered to
clear rules for peacekeeping involving consent of the affected par-
ties, impartiality, and neutrality in the execution of the mission.
However, an explosion in the number of missions involving
humanitarian emergencies, civil wars, and exercises in nation-
building raised questions about the utility of these rules, especially
as the United Nations became both more ambitious and more
assertive in its missions. Failure, especially in Somalia, made UN
officials fearful that a departure from the classical rules of peace-
keeping was putting at risk not only any individual operation but
also the entire enterprise of peacekeeping. In the fall of 1993, the old
rules were reestablished and strictly enforced as a way to preempt
further failures on the part of the United Nations. It was these rules
that guided UN officials when the killings in Rwanda exploded on
April 6, 1994. They interpreted what turned out to be the first
stages of genocide as the beginning of a civil war, and concluded
that there was simply no basis for intervention to stop what in the
end was the slaughter of 800,000 people. The United Nations’
behavior in this case was not so much a matter of indecision or
inaction, but rather a function of the classical rules of peacekeeping,
which were intertwined with the imperative of organizational
survival after earlier failures.

Barnett and Finnemore’s eclectic approach is thus deployed on a
wide-ranging and substantively important set of cases. In the end,
the authors draw two main conclusions. First, following Max
Weber, they note that IOs and bureaucratic rule tend to expand and
evolve in ways that statist or rationalist explanations cannot easily
account for. Over time, debate and discourse within large bureauc-
racies generate a constellation of understandings and interests that
support this expansion. Theoretically, these observations draw
attention to the broader moral principles or aspirations underlying
the specific mandates of IOs; these principles and aspirations pro-
vide motivations for diverse actors to demand changes where they
find organizational structures too confining. In the process, IOs not
only evolve towards broader missions but also end up with greater
power to reconfigure both international and domestic social spaces.
Barnett and Finnemore caution that the result of this power for
weaker actors can mean emancipation for some and domination for
others.
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Box 5.1
Michael Barnett – Pack lightly, but welcome nuance

and complexity

Why did we reason eclectically in writing Rules for the World (Barnett
and Finnemore 2004)? We were driven by empirical puzzles and
substantive questions regarding the behavior of international organi-
zations. Dominant statist and rationalist theories of international
organizations, however, were unable to explain what relatively
autonomous international organizations do after their creation;
indeed, it was impressive how little existing theories had to say on the
subject. We turned to organization theory for help for several reasons.
Organization theory has always been attentive to organizations and
their environment. Also, it represented a rigorous yet non-sectarian
approach to all organizations, including international organizations,
and thus matched our intellectual disposition. Our research design
reflected this non-sectarian, eclectic approach.

One of the decisions we had to make early on was whether we
would try to develop a competitive test by setting up our argument as
a direct competitor to rationalist approaches. In many respects the
‘discipline’ expected a wrestling match. We refused to play along.
Instead, we built a theoretical framework that could be competing at
some moments, complementary at others, and most importantly,
identify the pregnant silences of existing theoretical approaches. We
knew that this ecumenical approach might lead mainstream, statist-
oriented scholars to fault us for not offering a ‘definitive’ test to
‘falsify’ existing theories, but we also feared that the very process of
establishing a competitive test on rationalist terms would severely
hinder our desire to create a theoretical and empirical space for
non-rationalist approaches. We never regretted our decision, and are
heartened to see other scholars develop alternatives to rationalist and
statist scholarship.

Our advice is to begin by packing lightly. Do not take more than
you need. Following Occam’s razor, ask ‘what is the simplest expla-
nation for the puzzle?’ Then ask, ‘what are the strengths and limits of
this explanation?’ Do not get trapped by a ‘usual suspects’ approach
to alternative explanation. Taking ‘off the shelf’ explanations from
hardened paradigms is seductively simple; however, it invites you to
create a straw man of alternatives, and potentially leads to the failure
to imagine nuanced and complex ways of blending existing theories.
Moreover, do not underestimate the data demands of eclectic theo-
rizing. And do not minimize the difficult process of interpreting the
data in ways that might be consistent with alternative theories.
Finally, be very clear about the strengths and weaknesses of your
chosen alternative, particularly as causal complexity can potentially
be mistaken for a ‘garbage can’ approach in which everything
matters.
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The second conclusion that Barnett and Finnemore draw has to do
with the linkages between rationalism, liberalism, and democracy.
‘Rationalization has given IOs their basic form (as bureaucracies)
and liberalism has provided the social content that all IOs now
pursue’ (p. 166). However, rationalism and liberalism are not always
easy to fuse. The procedural legitimation of action lies in the domain
of the former. It can be used to undercut the substantive legitimacy
attached to important values such as the extent of voluntarism and
participation enjoyed by IO members. On the issue of accountability,
too, while IOs set up procedures to ensure transparency, the mecha-
nisms on which they rely frequently fail to keep up with their own
growing reach and power. The result is significant variation in the
extent to which various constituencies feel they can hold IOs
accountable. These concerns prompt Barnett and Finnemore to point
to the dangers of an ‘undemocratic liberalism’ whereby the pursuit of
socially liberal goals through impersonal procedures is not matched
by mechanisms to ensure democratic participation and accountabil-
ity. The challenge facing both scholars and practitioners dealing with
IOs are thus plain: ‘the very source of their power to do good might
also be the source of their power to do harm. … Managing our global
bureaucracy and learning to exploit its strengths while moderating its
failings will be an essential task’ (p. 173).

Benjamin Schiff, Building the
International Criminal Court (2008)

The ICC is a novel and highly political institution marked by lofty
ideals and ambitious goals. By prosecuting perpetrators of genocide,
those committing acts against humanity and war crimes, Schiff
notes, ‘it seeks to deter depredations against citizens in violent
conflicts and to contribute to justice, peace, political transition, and
reconstruction’ (p. 1). However, the nature of the international
society of states makes it exceedingly difficult for the court to carry
out these objectives. In domestic politics, legitimate political proc-
esses and legal institutions are designed to devise and enforce laws in
a manner that is expected to be objective and dispassionate. In the
international arena, by contrast, there is no legislative structure to
legitimize the making of international law, no consolidated author-
ity for its enforcement, and no mechanism to constrain sovereign
states and preserve the autonomy of international organizations.
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Despite these differences, advocates of law have tried to extend
the logics and structures developed in the domestic context to the
international sphere. Developments since the 1970s have led to a
growing legalization of international politics. Arbitration and judi-
cial decision making have come to complement diplomatic
maneuvering and the use of power as ways to settle conflicts
between sovereign states. Equally important, international legaliza-
tion has given the concept of the individual and personal
responsibility of leaders within and across state borders a direct
political relevance that it did not have before. The ICC is the most
visible manifestation of this development. Initially submitted for
signature and ratification in July 1998, the ICC came into existence
on July 1, 2002, after the minimum of 60 states had acceded fully to
the treaty. It has since grown from a five-member transition team in
2002 to an institution employing 700 staff members in 2007. Its
organization, rules, and operations build on ad hoc tribunals such
as those used in Yugoslavia and Rwanda, but it also incorporates
features of civil law and common-law systems in order to investi-
gate cases, issue warrants, take custody of arrested suspects,
conduct international criminal trials, and protect witnesses and
victims of crimes.

Because the ICC is a relatively new institution, Schiff’s is one of
the first extensive studies of the Court. Unavoidably, it is thus more
descriptive than the other books analyzed in this chapter. At the
same time, Schiff does seek to relate his work to competing streams
of international relations theory in the process of explaining the
emergence of the Court as well as selected aspects of its functioning
during the first years of its operation. We focus here on the self-
consciously eclectic analytic framework Schiff develops to analyze
this novel institution.

Schiff does not view the three canonical theories of international
relations – realism, neoliberal institutionalism, and constructivism
– as mutually exclusive rival theories as much as tools to explain
and make intelligible different facets of a very complicated world.
Realists are well positioned to explain why some states have sought
to limit the Court’s powers and defend their own sovereignty while
others have decided to go along with it once it came into existence.
They are not, however, able to offer a convincing account for why
such an elaborate institution was created in the first place.
Neoliberal institutionalists see the Court’s autonomy and legiti-
macy as varying with its ability to serve the mutual interests of
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states, and this helps them to understand aspects of the Court’s
evolution and organizational form. They cannot explain, however,
why international criminal law, and specifically the anti-impunity
norm, became significant in international affairs in the first place.
Social constructivists, for their part, do well when it comes to
explaining why states collectively committed themselves to cooper-
ate within the ICC without any clear material incentives. However,
their weakness lies in anticipating which kinds of identity shifts and
collective orientations are likely to define important transforma-
tions in the international system. Thus, none of the three
perspectives is able to provide a compelling account of the lengthy
process through which the ideals and norms underpinning the ICC
emerged and became extensively institutionalized. At the same
time, Schiff (p. 9) notes that all three approaches shed light on
different segments of this process:

The constructivists explain development of the consensus
on which the Court is based; the realists explain states’
compulsions to protect sovereignty and to seek relative
advantage; the liberal institutionalists explore how the ICC
embodies states’ cooperative efforts to improve absolute
welfare.

Rather than identify and analyze a specific puzzle, Schiff uses the
combinatorial power of the three theoretical perspectives to explain
some of the key conundrums that the Court faces. And there are
many. There is, for example, a tension between the ICC’s role as a
judicial institution, which is theoretically autonomous, and the
political ramifications of this role, as seen through the eyes of states
and other actors. The ICC’s organizational structure is also prob-
lematic as it seeks to reconcile a commitment to judicial insularity
with its goal of administrative efficiency and coordination. There is
also the dilemma created by the Court’s broad mandate to combine
traditional retributive justice, which focuses on punishing offend-
ers, and new forms of restorative justice, which focuses on repairing
the harm inflicted by the offender on the victims and the larger
community. Clashes have also emerged between the Office of the
Prosecutor, which is influenced mostly by common law, and the
pre-trial chamber judges, whose roles are influenced more by
civil law. And, finally, there are the often-competing objectives of
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bringing perpetrators to justice and establishing peace between
warring parties.

In tracing the emergence of the 1998 Rome Statute that set up the
ICC, Schiff employs the metaphor of a river to capture the evolution
and expansion of the international justice movement. He describes
how various ‘normative tributaries, eddies, currents, and dams, as
well as a cascade or two’ (p. 15) have combined over time to
produce a swelling of the river of international justice, culminating
in the promulgation of the Statute and the establishment of the ICC.
Any given moment in the construction of that arc is but a snapshot
that should be located within broader streams of events. This is
precisely why the Statute embodies potentially contradictory
elements with which the Court must now contend in its daily
operation.

Schiff analyzes various moments in the evolution of international
humanitarian and criminal law. This evolution has its roots in the
articulation of an international variant of natural law from the time
of Hugo Grotius through the nineteenth-century efforts to establish
international humanitarian law, most notably by the International
Committee of the Red Cross. More recent developments were
crucial for converting these initial conceptions of international law
into a mandate to establish the ICC. They include the first acts
recognized as ‘crimes against humanity,’ as well as the precursors of
genocide during the First World War and the interwar period; the
further development of international criminal law from the Second
World War and the Nuremberg trials through the United Nations’
adoption of the Genocide Convention, the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights in 1948, and the Nuremberg Principles; the rise of
the human rights and environmental movements spearheaded in the
1970s by non-government organizations (NGOs) rather than
states, as well as the recognition of international law in the Helsinki
Accords of 1975 as part of the effort to minimize the risk of war
between East and West in Europe; and finally, since the 1980s, the
establishment of Truth Commissions and the opening of police files
in societies that had undergone processes of democratization (in
Latin and Central America, Africa, and Eastern Europe) as well as,
in the 1990s, criminal tribunals in Yugoslavia and Rwanda. All of
these developments represent the ‘swelling river’ of international
justice.

The metaphor of a river helps to describe the process through
which a gathering stream of ideas about international criminal law
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ultimately resulted in the Rome Statute of the ICC. It does not,
however, clarify ‘how nonmaterial objectives without clear advan-
tages for states as sovereign actors could motivate those states to
create an international organization’ (p. 39). Schiff’s explanation
begins with a constructivist account of the role played by the
growth of collective justice norms, marshaled by norm entrepre-
neurs and channeled into norms cascades, in helping to reconfigure
conceptions of state interest. By 1998, it was not the norms as much
as the mechanisms for their implementation that remained contro-
versial. Realists see power as constitutive of law rather than the
other way around. This assumption conforms to some aspects of
the Statute, such as the strong protection of state sovereignty, the
limited form of Court jurisdiction, the checks on the Court’s inde-
pendent power, and the necessity of the states’ cooperation for the
Court’s success. Liberal institutionalists, finally, see the Court as an
instance of the process of international legalization by which states
replace unpredictable power politics with more orderly legal proc-
esses. Once state interests have been reconfigured in relation to an
emergent set of norms (as constructivists explain), and refined in the
context of negotiating specific features of the Court (as explicated
by realist theory), a neoliberal institutional framework becomes the
most useful in analyzing the organization and operation of the ICC
in its first years.

Schiff also explains specific facets of two ad hoc criminal tribu-
nals that served as prototypes for the Rome Statute: the Yugoslav
and Rwandan tribunals. Here, too, each of the three analytical
perspectives provides important insights that need to be integrated.
Realists point to states’ extreme reluctance to become involved in
either of these two conflicts, which involved no vital interests of
major states. Russia, the United States, and the European states,
trying to avoid a conflict among themselves, relied upon the UN
Security Council’s establishment of the two tribunals in order to
claim that something useful had been done after all the blood that
had been spilled. Thus, the tribunals represented legalistic post-hoc
responses to disasters that major states, following the do-nothing
dictates of Realpolitik, had chosen to disregard. Constructivists
offer an equally plausible account of a different aspect of the story.
The tribunals symbolized a convergence of the international com-
munity around the notion that crimes of the magnitude committed
in Yugoslavia and Rwanda were unacceptable and could not be
tolerated. The creation of the tribunals thus was a response to the
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perception of mounting domestic political pressure. In this manner,
state interests were redefined in response to shifts in norms and
identities among publics which forced the hands of their leaders.
Finally, neoliberal theory tells us something useful about the
responses to the atrocities, specifically the emergence of an
epistemic community of legal experts and a consensual understand-
ing of the institutional machinery required to administer
international criminal law. In this regard, the work of the Inter-
national Law Commission (ILC), specifically the fact-finding
mission of legal experts (who also were advocates for setting up
tribunals) to Yugoslavia and the subsequent establishment of an ad
hoc tribunal, offered an enduring institutional solution to the
pressure that was building from publics to governments and to the
UN Security Council. The ILC draft, supported by the US State
Department, created a rickety institution that eventually took on a
life of its own, spurring the growth of the tribunals and providing
crucial lessons that would shape the rules and structures of the ICC.

The three different analytical perspectives also offer complemen-
tary accounts of the signing of the1998 Statute, the institutional
design of the ICC, the emergence of NGOs as powerful actors
within the Court, and the evolution of the relations between the
ICC and states. In all of these cases, as in the case of the Yugoslav
and Rwandan tribunals, a comprehensive understanding of the
choices and motivations of various actors requires a complex
framework in which principles of sovereignty and self-help are
systematically connected to divergent expectations and objectives
of self-interested actors, and to broader currents in the international
arena that elevate the significance of particular norms.

Thus, from the perspective of constructivism, the Court’s crea-
tion, its administration of justice, and its subsequent expansion to
incorporate NGO actors reflect a shift in the international society
of states toward restorative justice and individual accountability.
The inclusion of NGOs, in particular, speaks to the significance of
‘norm entrepreneurs’ and other civil society actors in consolidating
specific norms and pressing state actors and international organi-
zations to uphold them. At the same time, realists rightfully note
that these normative shifts do not prevent states, especially the
most powerful ones, from insisting on their sovereignty in an
environment they still see as characterized mostly by self-help. For
realists, states uphold the Court’s various features and missions in
a selective manner, when it suits their own interests, or at a
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minimum, when it does not contradict those interests. This is
precisely why the ICC has fared better in prosecuting crimes
against humanity than in taking measures against crimes of
aggression, an issue on which there is much less agreement among
states, particularly the most powerful members of the UN Security
Council. Finally, liberal institutionalist analysis points to the role
of a growing epistemic community in promoting the notion of a
stable institution for systematically circumscribing the impunity it
saw as impeding the defense of international peace and security.
The subsequent expansion of the Court, in spite of the numerous
obstacles and internal conflicts it has faced, also speaks to the
neoliberals’ optimism concerning the possibility of positive-sum
outcomes through the efficient and exemplary implementation of
institutional procedures.

Schiff’s sophisticated eclectic treatment of constructivist, realist,
and neoliberal perspectives is not just intended as a theoretical
move in response to scholarly debates. Each of the approaches
sheds light on a process that has significant practical implications,
both for the Court and for the prospects of international
organizations and law writ large. As Schiff (pp. 259–60) puts it:

From a constructivist’s standpoint, the creation of the ICC
denotes a pivotal historical moment in the development of
international society. From a realist’s standpoint, further
complexity has been added to the anarchic international
system without fundamentally changing it. For neoliberal
institutionalists, states added to the panoply of organiza-
tional mechanisms intended to mitigate anarchy and enable
collective gains.

To be sure, state sovereignty, divergent state interests, and the logic
of self-help remain important features of international politics. But
they now coexist with a new, consolidated stream of commitments
to international criminal law, which is here to stay and is becoming
progressively more institutionalized as state and non-state actors
feel pressures to frame impunity as fundamentally problematic for
justice, stability, and the possibility of mutual benefits. Even though
the ICC’s future trajectory is uncertain, it is promising so long as the
political forces emphasized in the three analytic perspectives are
kept in balance. As Schiff (2008, p. 260) puts it:
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Box 5.2
Ben Schiff – Without loyalty to any theoretical gods

Having written two prior books on international organizations, one
self-consciously embedded in regime theory and another that dis-
pensed with theory altogether, I approached Building the
International Criminal Court (Schiff 2008) without loyalty to any
particular theoretical gods, but willing to engage one or more if they
seemed benevolent.

The more I thought about the ICC, the more I found my own ideas
falling into the categories of the three frameworks I ultimately
employed in the book. Realism, liberal institutionalism, and
constructivism seemed useful heuristics, although I did not want to
be responsible for all of their complex permutations. I was fascinated
by the ICC’s development as a milestone in international law gener-
ally, international criminal law in particular, and as a major case of
contemporary norm institutionalization. Since my objective was
explanation, not theory building, I saw no reason to limit the
exposition to one theoretical tradition – my objective was to express
as broad and complete an understanding of the Court as possible
within the confines of a short and readable book.

Employing the three frameworks together seemed to me helpful to
show undergraduates how theories aid understanding, and to assist
more expert audiences in tracking the explanations. Moreover, since
the three frameworks jointly enabled me to make assertions about
the Court and its problems and future that would have been pre-
cluded in a single-theory approach, eclecticism seemed natural.

The rarity of published, explicitly eclectic approaches led me to
worry that readers would not take seriously the book’s theoretical
aspect, although I hoped the descriptive material would nonetheless
support their interests. The book’s very positive reception among
reviewers in both international relations and international law leads
me to believe that the approach at least did not detract from its
usefulness, and may even have helped.

My research has always been driven by questions and substance
rather than theories. Now that I have imbibed international relations
and international organization theories for about 35 years, however,
the theories shape my thinking – not one at a time, but together. I
recall vividly my mentor Ernie Haas’s lecture about the virtues of
mid-level and ‘islands’ of theory. Grateful to Ernie, I am content to be
a mid-level islander. I have never understood why single-theory
explanations are inherently better than eclectic ones. If the trade-off
of parsimony for fuller understanding points in the direction of
eclecticism, given a complex world with multiple explanatory possi-
bilities, what is the harm? Try eclecticism. The gods will smile.
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the future of the organization rests upon its ability to
navigate political currents while being responsive to states’
interests yet resisting their pressures, as humanity builds a
court to try individual perpetrators of its worst crimes, to
bring recognition to their victims, and to restore the rule of
law and help heal societies.

Ian Hurd, After Anarchy (2007)

Drawing on diverse literatures in sociology, psychology, and man-
agement studies, Hurd’s far-ranging analysis develops a general
understanding of how legitimacy affects the power, behavior, and
limits of international organizations. Focusing on the UN Security
Council, Hurd makes two contributions. In theoretical terms, he
constructs a bridge between rationalist and constructivist styles of
analysis. In substantive terms, he improves our understanding of the
relationship between states and international institutions. The
questions guiding his study are crafted without reference to any a
priori assumptions about the relative weights and overall signifi-
cance of material and ideational factors. While it is commonly
acknowledged that the loss of legitimacy is problematic for organi-
zations, Hurd asks how and to what extent the presence of
legitimacy enhances an international organization’s power, and
therefore its ability to attain its goals. He also raises the issue of the
limits of legitimacy as a means to exercise power, especially in light
of efforts to challenge the status quo.

The significance of the general question of legitimacy and the
specific issue of its relevance to the UN Security Council is apparent
in the importance attached, by both proponents and opponents
of the Iraq war, to the 2003 Security Council deliberations over
resolutions pertaining to the preemptive use of force against Iraq.
Both groups sought to appropriate the legitimacy attached to the
Security Council for their own purposes. Both sides expended
enormous energy lobbying Security Council members to achieve
their ends. And both were sorely disappointed with the outcome,
believing that the Council had ‘failed’ a crucial test. ‘One side
believed it had failed in its responsibilities by refusing to authorize
the US-led war, and the other believed it had failed by being unable
to stop it’ (p. vii).
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This episode demonstrates for Hurd ‘that legitimacy is central to
the power of international organizations … and also that we can
use it to begin to explain some phenomena in world politics that
were hitherto unaccounted for’ (p. viii).

Legitimacy, defined as ‘an actor’s normative belief that a rule or
institution ought to be obeyed’ (p. 7), is a difficult concept to study.
Due in part to an intersubjective quality that cannot be observed
directly in the behavior of actors, legitimacy does not figure promi-
nently in materialist approaches to international politics. But
disregarding legitimacy is risky. It causes us to overlook important
aspects of world politics such as saving face, offering justifications,
using symbols, and exercising authority. The central argument that
Hurd builds throughout his book holds that international organiza-
tions and some other organizations, like states, exercise sovereign
authority, understood as ‘the right to exercise final authority.’ This
finding is at odds with realist understandings that only states are
endowed with sovereign authority, and that the relations among
them are always and only characterized by international anarchy. In
contrast, Hurd argues, the international system consists of different
fields in which states as well as other organizations with legitimate
power exercise sovereign authority. At the same time,
constructivists’ attempts to capture empirically the ‘logic of appro-
priateness’ in world politics, although taking for granted the
significance of legitimacy, have not been grounded in a systematic
exploration of the concept and its operation. In the context of the
Security Council, much of the complexity surrounding even the
most basic questions about its behavior and role is the result of ‘an
underappreciation of the role of legitimacy and legitimation in the
routine business of the Council’ (p. 3).

Drawing upon Hardt and Negri’s (2000) discussion of the Secu-
rity Council, Hurd acknowledges frankly that the sovereign
authority of the Council is built on an apparent paradox. If we
regard sovereign states as legally free to make their own decisions
following their own interests, and if we see the regulatory and
supervisory activities of international organizations as constraints
on state freedom, then the result is a fundamental ‘contradiction
between international commitment and state sovereignty’ (p. 5).
This contradiction lies at the heart of the tension between the UN
Security Council’s Charter, which makes it the world’s most power-
ful international organization, and its attempts to use its power
in addressing issues of international peace and security. A
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conventional way around this contradiction is to note that states
choose to obey the Council, either by joining or by complying with
or disregarding specific decisions. That is, the power of the Security
Council is presumed ultimately to rest on the consent of states. The
central thrust of Hurd’s book is to show how problematic this
presumption is, and how much more can be explained by taking
into account a different understanding of power as linked to legiti-
macy.

The limits of the ‘consent’ approach become evident when one
considers that state leaders often take some of their international
obligations seriously even when they might prefer to disregard
them. Even when states violate their obligations, Hurd notes, that
violation is normally accompanied by the effort to make it appear
consistent with the state’s obligation. Consent thus is not free, but
constrained by the presence of a legitimate international organiza-
tion. At the same time, the legitimacy of an organization does not
guarantee compliance with its edicts. The reality lies somewhere in
between: ‘States generally try to manage their relations with inter-
national organizations such as the UN and to influence their
development rather than ignore them or pretend they do not exist’
(p. 6).

Hurd goes on to demonstrate that the power that an international
institution derives from legitimacy has little to do with the consent
or choice of state actors. Instead, it stems from socialization proc-
esses and symbols that are internal to the actor. Legitimacy for Hurd
is not only intersubjective as a shared or collective property of an
institution or rule. It also rests on an actor’s subjective belief that the
institution or rule ought to be obeyed. Thus, legitimate institutions
do not operate as external constraints on actors; rather, they consti-
tute actors and their interests, and those interests are conceptualized
in a way that accounts for existing, legitimate institutional rules. In
the case of the Council, as a matter of institutional design and
political practice, legitimate power was deliberately circumscribed
to minimize conflicts of interests between the Council as a whole
and its largest and most powerful states.

How do we know that legitimacy based on internalization has
occurred? There are two clear indications. First, there are cases in
which states are acting instrumentally to achieve their purpose, but
within the context of rules and institutions that they take for
granted. In such cases, it is reasonable to suspect that ‘states have
internalized the content of the rule or the authority of the institution
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into their schedule of private interests’ (p. 32). This was the case in
the deliberations over the UN Charter in 1945, when the substan-
tive outcome had already been negotiated in accordance with the
preferences of the Great Powers. It is also evident in the fact that
small states seek symbolic affiliation with the Council even absent
any obvious material gains. Second, there are cases in which states
manipulate others by drawing on resources derived from legitimate
institutions – for example, when states use appeals to international
norms or make cynical comments about the Council in an attempt
to get other players to respond in terms that suggest the Council’s
rules and decisions do have legitimacy. This latter move, suggestive
of the ‘rhetorical action’ highlighted by Schimmelfennig’s (2003)
analysis of EU and NATO enlargement (discussed below), depends
on an ‘audience’ acknowledging that adherence to certain inter-
national norms is at least of some value. Even states that have not
fully internalized the Council’s authority can find their behavior
affected by others that accept its legitimacy. Hurd’s perspective thus
differs from the consent theory of realists and liberals, who see
legitimacy as useful for states as they defend their interests against
possible opponents. It differs also from the approach of
constructivists, who take for granted the emergence of stable
intersubjective understandings but neglect the importance of sub-
jective perceptions and the possibilities of manipulation linked to
actors’ interests.

Legitimacy exercises social control in three distinct ways:
through affecting the internal make-up of actors, through affecting
the payoffs of actors, and through the construction of resources
made available to all actors in the system. First, at the unit level, the
significance of legitimacy depends on its internalization by the
actor, as the proscriptions and procedures of an institution are
integrated into the state actor’s sense of identity, interests, and
strategies. Besides its intrinsic qualities and needs, such as survival,
which is essential for continued existence in the state system, this is
how a state learns from its environment what it wants. Learning
here is more than the simple improvement of a means–ends
calculus; it refers to a deeper social reconsideration of beliefs and
goals. At the unit level, the significance of legitimacy is different
from that of compliance. Legitimacy might lead to enhanced com-
pliance, and it often does; but compliance does not inhere in the
very concept of legitimacy. What matters critically is the internaliza-
tion of an external norm, not the behavioral result. Finally, at the
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level of the international system, both the structures of payoffs and
constraints and the distribution of symbolic resources among actors
are affected by ‘the embeddedness of the individual in an environ-
ment of legitimated power’ (p. 41). To the extent that the system
generates states that take it to be a legitimate order, it possesses a
social validity based on general expectations and the probability of
coercive enforcement. These general expectations make even the
strong and those opposed to the system’s legitimacy take account of
legitimacy in their political calculations. Moreover, legitimate insti-
tutions dispense and give access to valuable symbolic resources.
Symbols are tools of power that both serve the instrumental
purposes of actors and enhance the power of international
organizations that control access to symbolic resources.

It is perhaps easier to define legitimacy by what it is not rather
than what it is. Legitimacy is neither coercion nor self-interest.
Legitimacy, coercion, and self-interest represent distinct ideal-
typical modes of social control, each depending on a distinct
mechanism. Although all three are often present in observed prac-
tices, the operation of legitimacy needs to be distinguished
analytically from the other two concepts. Coercion is based on a
relationship of asymmetrical physical power deployed to alter the
behavior of the weaker actor. Coercion acts directly, and is costly in
that it generates resentment and opposition which in the future will
require the application of more coercion, possibly at greater cost, to
elicit the same amount of compliance. It is an expenditure of
precious social capital, and difficult to sustain in the long term. The
belief of serving one’s self-interest is a second motivation for com-
pliance with rules. Self-interest is similar to coercion in that both are
forms of utilitarianism in practice; but self-interested actors con-
tinuously assess all institutional rules and social relationships, and
thus contemplate more far-ranging change in terms of a wide range
of psychic, social, and physical incentives and disincentives. What is
significant of self-interest is its role in maintaining or limiting
long-term relationships depending on whether these relationships
continue to produce the expected stream of positive benefits.
Neither coercion nor self-interest captures the distinctive feature of
legitimacy, which is its ability to influence other actors through the
internalization of particular norms and the subjective perception
that these norms are worthy of obedience for their own sake. There
are certainly complex relationships among coercion, self-interest,
and legitimacy, but one must take care to analytically distinguish
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the operation of each rather than succumb to the temptation of
reducing one to the other.

Hurd’s eclectic approach brings together elements of realist,
liberal, and constructivist perspectives on the sources of power
among international organizations. For realists, the power of inter-
national organizations rests fully and solely on the underlying
distribution of states’ material power. Specifically, strong states
shape the range of international options that are open to small
states, and the kinds of international organization that come into
being in the first place, as Lloyd Gruber (2000) shows for the
European Monetary Union. For liberals, the power of international
organizations lies in offering efficient solutions to coordination
problems. The formality of an organization and the public charac-
ter of membership in the organization are important tools for
creating credible commitments. The power of institutions is thus
measured in the reduction of transaction costs among states. In
highlighting the fact that international politics is social rather than
strictly material, constructivists focus on how institutions constitute
state actors and the interests they hold. Hurd’s conceptual appara-
tus takes on these controversies directly, and his treatment of how
legitimacy relates to coercion and self-interest makes it possible to
proceed eclectically. Legitimate international institutions both
empower and constrain states. And when states view them as
legitimate, these institutions become endowed with sovereignty and
power in ways that no single paradigm can capture by itself.

Hurd’s book has several implications for both scholarship and
policy, particularly in relation to assessments of the United Nations’
performance and its future prospects. First and foremost, Hurd
demonstrates compellingly that ‘sovereignty exists in multiple loca-
tions in the international system, and is exercised by institutions
beyond the state’ (p. 196). In this process, it is worth noting that the
UN Security Council’s original legitimacy was not acquired because
it was perceived as inherently fair, or because it allowed explicitly
for the over-representation of powerful states. It derived instead
from being procedurally fair: that is, by being correct in giving all
voices the opportunity to be heard. Ever since its establishment, the
Council has experienced ups and downs in terms of the extent of its
legitimacy. It has enraged those in powerful states who saw it as
sometimes failing to uphold their interests; and it has sorely disap-
pointed those who wanted to constrain the powerful in their willful
exercise of power on issues of overriding state interest. Although
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Box 5.3
Ian Hurd – Practical politics and conceptual implications

In writing After Anarchy (Hurd 2007), I pursued what I thought was
an interesting and puzzling phenomenon in world politics, namely
the deference states seemed to give to the UN Security Council and
the fights they engaged in over the resources of the Council. The
Security Council seemed to be at once a place where power politics
was being played by states, an independent actor in those struggles,
and a prize. I was interested in both the practical politics of the
Security Council’s life and the conceptual implications of the politics
surrounding it for international relations (IR) theory. To get there, I
looked for conceptual tools and approaches to help make sense of
these politics, and this took me to sociology and organization theory
for the ideas of legitimacy and authority, and to constructivism in IR
theory.

The book is motivated by my curiosity rather than by the urge to
validate a research program, and as a result it incorporates aspects of
the world that the stridently paradigmatic scholar might prefer to
keep separate, such as strategic actors, the social construction of
power politics, and the concerns of international security. It takes the
attitude that the paradigms in IR are like a drawer full of left-handed
mittens: each is useful to a point, but it will only take you so far. The
book shows that international rules and norms are inseparable from
states’ ideas about their interests. Focusing exclusively on either, one
misses what is interesting about the situation. Paradigmatic bounda-
ries should not force us to choose between them. Similarly, the
processes of legitimation that interested me do not fit well into the
language of dependent and independent variables, and trying to
squeeze the project into that model would be counterproductive. As I
see it, the freedom that comes from ‘eclecticism’ leads to an obliga-
tion. Sil and Katzenstein rightly emphasize in this book that
eclecticism neither solves the problems of epistemology and philoso-
phy nor reconciles the differences that separate the approaches.
Instead, it represents the pragmatist’s bet that we can set aside some
of these questions long enough to present interesting research on a
problem. But as a result, it carries the obligation to eventually return
to these questions and reflect on what the research says about them.
Eclecticism is both a strategy for getting on with research in the face
of difficult philosophical questions and an instrument for gaining
insight on these questions.
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both reactions are understandable, it is worth reminding critics of
the Council of its carefully calibrated mandate. The Council has the
power to resist the unilateral decisions of the powerful but not the
power to oppose them on matters of vital interest. Furthermore,
Hurd’s careful examination of the Council’s various decisions
suggests that our expectations of how international institutions
exercise power should be framed not generally, but in specific issue
domains within which these institutions and other actors exercise
sovereign power. Hurd’s analysis also suggests the possibility of
increasing or decreasing legitimacy as weaker powers cloak their
arguments in language and symbols of the powerful – with varying
degrees of success – to get the latter to support their interests.
Looking to the future, Hurd suggests that full blown delegitimation
of the United Nations is highly unlikely: ‘The ‘collective legitima-
tion’ that the Council can provide is extremely valuable to states,
and the political contestation that takes place around the Council
tends to reinforce … the belief among states in its legitimacy’
(p. 193).

Frank Schimmelfennig, The EU, NATO and
the Integration of Europe (2003)

Schimmelfennig explores what he considers ‘the most consequential
political project’ (p. 2) for European organizations in the last
decade: the post-Cold War eastward enlargement process of
Europe’s two most important regional organizations, the European
Union and NATO. He finds that the actual increased salience of the
topic of EU and NATO enlargement has given rise to a good deal of
scholarship on the subject. However, he establishes also that most
of this scholarship is either descriptive or focused on single enlarge-
ment rounds, or on single member or accession countries. A
theoretically oriented approach should start by articulating a cen-
tral research question that focuses not only on the requests of the
many countries seeking to join an organization, but also on the
expansion decisions of different European organizations and the
positions of their member states.

Why Central and East European Countries (CEECs) would want
to join these organizations in the wake of the Cold War is not
particularly puzzling for Schimmelfennig. Rationalist arguments
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suffice to explain this development. What is more interesting is why
Western member states in these organizations should bother to
embark on the complicated and risky course of steady enlargement
when there is no clear indication of the gains from doing so.
Specifically, why did the European Union and NATO decide to
acquiesce to the CEECs’ desires for membership? How did
the members arrive at their decisions to support eastward expan-
sion? And how did they decide on the criteria for accession? These
questions are relevant not only for understanding post-Cold
War European politics, but also for ‘exploring novel ways of
conceptualizing institutional effects and actor behavior in inter-
national politics’ (p. 3).

Schimmelfennig’s approach is premised on the observation that,
in the emerging architecture of the New Europe, organizations such
as the European Union and NATO have signified a Western com-
munity of states that is constituted by shared liberal values. These
values have a significant impact on questions of membership as well
as the appropriate rules governing its behavior. Rather than insist-
ing that in the process of enlargement, state behavior is governed by
the interests of Western states, as would be consistent with a
rationalist framework of analysis, or by rules of appropriateness, as
would be consistent with sociological institutional theory,
Schimmelfennig develops a novel theoretical framework that rests
on two main arguments. The first stresses the significance of ‘the
constitutive liberal rules of the Western international community’ in
explaining expansion; the second, the significance of ‘rhetorical
action’ in explaining how these liberal rules have affected the
enlargement process (p. 3). Below, we briefly consider the first,
straightforward constructivist argument and the empirical evidence
provided to support it. It is the second argument, however, that we
find to be more novel and self-consciously eclectic in offering
mechanisms that cut across and connect competing rationalist and
sociological-institutionalist perspectives.

The first argument stipulates that EU and NATO enlargement are
best conceived as exercises in community building. Both regional
organizations are representatives of broader international communi-
ties, and define their collective identities in terms of the shared values of
those communities. The European Union represents a European com-
munity, NATO a wider Euro-Atlantic one. The overlap between these
two communities is reflected in a shared set of Western liberal norms
and values, among which is that ‘belief in and adherence to liberal
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human rights are the fundamental ideas and practices’ (p. 4). In the
domestic affairs of the member states, these common liberal principles
are reflected in social pluralism, the rule of law, democratic participa-
tion and representation, private property, and a market-based economy.
In the international arena, a liberal conception of order is premised on
multilateralism and non-violent conflict management among the mem-
bers of the community. These values find their institutional expression
in the constitutive organizational rules that govern the policies of both
the European Union and NATO toward non-members and potential
future members. Both organizations disseminate liberal values and
attempt to socialize non-members and potential members to adhere to
liberal values. Enlargement results if these states are willing to be
appropriately socialized – that is, if they are prepared to adopt a liberal
identity, norms, values, and conduct. This perspective explains why
Eastern enlargement worked for those former Communist states that
were successful in adopting democratic values and practices, and the
constitutive rules of the European Union and NATO. States that
remained undemocratic or were less committed to liberal values and
practices were more likely to be denied membership.

The empirical evidence in support of the community approach to
enlargement gives a generally satisfying explanation for the Eastern
enlargement of NATO and the European Union. Identification with
the Western community of states and their liberal practices has been
a sufficient but not a necessary condition of the CEECs’ interests in
joining NATO and the European Union. While all of the CEECs
with a sustained effort at democratization and liberal reforms have
applied for membership, several have fallen short on that score.
Western organizations considered expansion into Central and East-
ern Europe because they were intent on aiding ongoing democratic
transformations in the region. By agreeing to formal accession,
these organizations recognized reform processes that had succeeded
so far as to make states legitimate community members. The
community approach receives further support from the fact that no
CEEC that has systematically violated liberal norms has been
invited to accession negotiations. Where this approach falls short,
however, is in its ability to differentiate between the motives of
applicants and non-applicants and its ability to project the exact
number, timing, and sequence of invitations to accession negotia-
tions. Lithuania and Slovenia, for example, should have been part
of the first-tier accession countries. Similarly, considering their
domestic track record, Bulgaria and Romania were invited too early
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to enter into accession negotiations. In both instances, geostrategic
considerations involving the relations between Western organiza-
tions and Russia probably played a significant role. Furthermore,
the European Union and NATO were not fully congruent in their
timing of when to invite CEECs to enter membership negotiations,
due most likely to the different function of the organizations and the
US presence in one (NATO) and absence in the other (the European
Union). These limitations notwithstanding, Schimmelfennig’s sta-
tistical analysis of other episodes of enlargement tends to support
his basic finding that demonstration of democratic, liberal norms is
the most robust and significant factor in explaining the enlargement
processes of Western organizations in Eurasia. Certainly, it is more
robust than other prevailing explanations emphasizing the organi-
zational imperatives of the European Union and NATO, or the
material incentives of member states.

The eclectic core of Schimmelfennig’s analysis is most clearly
evident in the book’s second main argument. This argument high-
lights the importance of rhetorical action, ‘the strategic use and
exchange of arguments to persuade other actors to act according to
one’s preferences’ (p. 5). The argument is developed in response to
the specific question of why Western states bothered to admit
CEECs at all, when the gains from doing so were far from obvious. In
this context, the preferences concerning enlargement were shaped by
egotistic interests and material environmental conditions of CEECs
that expected significant benefits from membership. For most EU
and NATO members, however, eastward enlargement was not a
rational outcome or an efficient institutional arrangement. In fact,
for both organizations, enlargement imposed significant trans-
action, autonomy, and crowding costs. Furthermore, both had at
their disposal more efficient institutional mechanisms to address the
issues of new member states – associate membership in the case of
the European Union, and the Partnership for Peace in the case of
NATO. And while it is true that some EU and NATO member states
such as Germany would derive great benefits from enlargement,
neither they nor the CEECs had the bargaining power to impose
enlargement on a reluctant majority of EU and NATO members. Put
differently, the standard arguments advanced by neoliberal institu-
tional analysis do not hold. At the same time, there is little evidence
to suggest that the logic of appropriateness trumped material inter-
ests or egoistic action among Western states. In fact, a distinctive
feature of the enlargement process is the fact that neither member
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nor applicant states acted in accordance with either rule-based
enlargement routines or internalized membership norms. The rules
of the community were not taken for granted or interpreted as moral
commands by either members or prospective accession states.

What spurred enlargement was the ability of CEEC governments
and their Western supporters to invoke rhetorical action in order to
overcome an unfavorable constellation of preferences and power
inside the European Union and NATO. They based their case for
enlargement on the constitutive liberal values and norms of the
community of states that both organizations represented, and to
which all member states professed to adhere. They emphasized the
inconsistency between members’ reluctance to enlarge and the
organizations’ liberal rules of membership, as well as past rhetorical
commitments and treatment of outsiders. This proved to be an
effective shaming strategy in getting reluctant states to cross over and
support enlargement. States opposing enlargement could not afford
to veto it, as such an act would have been immensely costly for their
credibility and standing in the West. In the end, ‘opponents of Eastern
enlargement found themselves rhetorically entrapped’ (p. 5).

In analyzing the process by which the decision to enlarge came
about, Schimmelfennig is self-conscious in comparing the relative
significance of four modes of social action. Each elaborates differ-
ent cognitive mechanisms which can be measured against the null
hypothesis of rational action, in which outcomes reflect actors’
fixed preferences and bargaining power. Habitual modes of action
leave the least room for individual agency. Goals and behavior that
result from unreflective habit will necessarily conform most closely
to collective rules because these already influence social action at
the cognitive level. Normative action gives more play to individual
agency. While an actor’s goals are rule-based, the rules reflect the
actor’s normative reasoning and thus are a matter of reflected
choice which may deviate from collective rules. Communicative
action assumes that actors have conflicting preferences, and that
their conflicts cannot be resolved by habit or norms, but only by
entering into a rational discourse in which they engage according to
standards of true reasoning and rational argumentation. These
standards reflect social rules that directly influence actors’ behavior,
including behavior that contradicts initial preferences. Rhetorical
action is an argumentative mode of strategic action that is distin-
guished from communicative action in that it accepts individual and
instrumental choice as the starting point of analysis. Actors employ
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rhetoric that invokes social rules which, in turn, affect their
interaction and ultimately influence collective outcomes.

The first two modes of action – habitual and normative –
typically form the basis for sociological institutionalist theories of
EU and NATO enlargement. These theories do expect enlargement
to be the general outcome, but Schimmelfennig’s analysis of
enlargement preferences and initial enlargement decision making
indicates that neither habitual nor normative modes of action
trump the rationalist account of actors’ preferences and behavior.
For example, he finds that ‘the enlargement preferences of the
member states reflected divergent egoistic calculations of enlarge-
ment costs and benefits based on national security and welfare
interests and on different degrees of positive and negative interde-
pendence with the CEECs’ (p. 191). Schimmelfennig’s eclectic
analysis thus turns to a complex investigation of the deployment of
rhetorical action in understanding the process and decision making
of EU and NATO enlargement.

Schimmelfennig’s conception of rhetorical action builds on the
sociology of Erving Goffman’s (1959) classic study on the ‘presenta-
tion of self in everyday life.’ Goffman’s conceptualization of actors
ranges from a highly socialized construction of ‘self,’ which features
little agency, to the strategic calculation of behavior. His
conceptualization of social interactions ranges from structured
rituals with prescribed rules, to games in which actors with different
capacities and information engage each other. These variations
reflect ‘a dialectical relationship between strategic action and cul-
tural values and norms’ (p. 195). Building on this understanding of
self and society, Schimmelfennig’s conception of rhetorical action
relies on a scale rather than a dichotomy to examine the variable
mix of social and rational mechanisms at play in the behavior and
interaction of actors operating within the Western community that
forms the basis for both the European Union and NATO. Thus, for
Schimmelfennig, ‘the strategic conception of rules combines the
social and ideational ontology of constructivism – in a non-
structuralist, processualist variation – with rationalist instrum-
entalism’ (p. 198) This is a sophisticated and self-conscious use of
eclectic reasoning that is applied deftly to the empirics of the
processes of EU and NATO enlargement.

In any political environment, rhetorical action is crucial for
three reasons. First, political actors operate in a cultural and institu-
tional community environment in which they must pay particular
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attention to certain core principles thought to define that commu-
nity. Second, political success in this sort of community
environment depends on the legitimacy of actors’ choices and
actions. And third, to gain, maintain, or increase legitimacy, actors
deploy and respond to rhetorical action. Whether or not rhetorical
action is effective depends on the availability of formal and infor-
mal mechanisms to induce cooperation among opponents. In the
processes of EU and NATO enlargement, formal mechanisms such
as institutional sanctions and decisions were not as significant as
informal mechanisms involving social pressure and social influence.
Social influence, in particular, stands out as crucial to the process
through which rhetorical action produces collective outcomes. It is
most significant when the setting is public, and when rhetorical
action conforms to rules perceived as legitimate. Thus, influence
ultimately relies on cognitive and emotional reactions that are
triggered by social rewards such as popularity and respect for
compliance, and punishments such as shaming and shunning for
non-compliance. Rhetorical arguments can entrap actors and give
rise to the civilizing force of hypocrisy. Even among selfish actors
and in the absence of coercive institutional power or egoistic
incentives to comply, rule-based collective outcomes are possible as
the consequence of rhetorical action. Compliance, from this per-
spective, becomes the unintended outcome of hypocritical
performances and untruthful arguments of uncommitted actors.

This, Schimmelfennig argues, is precisely what occurred in the
NATO debate about achieving compliance with complex practical
consequences rather than the relatively unproblematic principle of
enlargement. At key junctures of the NATO enlargement process,
shaming was an important part of the story: for example, when
Central European leaders encountered President Clinton at the
emotionally charged occasion of the dedication of the US Holocaust
Museum; or when Clinton encountered opposition from other
NATO members and members of the US Senate. Rhetorical
entrapment and shaming were also very much in evidence in the
case of the European Union. The rhetorical commitment of the
European Union to the founding myth of integrating all European
liberal societies, and its unwavering support of this principle since
the 1950s, created the basis for an effective shaming strategy
throughout the enlargement process.

Schimmelfennig’s analysis thus is based on an eclectic mix
of constructivist and rationalist thinking. He argues that the
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constitutive effects of liberal identity have shaped the policies that
governed fundamental issues such as membership in regional IOs.
However, these collective identities neither correspond to issue-
specific interests of states, nor explain the particular process
through which actors in organizations may convince their oppo-
nents to conform to choices and outcomes that are not in their
material interest. In the case of the European Union and NATO,
material self-interest and power differentials go a long way in
explaining the initial reluctance over eastward expansion among
key players. At the same time, rhetorical action was effectively
employed by an initially less powerful minority of actors to leverage
community rules and to override egotistic interests and instrumen-
tal rationality. Without an analysis of rhetorical action, the gap
between rule-ignoring individual preferences and rule-conforming
collective outcomes could not have been bridged. It is the combina-
tion of material interests and power differentials, stressed by
rationalists; community rules and norms, stressed by sociological
institutionalists; and the strategic deployment of rhetorical action
making reference to those rules and norms, which accounts for an
outcome that neither rationalist nor sociological accounts can
explain fully on their own.

Schimmelfennig’s analysis has important implications which
deserve to be tested further. It also provides a basis for engaging in
practical political action in the international arena without waiting
for the conditions that the major international relations paradigms
stipulate as necessary for building a viable international order.
Rationalism views such an order as epiphenomenal to elusive
power- or interest-based international cooperation. Constructivism
relies on the equally elusive internalization of norms that are
thought to define and encourage ‘appropriate’ behavior in the
international arena. These are high thresholds for the creation of
effective forms of governance. For Schimmelfennig, a ‘strategic
conception of rules and the story of Eastern enlargement draw a
more optimistic picture’ (p. 287). This is because of the possibilities
opened up by rhetorical action even when the constellation of
power and interests, or the diffusion of shared norms and concep-
tions of appropriateness, are not sufficient to enable cooperation.
As long as an international community has rules that are considered
constitutive, legitimate, and salient, the absence of self-interest or
deep socialization does not constitute an insurmountable barrier to
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Box 5.4
Frank Schimmelfennig – Eclecticism builds on theoretical ideas

from outside the mainstream

When I first started working on The EU, NATO and European
Enlargement (Schimmelfennig 2003) in the mid-1990s, I was mainly
interested in gaining a better understanding of a process of utmost
relevance for European international politics. At the same time, I had
a hunch that enlargement constituted a puzzle for the rationalist
international relations (IR) theories in which I had been trained. But I
did not set out to develop an eclectic approach. Rather, my idea was
to formulate and apply a (purely) constructivist theory of enlarge-
ment, and thus to make a contribution to the major IR debate at the
time. It was only when I dug deeper into the subject that I found that
neither rationalist nor constructivist institutionalism provided a sat-
isfactory account of both the process and the outcome of EU and
NATO enlargement.

My eclectic approach – rhetorical action – was not a result of my
empirical work on enlargement. I had come across the idea while
reading up on the theory of argumentation, which I needed for my
doctoral dissertation, and I had elaborated it to position myself in the
German IR debate on Habermas’s theory of communicative action.
When I did research on enlargement, I again found ‘rhetorical action’
to be useful to solve the theoretical puzzles I encountered.

I feel that my eclecticism was mostly favorably received. I was
lucky that my research was published at a time (early 2000s) when
the rationalist–constructivist debate had lasted for a decade and
become stale in the eyes of many. At the same time, I was often
amused to hear people telling me that it was ‘really’ a rationalist
approach – or that it only worked because it had a constructivist
foundation. But most of the debate to this day has been on the
substance of the argument, and whether enlargement could not be
(better) explained on a purely rationalist or constructivist basis.

My advice follows from my experience: It does not make sense to
pursue an eclectic approach as a research goal. Rather, eclecticism is
the unintended result of research that seeks to explain specific events
as well as possible. Moreover, in order to make a good case for an
eclectic approach, you need to start – and try very hard – with pure
and parsimonious theories. Finally, eclectic theorizing does
not emerge inductively from empirical research. It requires new
theoretical ideas, and you are most likely to find those outside the
mainstream of disciplinary theorizing.

the construction of international normative order. Rhetorical action
and strategies of entrapment provide political substitutes for
generating unlikely coalitions that can sustain such an order.
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Alice Ba, [Re]Negotiating East and
Southeast Asia (2009)

The political logic shaping the dynamics of regional organizations
varies, as a comparison between Europe and Southeast Asia illus-
trates. Ba’s analysis focuses on how ideas interact with material
power in the shaping of a regional integration process that looks
quite different from the enlargement of the European Union and
NATO. The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)
raises intriguing puzzles for analysts of international relations. In
that part of the world, states are often divided. Economic interests
are often more competitive than complementary. And unilateral
action often trumps multilateral cooperation. All of this suggests
that a standard realist analysis grounded in the examination of
relative capabilities and interests should be perfectly adequate. To
the extent that there are diplomatic initiatives centering on ASEAN,
they tend to produce little more than meaningless noise – all talk
and no action. ASEAN, furthermore, has often been criticized for
failing to respond creatively and energetically to a number of recent
crises – the financial crisis in 1997, the SARS crisis of 2003, the
human rights crisis in Myanmar, and recurrent environmental crises
caused by the annual fires in Indonesia.

The problems of policy coordination within ASEAN appear to
confirm the skepticism that realists harbor towards regional organi-
zations, and to disappoint the hopes neoliberals generally place in
the mutual benefits associated with institutions. While ASEAN
states may view the organization as a useful instrument for defend-
ing their interests against more powerful countries, they have
shunned the pooling of military capabilities that is at the center of
balance-of-power theories in world politics. Even military initia-
tives such as the creation of a Zone of Peace, Freedom, and
Neutrality (ZOPFAN) are in the eyes of realists useless, offering
little by way of enhanced military capability or deterrent against
possible attack. Contractual and neoliberal approaches that are
usually more optimistic about the effects of international institu-
tions also see little value in ASEAN. In the face of competing
national economic interests, it is striking that ASEAN has virtually
none of the formal constraints and binding obligations that are
employed to spur political cooperation in organizations such as the
European Union and NATO. On all measures of institutional
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power, ASEAN scores abysmally low in the eyes of rationalist
scholars of international relations. At best, it is thought to be a
weakly institutionalized ‘talking shop.’

Realist and liberal theories can teach us why ASEAN has not
done more, but they have difficulty accounting for why ASEAN has
not done less. Their perspective reflects the tendency to measure
regional cooperation in terms of material benefits and strictly
utilitarian terms; but this is only one half of the story. The other
half, left curiously under-analyzed and unexplained, concerns the
ways in which the dynamics and evolution of ASEAN reflect the
dramatic transformation of a once highly volatile, poor, and frag-
mented region during the last four decades. Specifically,
conventional approaches to ASEAN do not suffice to explain what
it does do, how it has succeeded in generating a greater degree of
cooperation and stability, and what its member states get out of the
ASEAN process.

Although ASEAN’s regionalism may be weak by some standards,
its creation in 1967 provided an important turning point in the
history of the region, replacing a confrontational and unstable
politics with a cooperative and stable one. It is indeed hard to recall
today the fragile political and poor economic conditions that char-
acterized national and regional politics a decade after Southeast
Asia had emerged from a deeply divisive colonial rule. Furthermore,
during the Cold War Southeast Asia was a pawn in the hands of the
great powers, most conspicuously in the Vietnam War. At the
regional level the original members of ASEAN – Indonesia, Malay-
sia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand – were divided by
numerous quarrels. Despite weak domestic structures, great power
interventions, and serious regional rivalries, for reasons not appre-
ciated in standard realist and liberal accounts, Southeast Asia’s
regional cooperation has gradually widened and deepened during
successive decades. Economic ties have grown, as new regional
arrangements have drawn the attention of more powerful and
influential regional actors, as in the case of the ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF), the ASEAN Plus Three (APT) meetings, and the East
Asia Summit (EAS). Some have gone so far as to refer to these
processes as the ‘ASEAN-ization’ of Southeast and East Asia as well
as of Asia-Pacific relations. Arguably ASEAN’s most important
achievement has been the improvement of relations with China, and
the latter’s recognition of the value of ASEAN for its evolving
regional and global strategy. In the realm of security, it is significant
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that some longstanding territorial disputes between founding mem-
bers have been settled or moderated peacefully. In fact, ASEAN’s
Treaty of Amity and Cooperation (TAC) is now a widely accepted
indigenous, political security treaty in a region once accustomed to
rivalry and conflict. Furthermore, the domestic structures of
ASEAN’s member states have become more stable and consoli-
dated, though not always in a democratic form. All of these changes
represent ‘remarkable and dramatic developments for an organiza-
tion of lesser states for which conflict, not cooperation, had once
dominated so many levels of their politics’ (p. 3).

In exploring how and why these changes occurred, Ba finds little
help in rationalist styles of analysis. She frames her puzzle on the
basis of a baseline that is not constrained by the assumptions and
expectations of either realist or liberal-institutionalist theories. The
puzzle is cast in the form of four interrelated questions: How did
competing states with divergent interests manage to stabilize their
relations and deepen cooperation to the point that they now refer to
‘One Southeast Asia’? How did ASEAN, which viewed itself as
specifically ‘Southeast Asian’ and as a lesser power in the wider
region, become the gravitational center of post-Cold War patterns
of cooperation encompassing East Asian and Asia-Pacific
regionalisms? What do these expanded regionalisms mean for
ASEAN’s self-defined identity as a Southeast Asian organization?
And how can significant change in the direction of regional coop-
eration be reconciled with the challenges that continue to be evident
in intra-ASEAN coordination? In answering these questions, Ba
does not deny the relevance of national power and interest. But her
self-consciously eclectic analysis aims also to incorporate ideas and
social processes in the disciplined effort to account for both the
relative weakness of regional cooperation at any given moment and
its surprisingly vibrant evolution during the last four decades.

The center of Ba’s analysis focuses on regionalism as a set of ideas
and a cumulative social and political process. Ideas, she argues, are
necessary for a more diverse and expanded view of the exchanges
that take place between actors. And, alongside a more complex
view of bargaining processes and material exchanges, they help in
explaining both the challenges and the accomplishments of regional
integration. Ideas of diversity and diverse interests created the
conditions for insecurity and regional rivalry. Over time, these ideas
also provided a justification for a regional organization that would
mitigate conflict and encourage political cooperation without
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formal cooperation and centralized coordination. Among these
ideas, the continued salience of national sovereignty ranked high,
creat- ing normative obstacles to more formalized political coopera-
tion and centralized policy coordination. This did not mean that
regional cooperation was doomed, only that it would occur through
different mechanisms and processes.

In addition, Ba’s conceptualization of the problem emphasizes an
extended process evolving over a longer period of time. Rather than
treating cooperation and coordination as one-shot deals, Ba charac-
terizes them as ongoing social processes that involve ‘interactive
and cumulative social negotiations’ (p. 4). Individual initiatives in
ASEAN certainly merit attention. Many of them are fraught with
difficulties and disappointments, as realist and liberal analyses note.
Yet each of these initiatives is also no more than a point along an
extended process of social negotiation that can transform social
contexts and relationships. In fact, regional elites themselves have
tended to view regional cooperation as a relationship-building
process rather than as a series of discrete agreements. The social
dynamics evident in such a complex process, Ba argues, should be as
much an analytical and political concern as the gains and losses,
successes and failures associated with each individual initiative.
This is why Ba extends her analysis to various forms of regionalism
– such as Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), ARF, and
APT – that have been influenced or spurred by ASEAN, but are all
related, interactive elements of the same cumulative set of dia-
logues and practices associated with ASEAN’s evolution over time.
Material incentives and bargaining are included in this concep-
tualization of regional cooperation. But ‘the process of cooperation
involves not just the negotiation of specific material interests but
also social relations, social practices, and indeed social identities’
(p. 4).

Central to cumulative processes of social negotiation is the insti-
tution of regional dialogue. It is through talk (what Schimmelfennig
refers to as rhetorical and communicative action) that ASEAN’s
diverse states have maintained and pursued agreement and consen-
sus on various issues of common concern. And it is their talk that
has, over time, generated a regional political culture of restraint,
respect, and responsibility that offers a striking contrast to both the
conflict-ridden Southeast Asia of the 1960s and the more formal-
ized rules and procedures for encouraging political cooperation in
European organizations. Traditional writings on ASEAN certainly
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emphasize the point that ASEAN regionalism involves a lot of
talk (as opposed to action). But what these writings miss is the
cumulation of substantive, material effects of regional talk over
time.

These effects are evident in the production of new norms and the
formation of a new regional culture, as expressed in institutional-
ized practices that stress non-confrontational and inclusive political
engagements. Careful attention to the process of dialogue reveals
the crystallization of a regional commitment to non-violent resolu-
tion of problems, as well as a shared normative belief that ASEAN’s
member states should work toward regional solutions. This also
means that, to the extent that regional stability is a prerequisite for
economic growth, ASEAN has created the conditions for an aston-
ishing growth rate for the region and for many of its member states.
At the same time, ASEAN’s norms and practices are not free of
flaws. They are generally state-centric, and often undemocratic.
They can also be quite inefficient in generating collective action in
response to particular situations. Nevertheless, these norms and
practices have proven to be effective in preventing conflicts from
escalating – a fact that is widely recognized by political leaders
throughout the region, though not sufficiently appreciated in much
of the academic literature.

In a nifty analytic move, Ba emphasizes the significance of
Southeast Asia’s relatively high level of regional diversity as the
starting point for regional dialogue. This focus also reveals how
closely material and ideational factors are intertwined. Diversity in
people, geography, colonial experience, ethnic complexity, and
national perspectives is pervasive, making Southeast Asia a much
less coherent regional space, comparatively speaking. Realists
recast this diversity, quite appropriately, in terms of competing
national interests that often spur regional rivalries and political
tensions. However, in Ba’s formulation, this diversity is not only an
objective reality but also an intersubjective fact. It is a strong,
shared belief that Southeast Asia is an unusually diverse region, and
that this diversity is likely to be a source of division and disunity.
This intersubjective component of diversity has made reinterpreta-
tion possible over time, as government leaders became more
committed to the ASEAN way because of the objective diversity of
the region.

Ba argues that, ‘alongside beliefs about the dangers of Southeast
Asia’s diversity and fragility, ASEAN politics are also guided by an
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important concern for regional unity’ (p. 7). This is precisely the
story she tells about ASEAN’s evolution since its founding in 1967.
Elites at the time were fully cognizant of the enormous diversity of
the region. In addition, they understood the risks that diversity
posed to the political stability and economic growth in which they
all had a vital interest. Diversity meant weak national integration
and regional divisions. The solution thus was to be found in
national integration and regional unity; ASEAN offered a promis-
ing path to both. Partial realist accounts of ASEAN’s diversity and
division are thus augmented on this crucial point by Ba’s ideational
explanation of ASEAN’s astonishingly successful evolution during
the last four decades. Concern for the negative effects of diversity
spur regional elites to engage in dialogues and to value regional
cooperation. Yet because these efforts are motivated by a strong,
longstanding, and shared belief in the reality of diversity, there
exists also a shared fear of pushing regionalism so far that it may fall
apart. Thus, ‘concern for regional unity … becomes both driver
and constraint on ASEAN regionalism’ (p. 7), explaining the
accomplishments of ASEAN as well as the difficulties, delays, and
limitations of its various initiatives.

A distinctive aspect of Southeast Asian regionalism is the linkage
between the evolution of intra-ASEAN relations and broader, extra-
regional developments, especially perceived changes in the policies
of the United States and other major powers toward the region. This
link is a function of the particular dependence of specific Southeast
Asian states on the United States for economic and security assist-
ance. The link also depends on the ability of the United States to
intervene militarily and otherwise in the region’s affairs should it
choose to do so. During the last half-century, the Vietnam War was
the defining event in the region’s history. However, conditional
trade, investment, and aid concessions also have figured promi-
nently. US policy changes have thus provided an important catalyst
for both intra- and extra-regional relations. For example, Ba notes
that ASEAN’s creation in 1967 was a response to the US war
in Vietnam as well as the retrenchment of the United Kingdom in
Southeast Asia in the mid to late 1960s. Similarly, the TAC was a
response to the end of the Vietnam War, while ZOPFAN evolved as
a reaction to the US–China détente. In the economic realm, a series
of preferential trade agreements (PTAs) was largely a reaction to the
Nixon shock of 1971 and the subsequent food and oil crises. And,
more recently, ARF, AFTA, and ASEAN 10 have all responded to
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shifts in ASEAN’s external relations since the end of the Cold War,
while East Asian initiatives such as ASEAN-plus have been spurred
by disappointment over the US reaction to the Asian financial crisis
of 1997. Changes outside of Southeast Asia, and particularly
changes in US policy, thus were deeply intertwined in the ongoing
regional evolution of Southeast Asia. The linkage between external
environments and intra-ASEAN developments, however, has been
consistently mediated by the cumulative social processes accompa-
nying dialogue, whether in the form of argument, information
sharing, consensus seeking, or social reinforcement.

Ba’s analysis has important implications for both scholarship and
practice. In relation to theories of international relations, her study
highlights three related dynamics that play an underappreciated
role in system change: the long-term roles played by seemingly
unimportant events and shocks; evolutionary processes of change
that are more gradual and incremental; and the cumulative effects
of ideas and processes on thinking and practice. ‘Each of these
dynamics,’ Ba argues, ‘is better revealed when we consider coopera-
tion in more process-driven, less outcomes-driven or even events-
driven terms’ (p. 233). Regarding policy implications, Ba’s analysis
points to reasons why ASEAN and its most recent initiatives should
be taken seriously even if the track record of ASEAN regionalism is
not as strong as the European Union’s by the measures typically
used to analyze regional integration. With ASEAN’s forays into the
region of ‘East Asia’ through initiatives such as ARF, APT, and EAS,
there are reasons to be cautious about whether the social processes
that have generated a common understanding of regional diversity
and unity in Southeast Asia can automatically be translated into
similar social processes with similar effects in East Asia. What
ASEAN’s experience does suggest, however, is that ‘the future of
East Asian regionalism – indeed, East Asian security – hinges on
states’ ability to strengthen the ideational glue, foundational agree-
ment, and processes that can maintain relations in the face of
adversity and division’ (p. 242). For Southeast Asia itself, the
adoption of a new ASEAN Charter in 2007 reveals the continuing
commitment to regional unity through an ‘ASEAN Community’
based on security, economic, and sociocultural pillars. At the same
time, the passing of many of the ‘old men of ASEAN’ (p. 245), as
well as the explicit efforts to ensure participation among new
societal groups and transnational networks, point to new chal-
lenges in negotiating, or renegotiating, the significance of diversity
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Box 5.5
Alice D. Ba – The ‘whens’ and ‘hows’ of process

Eclecticism was not explicitly on my mind when I began work on
[Re]Negotiating East and Southeast Asia (Ba 2009), though it prob-
ably was eclectic from the beginning. I was self-conscious about
investigating the role played by particular ideas as both focal points
and frames for ASEAN cooperation. I was also interested in ques-
tions of change and continuity. Those interests then led me down
other roads, especially as I tried to pinpoint and answer the theoreti-
cal and empirical ‘whens’ and ‘hows’.

For me, ‘process’ became critical to the project and its ultimate
conclusions in more ways than one. Partly, it was the method: The
process of tracing ASEAN and particular ideas over time revealed the
importance of process in ASEAN and a pattern of ideational-
material interactions, both of which became important pieces of my
explanation. For example, when I began the project, I knew that the
question of power and the question of divergent interests would have
to be accounted for (not just because of the ASEAN states’ structure
of relations with world actors that material accounts emphasize, but
also because they have been ongoing preoccupations of the regional
discourse on and in Southeast Asia). Process tracing was the method
that revealed both the patterns and the different ways in which they
mattered.

Similarly, in pursuit of the ‘whens’ and ‘hows’ the importance of
process – both cooperation as an extended, cumulative process
involving ideational, material, and social negotiations, and the spe-
cific process by which ASEAN states pursue agreement – came to be
as important as my original interest in specific ideas.

If I have advice for others, it is simply to be open to discovery.
Perhaps consistent with my own findings on this particular project,
one thing that I have learned is that the way in which debates are
framed in both international relations and in the existing ASEAN
literature have a way of bounding what we are inclined to see and
how we see it. This is a constant struggle for one personally and in
terms of how one’s work is received and interpreted – but it is also a
struggle that for me led to greater clarity and new directions. As I
conceive it, my project is a project that is not just about both material
and ideational factors but also about how, when brought together,
they contribute to an explanation that may be more than the sum of
its parts.

and the value attached to different aspects of regional unity. While
radical changes are likely to be constrained by the founding ideas
associated with ASEAN, Ba emphasizes that ‘states’ willingness –
albeit gradual and often reluctant – to discuss contentious and
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formerly taboo issues’ also points to an organization that has
matured greatly over the last forty years (p. 248).

Conclusion

The works surveyed in this chapter examine the evolution of diverse
institutions of governance, ranging from regional institutions such
as the European Union and NATO (Schimmelfennig 2003) and
ASEAN (Ba 2009) to global institutions such as the IMF and
UNHCR (Barnett and Finnemore 2004), the UN Security Council
(Hurd 2007), and the ICC (Schiff 2008). In all of these cases, we
find not only that these institutions potentially challenge exclusive
claims of state sovereignty, but also that they shape, and evolve in
response to, economic and other issues. The evidence suggests that
global and regional institutions will generally not prevent powerful
states from pursuing their interests. At the same time, it is clear that
states frequently join institutions in part because they want to be
perceived by the international community as acceding to inter-
national norms that have become more salient to them over time. In
addition, the studies suggest that in their day-to-day functioning,
global and regional institutions discover new sources of influence
and encounter unexpected constraints. These are often related to
the internal organizational dynamics of the institutions, and cannot
be reduced to either their specific mandates or the distribution of
power and interests among its members. The ongoing operations
of global and regional institutions reflect the complex interplay of
power differentials and material interests, on the one hand, and
of norms and shared identities, on the other. Denying the existence
of one or the other will leave our analysis shortchanged and our
practices ill-informed.

All five books exemplify eclectic scholarship. Specifically, they all
conform to the three criteria outlined in Chapter 1 (see Table 1.1)
for identifying analytic eclecticism in the study of world politics.
First, each of the studies characterizes its core research question in a
nuanced way that reflects the actual experiences and challenges
faced by real institutions or organizations as they attempt to pursue
or redefine their mandates in a changing international environment.
What motivates each study is not so much the application of an
existing paradigm or the desire to fill in a gap in the scholarly
literature, but a curiosity about the behavior and evolution of
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global or regional organizations and the success or failure of IOs’
various efforts to influence aspects of world politics.

Second, all of the authors aim at middle-range theories rather
than universal laws or highly detailed descriptions. Their causal
stories are not idiosyncratic, as they incorporate portable mecha-
nisms that can be found to varying degrees in other international
institutions. But explanations of specific outcomes reveal distinctive
configurations of mechanisms and processes which makes it impos-
sible to develop a parsimonious model of how international
institutions behave. As Schimmelfennig notes (see Box 5.4), not all
of the authors set out to be self-consciously eclectic in their respec-
tive approaches. In the process of digging more deeply into the
evidence, however, they all came to recognize the complex interac-
tions among material and ideational factors, and between the
internal and external environments of the organizations and their
members.

Finally, all of the works discussed in this chapter reveal a more or
less direct interest in issues of practice and policy. They seek not
only to understand and explain outcomes, but also to assess, and in
some cases improve, the efficacy and legitimacy of collective gov-
ernance in various contexts. This is evident, for example, in Barnett
and Finnemore’s and Hurd’s concerns for the moral and political
authority of the United Nations, as well as in Schiff’s and Ba’s
emphases on the limited accomplishments of the ICC and ASEAN
in very challenging environments. These five books thus illustrate
how eclectic analyses can meaningfully engage efforts underway in
the world of policy and practice to explore new, more representative
multilateral institutions and modes of governance.2

In their own reflections (Boxes 5.1 to 5.5), the authors discussed
in this chapter concur that eclecticism is not an end in itself; but they
also reveal that eclecticism can emerge from many different paths,
some more self-consciously traveled than others. Barnett and Schiff
make clear that they pursued eclectic approaches from the outset
because they found paradigm-bound theories to be inadequate. The
fact that dominant theories of international relations had so little to
say about international institutions made it useful for Barnett and
his coauthor, Martha Finnemore, to turn to organization theory as a
point of departure. And Schiff is explicit that, instead of being loyal
to any particular ‘theoretical god,’ he saw fit to incorporate selected
aspects of realism, liberalism, and constructivism insofar as this
procedure helped him to construct ‘as broad and complete an
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understanding of the Court as possible within the confines of a
short and readable book.’

Ba, Hurd, and Schimmelfennig, in contrast, did not initially set
out to pursue eclecticism. For Schimmelfennig, ‘eclecticism is the
unintended result of research that seeks to explain specific events as
well as possible.’ In fact, Schimmelfennig notes that he initially set
out ‘to formulate a (purely) constructivist theory’ to explain the
processes of EU and NATO expansion unfolding in the 1990s. It
was only when he ‘dug deeper into the subject’ that it became
apparent that he had to adopt a more eclectic strategy that incorpo-
rated elements from both rationalist and constructivist works. For
Ba and Hurd, attention to the respective processes of social negotia-
tion and legitimation provided the basis for their gradual movement
in an eclectic direction. Hurd began with an interest in
constructivist theories of international relations alongside organiza-
tion theory and sociology; along the way he found paradigmatic
boundaries too confining for understanding the most interesting
aspects of the politics of the Security Council. And Ba notes that
tracing the processes of how ASEAN member states pursued agree-
ment is what drew her towards a careful consideration of
‘ideational-material interactions.’

The authors’ reflections also suggest that departures from domi-
nant theoretical traditions can be driven by both the latter’s limita-
tions and the varied insights each tradition provides into related
aspects of the complex realities the authors are trying to grasp.
However, they emphasize that which insights to draw upon and
how to combine them are crucially important questions that cannot
be taken lightly. Barnett and Schimmelfennig join the other authors
in rejecting the notion of paradigmatic battles and recognizing the
virtues of eclecticism. However, they also insist that the values of
simplicity and parsimony should not be tossed aside; before pro-
ceeding to eclecticism, it is worth pausing to consider whether less is
more. Barnett (see Box 5.1) warns that ‘causal complexity can be
potentially mistaken for a “garbage can” approach in which every-
thing matters.’ He invokes Occam’s razor to emphasize the value of
exploring the simplest available explanations before proceeding to
combine them in more complex causal accounts. Schimmelfennig
goes further in pointing out that eclectic theorizing is not entirely an
inductive exercise, and requires a search for potentially usable novel
theoretical ideas that extends beyond the mainstream. For him, the
debates among German international relations scholars over the
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utility of Habermas’s theory of communicative action paved the
way for the development of the concept of ‘rhetorical action’ that
would later provide a theoretical core for his eclectic account for EU
and NATO enlargement.

For Ba and Schiff, the answers to the questions of which factors
matter most and how to combine them emerged from the process of
delving into the empirics of their subject matter. Schiff was not
interested in exploring each and every possible permutation of
factors drawn from different paradigms. But in carefully tracing the
ICC’s development, it became clear that each approach had heuris-
tic value in accounting for some important aspects of the story.
Similarly for Ba, the significance of policy processes inside ASEAN
became progressively more apparent, setting her on a path to
exploring ‘cooperation as an extended, cumulative process involv-
ing ideational, material, and social negotiations.’ In both cases,
analytic eclecticism emerged from a careful exploration of the
empirics in light of the limitations of existing paradigm-bound
theories. At the same time, as Hurd reminds us, eclectic scholarship
can neither reconcile nor ignore the differences over epistemology
and philosophy that underlie inter-paradigm debates. The pragma-
tist ethos that permits the eclectic researcher to temporarily set aside
these differences to tackle complex realities also imparts ‘the obliga-
tion to eventually return to these questions and reflect on what the
research says about them.’ This is perhaps a point with which all of
the authors would agree: eclecticism offers a pragmatic way of
getting on with the work of understanding the world, but also
requires us to reflect back on existing theoretical perspectives and
metatheoretical foundations.

The notes struck by the authors we met in Chapters 3 and 4
resonate with these statements. Eclectic research is problem- rather
than theory-driven. The nature of the problem, and of the causal
account offered, cannot be circumscribed on the basis of immutable
theoretical priors derived from paradigmatic assumptions. And
intellectual curiosity and individual biography can play a major role
in shaping the pathways through which one arrives at eclectic
scholarship.
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

In this concluding chapter we consider the lessons of the various
examples of analytic eclecticism discussed in Chapters 3 to 5.
Drawing on only some of these studies for purpose of illustration,
we emphasize the similar ways in which authors have posed their
problems, developed their arguments, and engaged the issue of
practical relevance. We also consider in passing how the substantive
issues tackled by some of these authors might be problematized and
analyzed in paradigm-bound scholarship. In the second part of the
chapter we offer a discussion of the professional risks and trade-offs
of eclectic scholarship for individual scholars, acknowledging the
difficulties of sustaining eclectic research in an institutional envi-
ronment in which scholarly assessments and professional
advancement frequently require standards to be established on the
basis of paradigmatic assumptions and boundaries. Considering the
track record of conventional scholarship in generating practically
useful knowledge about international affairs (Nye 2009), we
emphasize the importance of accepting and encouraging eclectic
work alongside paradigm-driven research. Our view is in broad
agreement with a proliferation of arguments in favor of eclectic
styles of reasoning in other subfields of political science, in other
disciplines, and in various historical or practical contexts.

Lessons from eclectic scholarship

Long ago, the British philosopher Michael Oakeshott (1962 [1947],
p. 15) noted that ‘nobody supposes that the knowledge that belongs
to a good cook is confined to what is or may be written down in the
cookery book.’ The best way to learn a recipe may well be to watch
the cook at work in the kitchen. In a similar vein, the best way to
discuss how to pursue eclectic research is to consider the common
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attributes of works that have fruitfully adopted an eclectic
approach to generate interesting and useful insights. It is not possi-
ble to construct a definitive ‘model’ or ‘guide’ for conducting
eclectic scholarship. But we can learn from considering what makes
these diverse works similarly eclectic, and what sets them apart
from conventional paradigm-bound research projects. This takes us
back to the three criteria for defining and distinguishing eclectic
styles of research outlined in Chapter 1 (Table 1.1): the open-ended
formulation of problems; the construction of complex middle-range
causal stories; and the facilitation of pragmatic engagement
between the academic world and the world of policy and practice.
We draw selectively on the books discussed in Chapters 3 to 5 to
recapitulate the significance of these criteria and to distinguish
eclectic from paradigm-bound research.

Problem formulation

Eclecticism is more than problem-driven research. Any problem can
be formulated in a manner that fits closely with the theoretical
priors of the researcher (Shapiro 2005; Sil 2004). Thus, paradigm-
bound research can also claim to be problem-driven. Eclectic
scholarship is distinctive in that it seeks to resist the temptation to
articulate problems in a manner that facilitates the application of
particular paradigmatic assumptions or pre-given metatheoretical
principles. It is thus significant that each of the books discussed in
Chapters 3 to 5 is not only problem-driven but formulates research
questions in an open-ended manner, highlighting their inherent
complexity rather than focusing on selected aspects that are empha-
sized in existing paradigm-bound theories. In their problem
definition, eclectic analyses lay the groundwork for exploring how
concepts, logics, mechanisms, and findings associated with various
paradigms might be selectively integrated to shed new light on
substantive problems that are of interest to both scholars and
practitioners.

Realists, for example, have frequently organized their research
questions on issues of conflict and security around concepts such as
the balance of power, the logic of deterrence, and the significance of
offense or defense. Such questions are undeniably important, and
have generated path-breaking studies. At the same time, it becomes
difficult to recognize, let alone problematize, more complex
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phenomena where the logics associated with balancing, deterrence,
or offensive/defensive postures are fundamentally intertwined with
a host of other pertinent logics and unfolding processes. Jervis thus
analyzes the relations among the United States and European pow-
ers, not only in terms of an alliance formed against a common
security threat, but also as a security community encompassing the
most powerful and developed states in the international system.
This security community is an unprecedented phenomenon that
cannot be explained solely by traditional realist arguments. Jervis
also problematizes in a variety of contexts the internal dynamics of
that community, specifically in relation to the United States as its
most powerful member.

The same holds true for Finnemore’s study of intervention.
Within the framework of realism, the emphasis would rest solely on
the power differentials that enable stronger states to intervene in
weaker ones. Power differentials matter, of course. However,
Finnemore’s formulation of the problem is richer, and incorporates
an observation that has eluded realist treatments of intervention:
over time, the motivations for intervening and the conditions under
which interventions are deemed acceptable have changed dramati-
cally.

Relatedly, realism provides useful insights into why states pursue
nuclear weapons, and why they are not likely to use them when
confronted with the prospect of mutually assured destruction.
However, the questions that Solingen and Paul ask – why states that
are capable of developing weapons choose not to do so, and why
some states have helped to promote a tradition of non-use – are
more difficult to articulate within a theoretical framework that
assumes the primacy of logics associated with nuclear deterrence or
the security dilemma. This is why the title of Solingen’s book,
Nuclear Logics (2007), employs the plural.

On questions of international and global political economy dis-
cussed in Chapter 4, neoliberalism has made important advances in
developing a systematic and cumulative research program. Begin-
ning with the concept of interdependence, it has effectively
employed game theory to clarify the logics through which states,
even under conditions of anarchy, manage to cooperate and
advance their separate and joint interests. Within such a frame-
work, the architecture of international financial institutions,
the coordination of economic liberalization, and processes of
regional integration are typically problematized as instances of
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institutionalized cooperation that reflect the material interests and
resources of member states. While this is a useful intellectual move
that highlights important aspects of political economy, it often
requires us to treat as ‘exogenous’ vital domestic issues such as the
social bases and political coalitions that enhance or constrain a
state’s ability to act on its preferences.

These are precisely the factors that the authors discussed in
Chapter 4 incorporate into the formulation of their research ques-
tions. Seabrooke’s formulation of his research question, for
example, investigates two processes: how various social groups
respond to different policies of credit allocation, and how this in
turn affects a state’s capacity to project financial power in the
international arena. The connection between these two processes is
normally ignored by paradigmatic research, which takes for
granted the causal primacy of states’ absolute or relative gains,
factor endowments, or international institutions. Similarly, Woll
problematizes the ambiguity and fluidity of trade preferences
among particular European business groups; she refuses to simply
assume that firm interests are fixed or that firms will always oppose
deregulation for fear of undermining their privileged positions in
non-competitive home markets. Stubbs is also very clear in resisting
a paradigm-driven problem formulation. His research question –
why high economic growth occurs in sites marked by destructive
wars or the threat of war – is located at the intersection of security
studies and political economy. Such a question cannot be formu-
lated neatly within the parameters typically associated with either
realist or neoliberal research programs.

The questions addressed by the authors we discuss in Chapter 5
are more conducive to eclectic analysis. The study of transnational
governance is a relatively new field of scholarship which is not
clearly dominated by any one paradigm. Yet it would not take much
imagination to reframe these books’ questions in narrower terms
that seek greater conformity with particular paradigms. For exam-
ple, questions about the influence and interests of powerful
members in international organizations tend to be cast in realist
terms, while neoliberals are more likely to focus on the efficiency
gains and reduced transaction costs associated with those organiza-
tions. Alternatively, constructivist approaches to the emergence or
transformation of international organizations might focus on ques-
tions relating to the effects of transnational norms or regional
identities. All of these formulations would miss the unexpected or
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self-defeating outcomes on which Barnett and Finnemore thus focus
their attention – the interaction of international organizations
(IOs), conceived as autonomous bureaucratic organizations, with
their member states and international environments.

Questions about persistence or expansion of regional institutions
are often cast in paradigmatic research in terms of the utility of
institutions for their members. Schimmelfennig views the problem
of NATO and EU enlargement as more complex, treating it as a
complicated and risky course of action that the member states
decided to undertake without any assurance of obvious material
gains. Such a phenomenon needs to be problematized in a manner
that recognizes the complexity, diversity, and evolution of the
various interests and ideals pursued by new and old member states,
and this would be difficult to do within the confines of paradigm-
bound research.

Complex middle-range causal accounts

Eclectic scholarship is characterized by complex causal stories that
are cast at the level of middle-range theory. They lie somewhere
between context-sensitive descriptive narratives, and universal
theories or models. Typically they include elements – mechanisms
and logics – that are portable across a set of comparable contexts,
often implicitly defined by a stated problem. However, the particu-
lar attributes of a context influence the specific configuration of
mechanisms and logics that generate distinctive processes and out-
comes (Falleti and Lynch 2009). It is of course possible to employ
parsimonious middle-range explanations that are founded on
metatheoretical principles associated with specific paradigms, thus
emphasizing the operation of some mechanisms while downplaying
the effects of others. What distinguishes an eclectic middle-range
account is the sacrifice of parsimony in favor of an open-ended
exploration of a broader range of causal factors, normally analyzed
in isolation by contending paradigm-bound theories (Sil and
Katzenstein 2010).

While some mechanisms and logics are general enough to be
present in every definable context, the fact remains that the particu-
lar assortment and configuration of mechanisms and logics in any
given context may be idiosyncratic. Hence, eclectic analysis resists
overly abstract models or parsimonious universal theories in favor
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of more modest middle-range causal stories intended to trace and
compare the configurations of relevant mechanisms across compa-
rable contexts. Such a view of causality is entirely compatible with
the growing acceptance of more extensive endogeneity, and the
ubiquity of complex interaction effects in the study of politics (Hall
2003). In the context of contemporary international relations, we
assume that eclectic causal stories will typically incorporate ele-
ments of at least two and possibly all three of the main contending
paradigms: constructivism, liberalism, and realism. We also expect
such accounts to feature processes that cut across the analytic
divides presumed to exist between levels of analysis and the
material and ideational dimensions of social reality (see Figure 1.1).

On questions of security, Jervis offers an eclectic causal account,
cast in the form of a ‘synthetic interactive explanation,’ of the
emergence and dynamics of a novel security community encom-
passing most of the great, developed powers. Jervis is very self-
conscious in considering whether, how, and to what extent different
causal forces contributed to the general and issue-specific outcomes
he addresses. His explanation features material factors (such as the
costs of war and the difficulty of conquest) as well as ideational ones
(the emergence of a shared identity among great powers that also
embrace democratic norms).

Kang’s study is also motivated by the presumption that identities,
interests, and relative capabilities all influence how East and South-
east Asian states are responding to China’s rise. Questioning the
falsifiability of realist arguments that stretch unduly the concept of
balancing to explain East Asian regional dynamics, Kang presents a
complex causal account of how historically shaped configurations
and understandings of power, interests, and identities have pro-
duced regionally specific interpretations of China’s capabilities and
policies.

Finally, in relation to the pursuit of nuclear weapons, Solingen’s
explanation considers not only the regional contexts within which
states make the decision on whether to acquire weapons, but also
the way in which the domestic political survival of elites influences
political calculations. In each of these cases, the causal stories are
not as general and parsimonious as those based on realism. At the
same time, they offer middle-range explanations of empirical proc-
esses that are difficult to capture in a purely realist theoretical
framework.
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The arguments reviewed in Chapter 4 are similarly complex in
seeking to link processes that operate at different levels of analysis,
and that straddle the analytic divide presumed to exist between
material and ideational factors. This is clearly evident in
Seabrooke’s analysis of states’ financial capacity in the international
arena. In adopting a Weberian perspective emphasizing the
legitimacy of economic policies among lower-income groups,
Seabrooke’s book breaks with conventional rationalist or material-
ist approaches to financial statecraft. At the same time, in contrast
to constructivist accounts stressing the primacy of norms and
identities, the distribution of credit and the flow of capital are
important components of his causal story. Sinclair’s analysis is also
more complex than more parsimonious accounts that assess the role
of rating agencies in terms of efficiency. Such studies typically stress
the importance of knowledge and information. Sinclair acknowl-
edges their significance in his book, but he digs deeper to uncover
the ways in which the origins and evolution of knowledge networks
related to credit rating agencies affect their authority in global
financial markets.

Jabko’s ‘strategic constructivism’ also reflects an effort to develop
a complex analytic framework to explain the sources and implica-
tions of the intensification of European integration processes
starting in the 1980s. His account is built on a constructivist
foundation, but adds to this a more complicated story about the
emergence of a political strategy in which elites self-consciously
deployed the ‘market’ concept to simultaneously promote economic
liberalization and strengthen supranational governance. In contrast
to straightforward interest-based or identity-based explanations of
European integration, Jabko’s analysis is able to account for the
timing of the deepening of European integration, while also
explaining why the same elites could both embrace market-friendly
reforms and concentrate decision-making power within European-
level institutions.

The scholars discussed in Chapter 5 offer similarly complex
accounts of the behavior, efficacy, and transformation of different
IOs. Barnett and Finnemore, for example, draw on organization
theory to construct an account in which the internal bureaucratic
features of international organizations interact with conventionally
posited causal factors to produce distinctive outcomes. Some of
these results surprise powerful member states, while others can
undermine the IO’s original mission. Barnett and Finnemore put
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less emphasis than rationalists might on the role of powerful mem-
bers in influencing IO behavior, and they do not insist, as
constructivists might, on a fixed relationship between the diffusion
of international norms and the behavior of IOs in a given sphere of
politics.

Schiff’s analysis of the ICC is explicit in borrowing from realist,
liberal, and constructivist research traditions to explain the emer-
gence and operation of the Court. His complex account weaves
together realist elements that help to explain why the Court can
play only a limited role; neoliberal elements that specify the extent
of overlapping interests in the case of the Court’s limited successes;
and constructivist elements that stress why states committed them-
selves to creating an IO that does not appear to advance their
material interests.

Hurd’s analysis, too, sacrifices parsimony in order to generate a
more comprehensive understanding of how and why the UN Secu-
rity Council operates the way it does. Hurd recognizes that the
Council, like sovereign states and some other organizations, is
endowed with the right to exercise final authority. However, he
emphasizes that international relations consist of different fields
within which there exist different sources of ultimate legitimacy.
Thus, the very limits to the powers of the Security Council, frustrat-
ing to many observers, are for Hurd integral to its legitimacy.

At a minimum, the books discussed in Chapter 5 illustrate how
seemingly inexplicable aspects of IO behavior begin to make sense
once we extend the scope of causal analysis beyond the theoretical
boundaries established by any one paradigm.

Pragmatic engagement with the ‘real world’

Finally, eclectic scholarship is partially motivated by a desire to
generate useful practical insights that are, at least in principle,
responsive to debates that extend beyond the academe. To be sure,
paradigm-bound research sometimes claims to offer prescriptions
for policy, and eclectic scholarship sometimes leaves implicit the
practical significance of its findings. For the most part, however,
paradigm-driven research is intended to engage with the world of
existing theories, with the aim of either pursuing theory building
within a preferred paradigm, or confronting theories constructed
within a competing paradigm. The result is a growing gap between
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theory and policy which, as Nye (2009) notes, many academics
view as unproblematic so long as ‘better social science theory’
emerges in the process. In a similar vein, Craig Calhoun (2009)
notes how the dramatic growth of universities and the emphasis on
academic professionalism since the Second World War has spurred
social scientists to focus their communications on others in the
academy, with very little engagement of public issues and audiences.

Analytic eclecticism certainly engages existing social science
theories, but with the intention of systematically drawing together
elements of diverse theories in ways that can shed new light on
real-world issues of policy and practice. Eclectic approaches may
yield original findings that are interesting and compelling scholarly
contributions in their own right. But analytic eclecticism can do
more than this. Because it is not invested in either intra-paradigm
progress or inter-paradigm competition, analytic eclecticism can
respond to calls for a more ‘public social science’ (Calhoun 2009).

The authors discussed in Chapters 3 to 5 are not equally explicit
about the practical or normative relevance of their scholarship;
indeed, on this third criterion there exists the greatest variation
among the books we have discussed. Even so, none of the scholars
we discuss is attempting to shy away from the messiness and
complexity of issues of policy and practice. And all at least partially
justify their research in terms of the insights it can generate for
contemporary and future debates over policy and practice.

For questions of security, for example, Jervis is quite explicit in
spelling out the implications of his analysis for the conduct of US
foreign policy. He is naturally concerned with the strengths and
weaknesses of paradigm-bound theoretical accounts. But his pri-
mary objective is to correct for the fact that the models and
protocols guiding US foreign policy have not kept up with impor-
tant changes in the international environment. Paul is also clear
about the relevance of his analysis of the tradition of nuclear
non-use for foreign policy. While cautioning against excessive reli-
ance on this tradition for ensuring peace and security, he emphasizes
the gains to the United States and other nuclear powers of pursuing
self-deterrence given the long-term material and reputational costs
of breaking with the tradition of non-use.

Similarly, Solingen sketches out practically useful scenarios that
follow from her eclectic analysis: internationally oriented political
coalitions will drive policy away from the acquisition of nuclear
weapons while inward-oriented coalitions, all other things being
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equal, are more likely to move toward it. This has important
implications for how much emphasis policymakers should place on
either international norms or the balance of threats in trying to
understand the motivations of particular leaders who opt to either
pursue or forgo nuclear weapons. Finnemore’s analysis is not
framed in terms that directly suggest any specific policy prescrip-
tions; however, it does speak to important and enduring normative
concerns about intervention which indirectly bear on policy and
practice.

The analyses of political economy discussed in Chapter 4 are also
driven to varying degrees by a concern for normative or policy
issues. Jabko’s analysis of the political strategy behind Euro-
peanization, for example, raises the possibility that different
strategic calculations under different circumstances could lead to a
weakening of supranational governance. This in turn is important
for debates over how much policy makers within and outside of
Europe can assume that the power and authority of EU institutions
and officials will continue to grow indefinitely. Stubbs acknowl-
edges that his analysis does not have general policy implications for
all countries in all regions. However, his approach to East Asian
development does have clear practical relevance in that it can alert
policymakers to the significance of regionally specific patterns of
economic growth, and to the developmental potential that inheres
especially in countries that have experienced the threat or impact of
war over an extended period of time. Seabrooke’s analysis draws
attention to the normative and practical significance of the legiti-
macy accorded to specific social policies by groups normally
considered insignificant in the analysis of international financial
outcomes. The normative significance rests on the perceived fair-
ness of policies governing the allocation of credit across different
strata of society. The practical significance rests on how a greater
sense of fairness can help policymakers to draw upon a broader and
deeper pool of capital when seeking to shore up a state’s financial
position in the international arena.

Finally, on questions related to international organizations and
supranational governance, the eclectic studies discussed in
Chapter 5 lead to more ambivalent appraisals than paradigm-
driven scholarship tends to offer. Although they recognize the
achievements of some IOs (such as the UNHCR) under challenging
circumstances, Barnett and Finnemore highlight the risks that
inhere in the undemocratic liberal cosmopolitanism underpinning
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many IOs. Their case studies suggest that the pursuit of liberal
policy goals through impersonal bureaucratic procedures is easily
impaired by a lack of political mechanisms assuring accountability.
This risk also points to the need for a more nuanced and critical
treatment of the normative claims IOs typically advance on their
own behalf.

By way of contrast, Ba’s and Hurd’s books soften the harsh
criticisms often leveled at ASEAN and the Security Council. Ba’s
analysis, for example, suggests to policymakers the need for a more
realistic baseline for assessing the performance of regional organi-
zations such as ASEAN. Her emphasis on the question of why
ASEAN has not done less stands in stark contrast to conventional
rationalist treatments that question ASEAN’s value in light of its
limited significance for either the security or economic interests of
member states. Similarly, Hurd’s analysis of the Security Council
implies that policymakers would do well to adjust their expecta-
tions of what the Council, with its carefully calibrated mandate, can
and cannot accomplish.

Although the authors are not equally self-conscious in pursuing
each of the three criteria we use to denote analytic eclecticism, they
do collectively demonstrate its distinctive features and potential
utility. Each has identified an interesting question that either repre-
sents an anomaly from prevailing theoretical perspectives, or cuts
across the boundaries established by competing paradigms. Each
offers causal accounts that constitute original and interesting
middle-range explanations, combining mechanisms and logics
drawn from at least two contending paradigms. And each offers
usable insights that at least implicitly serve to connect scholarly
debates within the academe to normative and practical issues of
potential interest to both policymakers and the wider public. For
those seeking to pursue eclectic scholarship, we regard these as the
defining objectives.

The risks, trade-offs, and promise of
analytic eclecticism

A commitment to analytic eclecticism is not without risk for
individual scholars, particularly those who are relatively junior.
Apart from the challenge of incommensurability we addressed
in Chapter 1, eclectic researchers face a number of practical
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challenges. First, precisely because eclectic scholarship incorporates
elements of diverse theories embedded in separate paradigms, it
risks being subjected to a wider range of scrutiny and criticism,
often reflecting the assumptions, standards, and practices associ-
ated with all of those paradigms. One of the most important
benefits offered by paradigms or research traditions is what Lakatos
(1970) referred to as a ‘protective belt’ of assumptions that can
shield scholarly analyses from questions about core theoretical and
metatheoretical assumptions. Scholars pursuing eclectic scholar-
ship not only forgo this sort of protection but leave themselves open
to challenges from adherents of each of the paradigms they seek to
engage.

Second, a scholar adopting an eclectic approach must invest
significant energy in guarding against the conceptual muddiness
(Johnson 2002) that can emerge when working with multiple
analytic perspectives. The pursuit of analytic eclecticism requires
enough familiarity with different theoretical languages to ensure
that the terms and concepts employed in various paradigm-bound
theories are properly redefined and translated in the context of an
eclectic analytic framework. Engaging concepts and theories drawn
from multiple paradigms requires scholars to develop the facility for
‘multilingual’ conversations with diverse research communities,
each confidently speaking a single theoretical language to which its
members have been wedded for much of their careers. This problem
is magnified by institutionalized procedures for deciding how to
deal with hiring, promotions, grants, and prizes. These procedures
tend to work most smoothly when there is consensus on what
constitutes ‘good’ research. This implies that eclectically minded
scholars are taking some professional risks that adherents of para-
digms can avoid. At the same time, eclecticism promises
considerable intellectual and professional rewards, as attested to,
for example, by the careers of the 15 authors whose work we have
discussed in this book.

Third, there is the fundamental problem of how to evaluate
eclectic research. This problem is not unique to eclecticism. In the
absence of a stable consensus among philosophers on what distin-
guishes ‘science’ from ‘non-science’ (Jackson 2010), protocols and
standards for research vary across paradigms, since each proceeds
on the basis of a distinct set of epistemic norms. This suggests that
eclectic research should not be judged solely according to the
criteria that adherents of any one paradigm employ to determine
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what constitutes good scholarship. Yet eclectically minded scholars
are also not absolved from having the quality of their work evalu-
ated by those not impressed by the benefits of eclecticism.

To begin with, any piece of social scientific research can be
minimally assessed in terms of quality of evidence, falsifiability, and
generalizability – criteria that are taken seriously by most members
of most research traditions. For example, work by eclectic scholars
that does not supply adequate empirical evidence to support causal
stories, or that offers broad generalizations without careful consid-
eration of the representativeness of cases or specification of scope
conditions, will rightly be found wanting. But eclectic researchers
can and should try to do more. They can become familiar with the
evaluative criteria employed by adherents of various paradigms,
and selectively triangulate these criteria to form their own problem-
specific sets of ‘cross-epistemic judgments’ (Schwartz-Shea 2006).
These judgments can be based on the deployment of different types
of criteria in evaluating each of the individual elements – observa-
tions, inferences, interpretations, and conceptual moves – that
constitute a given piece of eclectic research.

At its best, eclectic research is explicit at the outset about how it
will make a compelling case, both for the overall analysis and for
each of its theoretical and empirical components. Such efforts do
not generate uniform standards for evaluating all eclectic research.
However, by forming and meeting reasonable problem-specific
criteria, analytic eclecticism can contribute to methodologically
sophisticated conversations across metatheoretical divides, while
encouraging all researchers to make the most plausible case possible
to the widest possible audience (Pouliot 2010). This abstract formu-
lation is in full agreement with Justice Potter Stuart’s chief criterion
for identifying pornography. That is, we recognize good eclectic
work when we see it.

Even so, the risks and difficulties associated with eclectic scholar-
ship beg the question of whether we should expend resources on
eclectic projects in the absence of prior indications of their value to a
discipline. Because eclectic scholarship poses novel questions,
explores a wider range of possibilities, and may not offer definitive
results, Stephen Sanderson (1987, p. 321) has criticized it as a waste
of time and energy: ‘A better alternative … is to adopt the theoreti-
cal tradition that seems at the time most useful and to follow it as
intensively as possible.’ This observation, however, fails to consider
the obvious. Claims made by adherents of a paradigm to theory

216 Beyond Paradigms



accumulation and intellectual progress are rarely accepted by
adherents of competing paradigms. This is evident, for example, in
the radically different assessments of realism offered by Stephen
Walt (1997), who sees it as evolving and increasingly sophisticated,
and John Vasquez (1997), who sees it as degenerating in the face of
a growing number of anomalies that it cannot explain. If two such
prominent scholars are capable of producing such different evalua-
tions, then there is no reason that eclectic modes of inquiry should
be viewed as any more wasteful or inefficient than paradigm-bound
research from the perspective of the field of international relations
writ large.

Moreover, whatever successes are claimed by adherents of a given
paradigm often require them to exclude or simplify aspects of
reality to facilitate the deployment of concepts, mechanisms, and
logics typically privileged by adherents of that paradigm. As we
noted above, such simplification can be useful in illuminating
specific aspects of a complex reality, particularly in connection with
phenomena about which little is known. However, this also gener-
ates blind spots that may go unrecognized in the absence of
challenges from other paradigms or from eclectic research. As
Anatol Rapoport (1960) noted long ago, it is not fruitful to apply a
single set of intellectual tools to make sense of what he argued were
three archetypical types of social situations – fights, games, and
debates – that comprise conflict:

It seems to me that no single framework of thought is
adequate for dealing with such a complex class of phenom-
ena as human conflict. But an acquaintance with several
frameworks may serve to bring our ignorance to our atten-
tion. … Thus, although none of the approaches here
presented is adequate, each can serve as a reminder of what
has been left out in the others. (Rapoport 1960, p. 359)

This view parallels Waltz’s (1959) contention that prescriptions
based on a single image are inadequate because they are based on
partial analyses. It also resonates with Moravcsik’s (2003) observa-
tion that the complexity of most important events in world politics
precludes the possibility of unicausal explanations. Without a dose
of eclecticism, scholarship based on a single paradigm risks mistak-
ing some trees for the forest. Although this point is compelling
and hardly novel (Haas 1990, p. 213), it has not produced any
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significant changes in scholarly practice in the field of international
relations. As the TRIP surveys discussed in Chapter 2 indicate
(Jordan et al. 2009; Maliniak et al. 2007), paradigmatic boundaries
remain powerful. They are reflected not only in research, but also in
teaching, hiring, competition for grants, manuscript reviews, and
conference organization. The result is that scholars often speak past
one another even when they are addressing related aspects of the
same phenomena (Adler and Pouliot 2008). This also has the
unfortunate effect of furthering what Ian Shapiro (2005) calls the
‘flight from reality,’ and undermining contemporary efforts
to bridge the widening divide between academic research and
problems of policy and practice (Calhoun 2009; Krasner et al.
2009).

In contrast to paradigm-driven scholarship in international rela-
tions, analytic eclecticism embraces a pragmatist conception of
social inquiry. It thus places a premium on inclusive dialogue among
all who are concerned with the consequences of knowledge claims,
including decision makers and ordinary actors engaged in their own
forms of inquiry, reflection, and persuasion (Flyvbjerg 2001, p. 139;
Mazlish 1998, pp. 197–206). This does not, however, mean that
analytic eclecticism rejects the idea of a scientific study of inter-
national politics. Rather, it follows E. H. Carr, Morgenthau,
and other founders of the field whose approach to a ‘science’ of
international politics eschewed overt political partisanship but
nonetheless incorporated a strong dose of moral reasoning and
normative reflection (Reus-Smit 2008). Fortunately, normative con-
cerns have not disappeared entirely from the academe, as Keohane
(2009a, p.363) reminds us:

We should choose normatively important problems because
we care about improving human behavior, we should
explain these choices to our students and readers, and we
should not apologize for making value-laden choices even
as we seek to search unflinchingly for the truth.

Besides questions of theory, analytic eclecticism offers opportunities
to enhance our collective ability to communicate across paradig-
matic boundaries, and to engage normative and policy issues of
interest to a broader public. This dialogical benefit underscores the
fact that, far from being dissociated from paradigm-bound scholar-
ship, analytic eclecticism is concerned with the practical relevance
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of theoretical elements drawn from diverse paradigms. Eclecticism
that summarily dismisses existing paradigmatic scholarship risks
devolving into ad hoc arguments that may be meaningless to other
scholars and will do little to narrow the gap between scholarly
debates and the world of policy and practice. At the same time, for
intellectual progress to be made in the study and practice of inter-
national politics, it is as important to engage the full menu of
intellectual possibilities as it is to refine existing theories concerning
subsets of those possibilities. Analytic eclecticism is specifically
designed to probe those possibilities that elude researchers who
work within paradigmatic boundaries and who have come to take
those boundaries for granted. By expanding the repertoire of
assumptions, concepts, analytic principles, interpretive moves, and
inferential logics, analytic eclecticism enables us to add new lay-
ers of complexity to phenomena that paradigm-bound research
must necessarily oversimplify. The complementary processes of
paradigm-driven simplification and eclectic ‘recomplexification,’
we believe, are the key to expanding the scope and quality of
dialogue concerning problems in international life within and
beyond the academe. For this reason, it is desirable to gamble at
least some of our resources on analytic eclecticism and to accept
the risks and trade-offs associated with that gamble.

The case we make for analytic eclecticism in the study of world
politics runs parallel to similar arguments across and beyond aca-
deme concerning the intellectual and practical benefits of drawing
on diverse perspectives. Within political science, for example, the
fields of social movements and institutional analysis draw upon
elements of a range of approaches that, while not full-blown para-
digms, were once considered to be in competition with one another.
The study of social movements has historically been characterized
by a wide variety of approaches, including relative deprivation
theory (Gurr 1970), macro-structuralist analysis (Skocpol 1979),
resource mobilization theory (Tilly 1978), rational choice theory
(Chong 1991), and ideational approaches related to ‘framing’
(Benford and Snow 2000).

Although usually presented as competing perspectives, these
approaches are, in fact, organized around different though some-
what related questions, each focused on a different segment of the
process whereby grievances ultimately lead to a reaffirmation,
recalibration, or transformation of the status quo. Recognizing this,
leading students of social movements have tried in recent years to
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build more integrated frameworks with the hope of bridging differ-
ent perspectives and generating more comprehensive under-
standings of social movements (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2001).
This intellectual initiative rests on a clear recognition of the multi-
plicity of processes that connect structural and individual levels,
and that combine to convert initial sets of grievances into organized
collective action capable of altering the status quo. This does not
suggest that earlier approaches were inconsequential or incorrect.
Precisely because these earlier studies yielded important insights
into particular aspects of social movements, it made sense to
explore how, taken together, these insights might contribute to
more complex narratives about contentious politics.

Recent moves toward eclecticism are also readily observable in
the study of institutions. Generally treated as competing alterna-
tives, economic, historical, and sociological variants of the ‘new
institutionalism’ (Hall and Taylor 1996) have all relaxed their
original metatheoretical assumptions in order to expand the range
of analytic constructs to be used in institutional analysis. Historical
institutionalists have moved away from the emphasis they initially
placed on institutional persistence linked to path dependence. They
have begun to pay closer attention to more incremental or gradual
processes of change, which can either generate novel institutional
forms over long time horizons or produce unexpected breakdowns
at critical thresholds (Pierson 2004; Thelen 2004). Economic
institutionalists go beyond the treatment of institutions as sponta-
neously emerging, self-enforcing equilibria produced by strategic
agents acting on their preferences. Instead, they presume that shift-
ing parameters over iterated games can generate complex effects,
and therefore focus on how historically situated systems of rules,
beliefs, and norms affect the supply of information and the
motivations of actors engaged in different transactions (Greif and
Laitin 2004; Greif 2006). Finally, sociological institutionalists
have generated more complex understandings of how shared
worldviews, cognitive scripts, and normative templates interact
with discursive or symbolic practices in the process of shaping
institutions and institutional actors (Schmidt 2008). Although the
analytic boundaries between the different new institutionalisms
may not be as rigid or enduring as those between paradigms in
international relations, the theories associated with each of the new
institutionalisms have expanded in scope and complexity. This has
paved the way for more self-consciously eclectic approaches such as
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John Campbell’s (2005) analysis of institutional change as a process
encompassing a wide range of mechanisms drawn from all three
‘new institutionalisms.’1

Beyond the efforts to overcome the boundaries separating para-
digms or distinct schools within a given field of scholarship, there is
the call for ‘collaborations across subfields and disciplinary
boundaries’ (Granato and Scioli 2004, p. 321). Analytic eclecticism
does not necessarily privilege interdisciplinary work for its own
sake. However, there are instances in which boundaries between
subfields and disciplines function in much the same way as those
between paradigms: they artificially segment complex phenomena
into discrete aspects that are analyzed only with the concepts and
methods privileged in a given subfield or discipline (Sil and Doherty
2000). Thus, analytic eclecticism is more drawn to the kind of
interdisciplinary scholarship called for in the report of the
Gulbenkian Commission, fittingly titled Open the Social Sciences
(Wallerstein et al. 1996). The report discourages the creation of
permanent interdisciplinary programs, and with it, further speciali-
zation and fragmentation. At the same time, it calls for the
establishment of interdisciplinary research groups that are funded
on a temporary basis to explore insights generated by different
disciplines and subfields in relation to specific questions or urgent
issues. A similarly problem-focused argument for cutting across
scholarly divides is evident in James Caporaso’s (1997) plea for
systematically integrating comparative and international politics.
Given that students of comparative politics and international rela-
tions are frequently concerned with related facets of the same
substantive phenomena – for example, the making of foreign eco-
nomic policies or the effects of different political institutions – it
makes sense to explore more fully the ways in which elements
normally studied separately in the two fields might combine to
generate interesting outcomes.

In other disciplines too, there have been efforts to promote
something akin to analytic eclecticism as a welcome counterweight
to separate schools of thought. In the field of economic theory, for
example, Sheila Dow (2004) has called for a ‘structured pluralism’
to complement scholarship being carried out in separate research
communities. While a common provisional structure and language
is necessary to promote the development of communication within
separate paradigms or research communities, Dow views pluralism
as indispensible for providing useful channels of communication
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across these communities. One excellent example of scholarship
that captures and extends this pluralism is Avner Greif’s (2006)
analysis of medieval commerce. Greif parts ways with conventional
economists in emphasizing the necessity of combining general theo-
ries and models about politics and markets with historical studies of
their institutional foundations in particular contexts. His approach
thus depends on ‘merging the study of institutions, as conducted
in mainstream economics, with the study of cultural and social
factors, as conducted in sociology’ (Greif 2006, p. xv).

In psychology too, we see efforts to stretch or cut across bounda-
ries in the study of judgment and decision making. Historically,
different aspects of choice and judgment have been studied by
separate groups of researchers, each with its own distinct
metatheoretical frameworks and scientific priorities (Goldstein
2004). The conventional approach to judgment and decision mak-
ing was originally informed by preferential choice, relying heavily
on expected utility theory in conjunction with Bayesian principles
for coping with uncertainty. Growing evidence of deviation from
those principles in human decision making, however, spurred alter-
native lines of research. One prominent alternative, social judgment
theory (SJT), builds on the pioneering work of Egon Brunswik. It is
distinguished by a more probabilistic approach which views judg-
ment and decision-making outcomes as products of the interaction
between a more differentiated set of cognitive mechanisms (includ-
ing intuition and perception) and mechanisms embedded in the
external environment (Hammond 1996). Contemporary applica-
tions of SJT extend from the analysis of interpersonal conflict and
individual learning to the investigation of feedback effects, organi-
zational psychology, and even human values (Doherty and Kurz
1996; Hammond and Stewart 2001). Significantly, although the
initial pioneers of SJT were skeptical of non-Brunswikian
approaches, many of its contemporary proponents have come to
view engagement with multiple research paradigms as useful to
understanding the links between judgment, thinking, and decision
making in a variety of practical settings (Goldstein and Hogarth
1997; Hammond and Stewart 2001).2

Finally, it is worth recognizing that the fundamental intuition
behind analytic eclecticism has been articulated in slightly different
terms in relation to a number of historical or practical settings. In
Chapter 1, we noted how an excessive emphasis on parsimony and
steadfast reliance on a single analytic perspective can decrease
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judgmental accuracy and increase the likelihood and size of errors
in forecasting (Hirschman 1970; Tetlock 2005). This basic logic is
also evident in arguments about the conditions under which we are
more likely to witness surprising achievements among organiza-
tions and societies. Scott Page (2007), for example, argues that
progress and innovation over the long term are more likely when a
group or society depends less on singular solutions offered by
brilliant individuals or like-minded experts, and instead pools a
broader range of perspectives offered by diverse individuals and
groups. Drawing upon evidence from a wide range of settings, from
schools and firms to groups and societies, Page (2007, p. xx)
proceeds to demonstrate ‘how diverse perspectives, heuristics, inter-
pretations, and mental models improve our collective ability to
solve problems and make accurate predictions.’

Josiah Ober’s (2008) work on Athenian democracy provides an
excellent illustration of this point. Ober offers a compelling account
of Athens’ ability to flourish above and beyond other city-states.
From the level of material well-being and the distribution of minted
coins to the prominence of Athens in classical Greek literature, it is
clear that ‘Athens ranks as the preeminent Greek polis by a very
substantial margin’ (Ober 2008, p. 39). While it is tempting to
attribute this success to Athenian democracy, Ober notes that many
categories of Athenians were excluded from citizenship and demo-
cratic participation. He emphasizes instead the significance of the
diverse perspectives that Athens’ socially diverse community were
encouraged to voice in public debate and discourse. The distinctive
Athenian approach to the aggregation, alignment, and codification
of useful knowledge allowed Athenians to employ resources
deftly by exploiting opportunities and learning from mistakes. The
Athenians’ capacity to make effective use of knowledge dispersed
across a large and diverse population enabled democratic Athens to
compete well against non-democratic rivals (Ober 2008, p. 2).

A similar logic is at play when identifying the conditions that
facilitate learning and innovation in the contemporary world of
business. The most dynamic firms embrace ‘collaborative learning,’
which depends heavily on the promotion of ‘dialogue within and
across groups of individuals with proximate knowledge of a par-
ticular problem’ (Helper, MacDuffie, and Sabel 2000, p. 484). Also
worth noting is the difference between firms that rely solely on
existing bodies of knowledge that have produced their current
capabilities, and those that seek to recombine different types of
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knowledge in innovative ways to cope with changing market oppor-
tunities. The ‘information pooling’ in which the latter firms engage
may not produce the economies of scale of hierarchically structured
organizations; but it does deliver ‘economies of scope’ while reduc-
ing the likelihood of ‘insular, self-absorbed decisions’ that can prove
costly in the long term (Helper et al. 2000, p. 470). Sweeping
curricular changes in American business schools appear to validate
such insights. There is a discernible shift away from standard
methods and models taught in specialized departments, and toward
greater emphasis on exploring multiple perspectives and paying
close attention to cultural contexts (Wallace 2010). These and
related developments in other fields underscore the promise that
analytic eclecticism holds for the field of international relations.

Edward Wilson (1998, p. 8) insists that the ‘fragmentation of
knowledge and resulting chaos in philosophy are not reflections of
the real world but artifacts of scholarship.’ We do not necessarily
assume, as Wilson does, that this observation implies a full-blown
‘consilience’ across all branches of learning in search of unified
knowledge. However, we do believe that the boundaries between
disciplines and paradigms are constructs that, while practically
useful for some purposes, are often reified to the point that they
prevent us from recognizing, analyzing, and addressing socially
important problems in international life. Analytic eclecticism is
intended not as a means to erase those boundaries but as a counter-
weight to them. It proceeds from a flexible pragmatist ethos to
grapple with problems that are not only theoretically interesting but
also have normative and practical significance for decision makers
and the wider public. Thus, the spirit of analytic eclecticism is very
much in keeping with what Aristotle referred to as phronesis,
practical wisdom (Flyvbjerg 2001; Schram 2005). Whereas the
natural sciences may generally fare better when it comes to testing
theories and predicting outcomes, the social sciences are in a posi-
tion to promote vigorously a practical wisdom that recognizes the
contingencies, complexities, and uncertainties embedded in various
social settings (Schram 2005, pp. 108–10). Alongside, and in dia-
logue with, paradigm-bound research, analytic eclecticism can serve
to improve theoretical and practical knowledge about world
politics, and in the process, it can help bridge the gulf between
academic scholarship and the world of policy and practice.
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Notes

Chapter 1

1 The discussion of analytic eclecticism in this chapter elaborates on earlier
treatments of the concept in various articles and chapters, including
Katzenstein and Sil (2004, 2008) and Sil and Katzenstein (2010).

2 Throughout this book, we follow Andrew Abbott (2004, pp. 26–30)
in dismissing the stark dichotomy between ‘explanation’ and ‘under-
standing.’ Models, theories, narratives, and ethnographies are all
‘explanations’ in the sense that they all contain causal stories of varying
degrees of concreteness.

3 One reason for the fractal nature of these distinctions may be that they
represent not dichotomized opposites, but endpoints of an ‘epistemo-
logical spectrum’ along which numerous points of contestation are
possible within adjacent segments (Sil 2000b, pp. 162–6).

4 In this regard, O. J. Wisdom (1974) contends that advocates of the
incommensurability thesis did not clarify the boundaries of the thesis,
allowing a reasonable ‘soft’ version of the thesis to be treated as a more
extreme and less defensible ‘hard’ one. For evidence, he notes that the
Galilean conception of ‘length,’ though not equivalent to the conception
of ‘length’ in Einstein’s work on relativity, is a part of the latter insofar as
it captures the length between two points within a frame of reference that
is moving within a designated space.

5 This is particularly true in the case of approaches proceeding from
pragmatist principles. Pragmatism emphasizes the practical conse-
quences of knowledge claims rather than adherence to rigid
metatheoretical postulates. Chapter 2 discusses the relationship between
eclecticism and the ‘pragmatist turn’ in international relations.

Chapter 2

1 In the 2006 survey, for example, nearly 90 percent of scholarship
considered to be paradigmatic by respondents consisted of work identi-
fied with the realist, liberal, or constructivist traditions (Maliniak et al.
2007, p. 16).

2 Specifically, more than two-thirds of those who said their work did not
fall into one of the major paradigms also indicated that they did not rely
on paradigms of any kind; the rest chose ‘other’ over several established
paradigmatic alternatives, ranging from realism, liberalism, and con-
structivism to Marxism, feminism, and the English school (Jordan et al.
2009, p. 33).
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3 This figure and some of the accompanying discussion grow out of an
earlier overview of the nature and limits of paradigmatic scholarship in
the context of East Asian security (Katzenstein and Sil. 2004).

4 Jackson and Nexon (2009, 2004) suggest that current lines of debate in
international relations point to four, not three, discrete alternatives:
realism, liberalism, realist-constructivism, and liberal-constructivism.
We obviously share Jackson and Nexon’s (2009, 2004) optimism con-
cerning the possibilities for cutting across paradigmatic fault lines; but it
is not clear to us why, in view of their interest in remapping the field
around possible areas of complementarity, they do not treat the conver-
gence of realism and liberalism (corner A in our Figure 2.1) as systemati-
cally as they do the convergence between realism and constructivism
(corner B) or between liberalism and constructivism (corner C).

5 In security studies, for example, articles in each of two leading journals –
Journal of Conflict Resolution and International Security – rarely
acknowledge scholarship produced in the other even when addressing
the same issues (Bennett, Barth, and Rutherford 2003).

6 The emergence of constructivism may thus be viewed in relation to the
path-dependent history of US international relations as a field. Right
from the outset, the field was disproportionately influenced by the
persistent debate between realists and liberals/idealists, evolving in a way
that left important sociological concepts and theories on the margins
because they appeared irrelevant to that debate. In this context,
constructivist analyses that are not based on a programmatic commit-
ment to a new dominant paradigm may be viewed instead as essentially a
long overdue corrective, reconnecting sociology and international rela-
tions. This may be why the work of Max Weber, referenced in a number
of the studies discussed below (Barnett and Finnemore 2004; Seabrooke
2006; Woll 2008), has become increasingly relevant given its emphasis
on the duality of material and ideal interests and on the multiple bases
for social action, ranging from instrumentally rational and value-
rational to traditional and affectual.

7 This section is adapted from our earlier discussions of the relationship
between eclecticism and pragmatism (Katzenstein and Sil 2008; Sil 2009;
and Sil and Katzenstein 2010).

8 Empiricism, for example, assigns priority to observation and measure-
ment, and proceeds to generate inferences, with the expectation that the
standardized application of replicable methods will generate progres-
sively better inferences of specific phenomena. Logicism is also positivist
in its orientation, but proceeds from Hempel’s formulation of the
deductive–nomological model, with emphasis placed on internally con-
sistent propositions deductively derived from axiomatic covering laws
(Shapiro and Wendt 2005).

9 In ethnographic approaches, for example, there is a presumption that
there is enough intersubjectivity in social life to permit outside observers
to immerse themselves in a particular context in order to extract some
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stable understanding of meaningful practices and social relations (Schatz
2009). Subjectivist orientations are also recognizable in interpretive
approaches based on hermeneutics, such as the analysis of discourse and
everyday practice (Hansen 2006; Pouliot 2010). Critical theorists are
more focused on the critique of existing knowledge claims and their
political implications, and on a normatively grounded advocacy of
political action (Haacke 2005; Price and Reus-Smit 1998).

10 This also suggests a connection between pragmatism, eclecticism, and
structurationism (Giddens 1984; Sewell 1992) insofar as all reject a
priori postulates concerning the causal primacy of agency or structure,
emphasizing instead the need for empirical investigation in specific
contexts.

Chapter 3

1 As quoted in The Los Angeles Times on February 13, 2009 (see Miller
2009) from the Statement for the Record by Dennis C. Blair, Director of
National Intelligence at the Annual Threat Assessment Hearings of the
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, February 12, 2009
<http://www.dni.gov/testimonies.htm> (accessed March 26, 2009).

2 The discussion here of Jervis (2005) expands upon an abridged treat-
ment in Sil and Katzenstein (2010). Also, preliminary accounts of Jervis
(2005) and Kang (2007) appeared in Katzenstein and Sil (2008).

3 Tannenwald’s (2007) constructivist approach also explicitly recognizes
this point.

Chapter 4

1 As quoted in the Financial Times (Tett and Gangahar 2007).
2 In a harsh review of one of Soros’s earlier books, Robert Solow (1999)

glosses over a crucial difference between misperception, which is indi-
vidually based, and reflexivity, which for Soros has to do with
overcoming the interference that results when cognitive dispositions
influenced by the external world coexist with manipulative efforts to
shape that world. This introduces an element of judgment or bias that is
neither reducible to an issue of perception/misperception, nor consistent
with the assumptions of individual rationality that inform economics.
See also Cassidy (2008) for a balanced and nuanced analysis.

3 Preliminary discussions of Seabrooke (2006) and Sinclair (2005) have
appeared in Katzenstein and Sil (2008) and Sil and Katzenstein (2010).

Chapter 5

1 A preliminary version of the discussion of Barnett and Finnemore’s
(2004) study appears in Sil and Katzenstein (2010).

Notes 227



2 For example, in 2008 the US-based Council of Foreign Relations started
a five-year program on international institutions and global governance,
premised on the assumption that both existing frameworks of analysis
and existing multilateral arrangements cannot cope successfully with
rapidly evolving opportunities in and threats to the international system.
Although concerned primarily with the role the United States can play in
refashioning the architecture of international cooperation, this initiative
is motivated by a belief that the diverse ways in which the private sector
and a global civil society interact with states require consideration of
new modes of governance to replace international institutions that
are obsolete, ineffective, and increasingly unrepresentative (Council on
Foreign Relations 2008).

Chapter 6

1 Campbell (2005, pp. 29–30) engages in a process of ‘bricolage’ which
involves ‘selecting various ideas from different places and combining
them in ways that yield something new.’ He maps the different configu-
rations of mechanisms – cognitive, normative, diffusion, evolutionary,
and others – that drive evolutionary and revolutionary processes of
institutional change. In Campbell’s open-ended conception of institu-
tional change, path-dependent continuity in some dimensions coexists
with processes of change in other dimensions, thus yielding institutional
characteristics that are more or less incrementally transformed. This
eclectic framework provides the basis for Campbell’s substantive investi-
gation of variations in the responses of different tax policy regimes to
pressures related to global economic forces.

2 We are grateful to Michael E. Doherty for comments on this discussion
of the field of judgment and decision making.
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