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Preface

The rationale for the book is simple: To come to grips with contemporary
theoretical inquiry in world affairs, it is worthwhile to begin with an apprecia-
tion of the factors that promote revisions in the ways international phenomena
are interpreted. There are controversies about everything; struggles for “hege-
mony~ among contending traditions in the study of international relations are
no exception. Most recently, in the aftermath of the Cold War, students of
international relations have begun to explore the formerly heretical idea that
the study of international affairs now warrants, in place of realism and neoreal-
ism, a reconstructed paradigm inspired by the ideas associated with the liberal
legacy. Hence, it is important for students and scholars to be provided with
readings that can allow them to understand the discourse this challenge has
provoked, the issues over which theoretical debate centers, and the prospects
for adjusting the theoretical lens through which contemporary international
events are perceived.

The essays in this anthology introduce the rich diversity of thought within
both the realist/neorealist and the liberal/neoliberal perspectives. They are
written to illuminate the differences and commonalities that exist about the
ways theoreticians are now interpreting contemporary international develop-
ments from these perspectives. As such, they help define the range of view-
points associated with each orientation. The book therefore allows the current
manifestation of the realist-liberal debate to be understood, without violating
the eclectic nature of the intellectual sources from which both traditions spring
or masking the many ways in which realist/neorealist and liberal/neoliberal
approaches overlap.

If this book succeeds in its primary goals, it will (1) introduce the major
assumptions underlying the two major theoretical traditions in international
relations inquiry, (2) stimulate thoughtful discussion about the future direction
of international relations theorizing, (3) help to identify the research questions
and principal global issues that will command attention in the twilight of the
twentieth century, (4) suggest why a synthesis of realist and liberal theories
is needed and possible given their shared concerns, and (5) provoke analysis
of how such an integration might be approached.

Many people contributed to the development of this volume, and their
contribution should be acknowledged. In particular, I would like to thank
Hayward R. Alker, W. Ladd Hollist, Steven W. Hook, Pamela R. Howard,
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Gregory A. Raymond, Neil R. Richardson, Harvey Starr, John A. Vasquez,
and Eugene R. Wittkopf for their helpful advice on an earlier version of the
Presidential Address to the International Studies Association from which this
project emanated. David P. Forsythe, University of Nebraska; Eric Mlyn,
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill; Patrick M. Morgan, University of
California, Irvine; Neil R. Richardson, University of Wisconsin, Madison;
John A. Rothgeb, Miami University; Randolph M. Silverson, University of
California, Davis; Herbert K. Tillema, University of Missouri, Columbia; and
John A. Vasquez, Vanderbilt University, also provided insightful commentary
and constructive criticism on earlier versions of the manuscript; the contribu-
tors are to be thanked for the professional response they made to these
recommendations in revising their chapters. Shannon Lindsey Blanton, Jean
A. Garrison, and Pamela R. Howard also provided valuable research assist-
ance, and the supportive environment provided the editor by Linda S.
Schwartz was instrumental to the book’s completion. So, too, was the produc-
tion management provided by Russ Till and the editorial work of Suzanne
Mieso. And this book could not have been produced without the dedicated
and professional word processing of Christina J. Payne, whose patience with
me and my compulsions knows no limit. I also wish to thank my friends at
St. Martin’s Press, Don Reisman, senior editor, and Mary Hugh Lester,
associate editor, for their faith in this venture and their support for its
production.
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CHAPTER 1

The Neoliberal Challenge to
Realist Theories of World Politics:
An Introduction

CHARLES W. KEGLEY JR.

! would rather be defeated in a cause that will ultimately triumph,

than to win in a cause that will ultimately be defeated.
—WOODROW WILSON

This book is designed to provide an introduction to the contemporary state
of theoretical activity in international relations. To that end, it proceeds from
a basic assumption: Since its advent as a discipline, theoretical debate has
ranged primarily within the boundaries defined by the discourse between the
realist and liberal visions. To a large degree, this division encompasses most
of the other theoretical variants that have arisen at one time or another (Holsti,
1974; Ferguson and Mansbach, 1988; Kauppi and Viotti, 1992). The debate
between these traditions “has permeated the last four centuries” (Banks, 1986:
9), and now continues to do so more animatedly than ever.
~ Controversies in International Relations Theory is not meant to provide
a broad, comparative overview of international relations theory. It does not
try to cover every unfolding intellectual movement, or even introduce an
overarching sampling of the many issues that are of interest to international
relations scholars. It therefore does not purport to examine every controversy.
Instead, it focuses selectively on what is arguably the hottest topic in interna-
tional relations theory today: the challenge to the dominant realist paradigm
that is currently being mounted from diverse perspectives grounded in the
liberal— or its subset, the so-called “idealist”’—theoretical orientation. With-
out apologies, the book pursues the current state of theorizing activity within
a confined parameter.
1



2 KECLEY: THE NEOLIBERAL CHALLENGE TO REALIST THEORIES

To introduce contemporary international relations theory by juxtaposing
the field’s two major conceptual approaches thus is not to suggest that this
prism is adequate for capturing all the controversies in contemporary theoreti-
cal discourse. It is merely meant as a way of capturing the key cleavage in
which that activity is centered, while also showing how the two most popular
theoretical perspectives overlap and reinforce each other by speaking to com-
mon concerns and issues (Kegley, 1994b; Palan and Blair, 1993). The presenta-
tion does so without claiming to achieve a perfect balance between these
contending schools, leaning toward an examination of neoliberalism because
it is much less developed and known.

The need for such a book is rationalized by several concerns. Foremost
is the question of whether the international relations discipline as currently
configured is “an asset or a liability.” Arguing on behalf of the latter, Michael
Banks frames the issue by contending that

The realist—idealist debate is the most significant because it gave us structures
and institutions which still operate. It has also endowed us with a durable
vocabulary, some of which has become extremely damaging. Such notions as
reason of state, balance of power, and national security dominate our thinking
and cripple our creativity. It is unfortunate that we seem to have retained
the worst of the realist—idealist argument and lost the best part of it. (Banks,
1986: 11)

If Banks is correct in arguing that the “entire set of liberal-progres-
sive—~idealist ideas has been neglected in our own time,” rendering the disci-
pline “intellectually totalitarian, dominated by one school of thought,” then
the theoretical study of international relations is, indeed, in trouble, and a
need exists to redress the balance. Putting recent efforts to do so into perspec-
tive is a need which this book seeks to meet.

This goal is related to the book’s secondary objective—to make avail-
able theoretical writings about contemporary international trends that can
facilitate an “exchange between the liberals on the one hand, and the
realists on the other.” The readings and reflections are designed to provoke
consideration of whether a “full-scale criticism of [realism] from a liberal
perspective” (Banks, 1986: 11, 13) might provide the necessary medicine
to free realism from the intellectual closure that was prevalent during the
frigid Cold War.

Thus, Controversies in International Relations Theory: Realism and the
Neoliberal Challenge presents original or especially revised essays by leading
scholars that probe prevailing developments in light of the realist and liberal
theoretical debate that has recently ignited with renewed heat. These contri-
butions describe the realist principles and theories to which the new liberal
theorists are reacting, as well as realists’ responses to their challenge. Hence,
the neoliberal challenge is placed against the backdrop of the realist tradition,
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so that the controversies in the discourse can be identified and the dialogue
can be broadened.

DEFINING REALISM AND LIBERALISM

It is axiomatic that for this book’s pedagogical goals to be serviced, readers need
to be exposed to the assumptions underlying both the realist and liberal-idealist
theoretical heritage. The readings in this anthology provide that background,
which broadens the kind of definitions some texts provide (see Box 1.1).

However, as the authors of these summaries make clear, and as shall be
elaborated in the Introduction to Part I, the definition of both realist and
liberal theory is itself a subject of considerable controversy and contention.
Agreement on the core premises that underlie either of these traditions, or
international relations theory generally, does not exist. As any entrant to the
formal study of international relations soon discovers, a consensus does not
even exist about what a theory is or what objectives theoretical inquiry should
primarily pursue. Disagreements about the nature, types, and appropriate
objectives of theory abound. The study of world politics is as much a contest
about the politics of meaning as it is a conflict about politics within the world.
This is a barrier to communication and understanding. To overcome it, stu-
dents need to begin with appreciation of the differences that divide scholars
about the definition of the theories in their field.

In order to help reduce these semantic problems, Controversies in Inter-
national Relations Theory frames the contemporary realist and liberal theoreti-
cal debate and the diversity of opinion extant about the purpose of theoretical
inquiry by breaking these traditions into their discrete component varieties.
Realism and neorealism, as well as liberalism and its idealist derivative and
neoliberal reformulations, and other theoretical challengers, will be distin-
guished (see Part I in particular).

To make the relevance of these theoretical movements to real-world
events clear, the contributors rely on them and the definitions they prescribe
to interpret some of the principal issues and substantive problems in today’s
world. The book thus takes as its point of departure the propensity for the
themes and postulates emphasized by theoreticians to change over time in
conjunction with changes in international circumstances. This, we can confi-
dently assert, is now occurring again.

To introduce the current phase of the continuing realist-liberal contro-
versy, we need to look briefly at the thinking that now motivates realism’s
challengers. As a preface to the essays that follow, in this introductory chapter
we will describe the current climate of international theoretical activity. Let
us suggest why debate about whether it is time to revise, reconstruct, or,
more boldly, reject orthodox realism has become so intense and why this
controversy preoccupies so many theoreticians.
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BOX 1.1
What Are Liberal Idealism and Realism?

The Liberal/ldealist World View

Idealists hold divergent views of world politics. What joins them is their shared
assumptions about reality and the homogeneity of their conclusions. Collec-
tively, idealists embrace a world view based on the following beliefs:

1. Human nature is essentially “good” or altruistic and people are therefore
capable of mutual aid and collaboration.

2. The fundamental human concern for the welfare of others makes prog-
ress possible (that is, the Enlightenment’s faith in the possibility of im-
proving civilization was reaffirmed).

3. Bad human behavior is the product not of evil people but of evil institu-
tions and structural arrangements that motivate people to act selfishly
and to harm others—including making war.

4. War is not inevitable and its frequency can be reduced by eradicating
the anarchical conditions that encourage it.

5. War.and injustice are international problems that require collective or
multilateral rather than national efforts to eliminate them.

6. International society must reorganize itself institutionally to eliminate
the anarchy that makes problems such as war likely.

7. This goal is realistic because history suggests that global change and
coopération are not only possible but empirically pervasive.

The Realist World View

As applied to twentieth-century world politics, realism views nation-states as
the principal actors in world politics, for they answer to no higher political
authority. Moreover, conflicts of interests among them are assumed to be inevita-
ble. Realism also emphasizes the way the (perceived) realities of international
politics dictate the choices that foreign policymakers, as rational problem
solvers, must make. States are the superordinate actors on the world’s stage.
The purpose of statecraft is national survival in a hostile environment. No means
is more important to that end than the acquisition of power. And no principle
is more important than self-help—the ultimate dependence of the state on its
own resources to promote its interests and protect itself. State sovereignty, a
cornerstone of international law, enshrines this perspective, giving heads of state
the freedom—and responsibility—to do whatever is necessary to advance the
state’s interests and survival. Respect for moral principles is a wasteful and
dangerous interference in the rational pursuit of national power.

To the realist, therefore, questions about the relative virtues of the values
within this or that ism (ideological system) cannot be allowed to interfere with
sound policy making. The ideological preferences of states are neither good nor
bad; what matters is whether one’s self-interest is served. Accordingly, the game
of international politics takes place under conditions of permanent anarchy and




