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Introduction

Theorists of International Relations (henceforth ¢R not often enough ask themselves
how well they are doing in what they are doing. Aalthough the construction of theory is
inherently a more reflexive exercise than the pcacof applied research, (though these two
dimensions necessarily imply each other), insafathaorists as much as anyone else tend to get
caught up in the practice of what they are doinghey just as much need to step back
occasionally and assay the fruits of their workjteestion its meaning. In this light, the practice
of becoming reflexive about one’s work opens upew mlimension (i.e. the meta-level) to its
practice, just as ‘learning how to learn’ opensaupew dimension to the practice of learning.
Therefore, this added awareness that comes frominturaround one’s analytical tools and
analyzing the process of theorizing in its own tighthe valuable fruit that comes from the study
of theoretical development in IR. And it is withetlim of contributing to the store of reflexive
knowledge in the discipline that | have undertatteninquiries that follow.

Despite the meta-theory of IR being under-theorized implicit understanding of the
nature of theoretical development in the disciplise nevertheless held by many of its
practitioners. This is as it should be, for no obaton or fact is ever theory-neutral, and
theories at one or another level of specificity agays already built into the act of seeing. The
implicit understanding of the development of IR dhe held by most is that of an overall
progress and cumulative development, but such deratanding remains pre-reflexive most of
the time and is seldom questioned. This senseagfress is of course intimately linked with the
rationalist spirit of our times. Hans MorgenthauSiientific Man vs. Power Politicajrites that
the prevalent spirit of Western thought since then tof the eighteenth century has been

dominated by a rationalist mode of thinking whi@xpresses itself philosophically in the belief
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in continuous progress and in the trivial optimi®nwhich life dissolves into a series of little
hurdles which, one after the other, increasingd shihnot fail to overcome.” (Morgenthau, 1946:
207Y And this deep-set belief in progress is also meired by the increasing technical mastery

of man over his environment. As the historian BBty has noted:

“This uninterrupted series of technical inventiopspceeding concurrently with immense
enlargements of all branches of knowledge, hasugthdaccustomed the least speculative
mind to the conception that civilization is natlyaprogressive, and that continuous

improvement is part of the order of things.” (But$32: 332)

Nevertheless, the implicit understanding of IR tlye@s subject to a path of progress and
cumulative development does become explicit atovarimoments in disciplinary discussions,
such as in the forum on the progressiveness oftmnaedional approaches to realism in the
December 1997 issue of tAenerican Political Science Revigvand in the book resulting from
a conference on meta-theory in IR, entitfagress in International Relations Thed®IRT)
and published in 2008Looking through these papers, the reader getssestat most of these
authors believe theoretical research in IR to lmgmssive, or hold normative views of progress
as an important (perhapise important) goal for work in the field to attain. Wetheless it does
seem a problem that the concept of disciplinarygmss used in most of these accounts is
insufficiently robust, being based as they are whetmingly on Imre Lakatos’s notion of
progressive problem-shiftgr scientific research programs — without beinteratve enough
either to critiques of progress narratives in thélgsophy of social science, or to alternate

characterizations of progress in the philosophgadnce. | intend in what follows to rectify the



current over-dependence of IR meta-theory on Lakato methodology by taking up the

suggestions of two of the contributors to the 2BORT volume, who suggest the need for
multiple frames in appraising IR theory (Vasquezdl ahe need to reintegrate post-Lakatosian
developments in the philosophy of science back aypraisals of the field of international

relations (Bennett).

In this paper, | will ask the question of whethkedretical development in IR is best
understood through a Lakatosian framework. In ghening section of this paper, | put forward
an account of the Lakatosian paradigm in the caraésome of the debates between Lakatos
and his main predecessors and interlocutors iphilesophy of science. In the second section, |
discuss how well the Lakatosian paradigm managepitomize the empirical development of
IR when compared to some of the other alternatreenéworks which are available in the
philosophy of science. Although the Lakatosian aepm of naive falsification is shown to be
mirrored in the way that IR theory develops, hisioro of theories as being superseded by other
theories which perfectly encompass earlier onefousid to be problematic. Furthermore, |
discuss the common misinterpretation of Lakatosctvineads him as providing appropriate tools
with which to choose between competing theoriesnierges upon closer analysis that Lakatos
is not primarily interested in the question of theohoice and its rationality, being in fact quite
happy to keep a historical tally of the relativeogrnessiveness of competing research
programmes. To the extent that he has normativédnted concerns, Lakatos is intent to specify

the conditions under which knowledge growth caffideditated to the greatest extent possible.



Lakatos and his predecessors

In order to understand the ideas of Imre Lakatosheir proper context, it will be
necessary to frame them against the backgroundeadi¢bates undertaken with his interlocutors
— out of which Lakatos’s ideas were formulatedtHis first section, we will look briefly at the
ideas of Karl Popper, Thomas Kuhn, and Stephenmriioubefore giving a more extensive
account of the Lakatosian method.

Karl Popper was one of the most important influsnaze the work of Imre Lakatos. This
is why any evaluation of the ideas of Lakatos natatt by looking at the connections between
the ideas of these two philosophers of sciencep&tgpearly work in the philosophy of science
argued against a view of science current at the aamd associated with an inductive approach,
which saw science as a process of confirming tbkeda be true. Instead, Popper argued that the
truth content of general laws cannot be known fatan, and therefore he took it that the only
way to ensure that science moves closer to thle (eutd achieves verisimilitude) is to falsify our

hypotheses and correct our errors. Therefore, Ropites, we should:

“[L]Jook for theories which, however fallible, proggs beyond their predecessors; which

means that they can be more severely tested, and ap to some of the new testwe.for

our part are satisfied that the rationality of adty lies in the fact that we choose it because it
is better than its predecessors; because it cantie® more severe tests; because it may even
have passed them, if we are fortunate; and bedauosay, therefore, approach nearer to the

truth.” (Popper, 1963: 336)



Falsification through theory testing is one of thencipal pillars of the Popperian
position, as are his injunctions that theories &hoiy be able to explain away anomalies that
their predecessors could not, ii) throw up novetddhat their predecessors did not predict, and
iii) conserve the success of previous theoriesdopanting for everything that their predecessors
could account for. It is this Popperian view of grewth of knowledge in science that inspired
the work of both followers and critics to build and/or challenge his insight8ut this view of
the growth of knowledge is also a rather paraddxices, insofar as it posits a dual process
whereby wrongly held views are overthrown througlsification on the one hand, but where the
knowledge content of earlier theories is nevergglpreserved in later theories despite an
ongoing process of conjecture and refutation. diugth be remembered that Popper’s acceptance
in his later thought of revolutionary overthrow asnecessary component of the growth of
knowledge can, at least in part, be attributedhéimfluence on Popper of Thomas Kuhn and his

theory of scientific revolutions. As Popper hastten on the role of revolutions,

“[P]rogress in science, although revolutionary eatthan merely cumulative, is in a certain
sense always conservative: a new theory, howewerdutonary, must always be able to
explain fully the success of its predecessor. Irthaise cases in which its predecessor was
successful, it must yield results at least as gamodhose of its predecessor and, if possible,

better results.” (Popper, 1981: 94)

This view of progress as cumulative growth in tlaeef of continual revolutions in
knowledge cannot be easily reconciled with a sintiplear picture of the evolution of science.

But here we must keep in mind that Popper’s maad g@s to build a normative method for the



growth of knowledge and a theory of rational chdieéween theories. As Diesing has well put it,
the central task for Popper, is to answer the gquestf “What should science do to get better, to
improve itself?” (Diesing, 1992: 30) From this poof view, Popper’s philosophical project is
mainly about proposing a normative method for witéénceoughtto be in order that the growth
of knowledge is more closely attained. This noreetjoal for Popper takes precedence over
both the descriptive task of characterizing exgtaientific practice, and the analytical task of
abstracting the logical essence of science ousafarying practices, (Diesing, 1992: 30). This is
a point that is not often enough remembered today.

The notion of falsification championed by Poppers hoven to be an important
methodological injunction for researchers in theiaosciences, and even the authors of recent
methodological textbooks (such as that of King, iKawe, and VerbaBesigning Social Inquiry
make a number of specific injunctions about howaazcience should be done that clearly owe
much to the Popperian view. These injunctions certend the notion that social science
theories should be falsifiable. To this end, Ketgal. suggest that theories should be capable of
generating as many observable implications as Iplessito facilitate falsification), and that
theories should be as concrete as possible. Fartier they suggest that social science research
(and presumably also social science theories) dhoake a progressive contribution to the state
of research in a particular field by guarding agtisuplication and aiming to contribute to the
cumulative development of scientific knowledge.hsiigh Kinget al. do not explicitly define
what they mean by scientific progress, we thinksisafe to assume that they have in mind

something like the Popperian view of it, which waeé just elaborated.

In contrast to the optimistic view of Popper, whades there to be an ongoing process of

cumulative knowledge growth and self-correctionpiflas Kuhn's intuition in proposing his
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own model of the development of scientific knowledgas to correct what he saw to be the
disjuncture between Popper’s optimistic views ahd &ctual historical process of scientific
development. Thus Kuhn argues that the processc@tfic development is largely a
discontinuous one whereby scientific revolutionsertwrn previously ascendant scientific
paradigms and bring with them new problems and amgilons which cannot be directly
compared with their predecessors. For Kuhn, theditrat are established through scientific
revolutions are based on different sets of motiatproblems and fundamental assumptions
from those of their predecessors. This is the meagoy they cannot be directly compared, and

are thereforencommensurableHe writes:

“To the extent...that two scientific schools disaged®ut what is a problem and what a
solution, they will inevitably talk through eachhet when debating the relative merits of
their respective paradigms. In the partially ciecuarguments that regularly result, each
paradigm will be shown to satisfy more or lessdtiteria that it dictates for itself and to fall

short of a few of those dictated by its opponefi€tihn, 1996: 109-110)

One implication of Kuhn’s ideas about scientificgaigms, is that a particular scientific
discipline is normally dominated by one particyt@radigm, where this paradigm — whether it
be the bodies of research built around the theafidéewton, Lavoisier, Maxwell, Einstein, or
some other — holds a hegemony over an entire frelitrms of predetermining the types of
guestions worthy of investigation, the types ofexmpental techniques to be used, and the types
of theories and explanations acceptable as anstweesnpirical problems. The diversity of

paradigms is therefore something that is manifesthaonically, but seen through a synchronic



lens such diversity is scarce as Kuhnian discipliaee dominated by single overwhelmingly
accepted paradigms. Nevertheless, according to Kbkrhegemonic nature of paradigms within
scientific disciplines is something that actualbcifitates the attainment of progress within
individual paradigms. This is the case because wgnlithin the limits ofnormal science(i.e.
the state of affairs where a single paradigm isidant in a field),allows researchers to take
fundamental assumptions for granted in their waxdncentrating instead on “extending the
knowledge of those facts that the paradigm displdysg increasing the extent of match between
those facts and the paradigm’s predictions, anduliyer articulation of the paradigm itself.”
(Kuhn, 1996: 24)

For Kuhn, it is the lack of hegemonic paradigme. (ihe lack of disciplinary consensus)
within certain disciplines that hinders their alyiio make progress. This is also another way of
saying that certain disciplines have not yet madageconsolidate themselves and enter the
stage of becoming normal sciences. And in fact Kilimks that it is nothing more or less than
the very lack of such progress (defined semangicalli.e. conventionally) that determines
whether a field has achieved the state of becomisgiencé.But besides making the obvious
point that stagnant disciplines are not often abergid to be sciences, there are also good
institutional reasons as to why, for Kuhn, pre-gagematic disciplines have difficulty in
achieving progress. When there is lacking a dis@py consensus and thus where there exist a
number of different paradigms competing to answsetaof common problems, Kuhn thinks that
the assumptions about first principles that cantdéen for granted when practicing normal
science cannot be made — and thus it is often sapedor researchers to build intellectual
structures from the bottom-up. The lack of suchisgiplinary consensus in a pre-paradigmatic

field also spreads knowledge outward breadth-wasieer than allowing it to accumulate depth-
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wise — due to the relative freedom for individusdearchers to choose which paradigm they wish
to work in, and which questions they wish to ansu@ the other hand, Kuhn infers that in the
normal sciences deepening knowledge may facilpatgress, but intellectual novelty and the
creativity that is made possible by the randomatemn and auto-didacticism that are prevalent
in pre-paradigmatic fields will necessarily suffer.

Kuhn’s notion of theory choice, in contrast to ttaionalistic views of Popper, is an
evolutionary one where theories are chosen thraughocess of natural selection and where
theories progressively better articulated and spieed to solve problems are left standing over
time. This problem solving emphasis, is also thehlmaism that for Kuhn explains the retention
of knowledge even across scientific revolutions. Wesputs it, “because the unit of scientific
achievement is the solved problem and because rthg gknows well which problems have
already been solved, few scientists will easilypbesuaded to adopt a viewpoint that again opens
to question many problems that had previously sedved.” (Kuhn, 1996: 169) This is perhaps
the one moment where Kuhn appears closest to Pappes views, insofar as he — like Popper —
attempts to maintain a picture of the cumulativewngh of knowledge despite the occurrence of
scientific revolutions.

Importantly, the process of the evolutionary depeient of scientific knowledge does
not for Kuhn tend towards a telos, or goal. Thusgeoagain in contrast to Popper, Kuhn is
critical of the notion that scientific theories gressively tend closer and closer to the tfuth.
Drawing an analogy with Darwin’s evolutionary view&uhn believes that there does not need
to be the guarantee of a final end-point for ubdaable to discern progress in science. Instead,

progress can still be recovered from a thorougélativistic view of the development of science.



This is because incremental progress can stilliseethed from any vantage point in time. As he

writes:

“[N]othing that has been or will be said makes jiracess of evolutiotowardanything...we
are all deeply accustomed to seeing science amnthenterprise that draws constantly nearer
to some goal set by nature in advance. But need tiemany such goal? ...does it really help
to imagine that there is some one full, objectivee account of nature and that the proper
measure of scientific achievement is the extenwheh it brings us closer to that ultimate

goal?” (Kuhn, 1996: 170-171)

As things stand, the views of both Popper and Kahaut the cumulative growth of
knowledge are in one respect internally contradyctand they can be seen to be afflicted by the
same problem from different directions. Popper tloa one hand, acknowledged that scientific
revolutions are an important part of the evolutidrscience — a corollary of his views regarding
the growth of knowledge via falsification. But altigh the notion of a scientific revolution
necessarily implies a certain degree of knowledsgs,| (as it is not possible that all the
knowledge content of earlier theories is retaingdaber ones), Popper nevertheless wished to
retain a commitment to the view that knowledgeushalative in an absolute sense across time.
Kuhn, on the other hand, was faced with the oppgsibblem. He was committed to a view of
the primacy of scientific revolutions over the pregs evident during periods of normal science,
and also the notion of incommensurability existibgtween pre-revolutionary and post-
revolutionary paradigms. Nevertheless, (and perh@sially influenced by Popper), Kuhn

wished to retain some sense of the cumulative ¢grafvknowledge over time.
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Stephen Toulmin presents us with a way of seeiagetiolution of knowledge which to a
certain extent reconciles the internal tension evidn the views of Popper and Kuhn. Reacting
against both Popper's assumption of a deep cohfirhetween scientific theories, and the
Kuhnian assumption of a deep underlying discontynuroulmin developed an evolutionary
model of the development of scientific knowledgeiahh— rather than assuming either a
necessary continuity or discontinuity at the he&the model — gives a more nuanced account of
scientific change as consisting of both elementsarftinuity and elements of variability. He

writes that:

“[FJrom one historical cross-section to the neke fctual ideas transmitted display neither a
complete breach at any point — the idea of absdkdmntific revolutions’ involves an
oversimplification — nor perfect replication, eith&he change from one cross-section to the
next is arevolutionaryone in this sense too: that later intellectual sreections of a tradition
reproduce the content of their immediate predecessts modified by those particular
intellectual novelties which were selected out e tmeanwhile — in the light of the

professional standards of the science of the tiffietlmin, 1967: 466)

Toulmin’s critique of Kuhn addresses the notionre¥olutionary science that Kuhn
established. Although he agrees that Kuhn was righfocus on discontinuity due to the
misleading empirical picture implied by Popper’'swiof knowledge as consisting of an absolute
continuity and growtt!, Toulmin points out that the notion of an absolateach of continuity
that is implied by the concept of incommensurapikt unsatisfactory because there is always a
certain degree of continuity in the structure obwedge before and after scientific revolutions

and across paradigms. Nevertheless, Toulmin arthegsthis continuity cannot be discerned
11



without a change in perspective. He thinks thatrtb#on of absolute discontinuity that Kuhn
associates with scientific revolutions results fram insufficiently large sample size, (the
population here consisting of all cases of scientiévolutions), which leads to the mistaken
impression that the breach implied by a revolui®m fact more radical than it really is. Thus,
despite what might seem to be differences betweerphilosophical conceptions of Kuhn and
Toulmin, we are led to discern an important coritinbetween their views insofar as Toulmin’s
evolutionary perspective is in a sense the vieunfeb great height of phenomena that Kuhn is
looking at from ground level. This difference in gnéication, so to speak, allows Toulmin to
see that Kuhn'’s revolutions are not in fact unidpue instead represent a class of events, and
from this distance the interweaving of continuous d@iscontinuous elements also comes into
view.

The three perspectives that we have looked at rsdife. those of Popper, Kuhn, and
Toulmin), represent some important basic positimgarding the nature of scientific change.
When we abstract out the basic logic from thesépbphies, we can see that Popper represents
a view of change as continuity and increase, wisei&ahn presents a view of change as
discontinuity and constancdy,and Toulmin takes scientific change to be contirsuand constant.

If we extrapolate from the theories that we hawkéml at so far, we can see that there are two
basic dimensions of a theory of change, and alhe$e theories stake a position along each of
these dimensions. The first dimension is that efriature of change, which so far appears to be
captured by the continuous> discontinuous continuum, whereas the second diimens
represents its directionality along the continuuhingrease— constancy— decrease. We can
perhaps, for the sake of completeness, speculatectimtinuity can be subdivided into three

forms, (line, circle, and spiral), whereas discouitly can be seen to consist of a series of points
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which — when seen from afar — meld into the natfra line. But to digress at length on these
matters would take us too far from the matter aidha

All theories of scientific change, it would seemn®, are composed of a value along
each of the two dimensions that | have just oudjrendprogressdefined in these terms is, |
would argue, a subset of those values which combamginuity with increase. Certainly the
Popperian notion of progress is incompatible witthex a mere constancy or decrease of
knowledge content across theories, and disconyinuituld undermine any standard by which
we could measure directionality and thus must bisaenied. However, Kuhn’s views might at
first glance seem to imply that progress can ewrigihe face of both discontinuity and the lack of
increase. As we have already discussed abovantpression is mistaken. Insofar as Kuhn tends
to limit discussions of progress to developmengt thke place within individual paradigms in
normal science, it would be most consistent torpmet him as denying that progress is sustained
across the gulf created by revolutionary changefahsas Kuhn's views about the growth of
scientific knowledge are concerned, we have seantliey are conflicted, but Kuhn ultimately
hews close to the Popperian line which associaiestfic progress with a cumulative growth in
knowledge. Therefore the development of knowledgeat only continuous but growing under
conditions of normal science, and it is only whea attempt to apply the term ‘progress’ to
inter-revolutionary shifts — an application for whiit was not intended — that Kuhn is pushed

into seemingly contradictory views.

It is now necessary to discuss these precedingsvaewl their relationship with the ideas
of another philosopher of science who has speallatethe nature of scientific change, (and
who is the main topic of this section), Imre Lalsatd akatos’smethodology of scientific

research programmefhenceforth MSRP) is a development of many of Rophemes and at
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the same time incorporates some of Kuhn's strongestues of the Popperian view. The
fundamental idea is that scientific theories ardetded within a number of competing research
programmes, which are either progressing or degéngr Firstly, we should notice that the
basic unit which is subject to change is no longgentific theories per se, but the research
programme — which consists of a ‘hard-core’ angha@sitive heuristic.” This shift in Lakatos’s
MSRP of the basic unit of change from the individileory to the research programme, is an
important critique of the earlier Popperian and Kiah emphasis on single theories as the
primary unit of analysis for understanding thematichange. Lakatos emphatically holds that a
logically related series of theories, smientific research programmis, the most appropriate unit
of analysis from which progress or its absence lshoe detected®

Furthermore Popper’s ‘naive’ falsification critemics criticized, for according to Lakatos
a theory is never simply falsified — especiallyhére is lacking a better alternate theory that can
take its place. Thus within a research programragh&ory can only be eliminated by a better
theory, that is, by one which has excess empidoatent over its predecessors,” (Lakatos, 1981.:
118), and for Lakatos the excess content critecmmes to play a more important role than that
of falsification in determining scientific chang@s he has written, “progress is marked by
instances of verifying excess content rather thafalsifying instances.” (Lakatos, 1981: 118) In
a sense, Lakatos’s renewed emphasis on the véoficaf excess content over the falsification
of content counts equally as a critique of Poppifsification and of Kuhn’s view of scientific
revolutions and the overthrow of old conceptuabgayms. Instead of there being an overthrow
and a reinstatement, as both Popper and Kuhn impllgeir respective ways, for Lakatos the

process of continuous growth is underlined muchemstrongly and the need for creative
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destruction is made redundant because no the@yeisthrown away before a replacement has
already been found.

Theories within a Lakatosian research programmeeated to each other because they
all accept a conventionally defindédrd coreconsisting of assumptions that are shared and not
normally open to challenge during the course ofdcating ordinary research. A negative
heuristic directs criticism away from the hard cofea research programme, thus protecting the
hard core. In this notion of a negative heuristicge can discern the debt that Lakatos owes to
Kuhn. For Popper, all parts of a theory were updi@bs and open to question, but it was Kuhn
who contended that normal science more often eritadl effort to prove theories right (and then
more right) than it does the effort to prove thesmvrong. Thus the negative heuristic of Lakatos
is very much akin to what the practice of normaésce looks like for Kuhn. The practitioners
of a research programme are also guided by a pedieuristic, which for Lakatos entails
building a protective belt of auxiliary hypothesesund this hard core, and attempting to amend
the protective belt in such a way that anomalied articisms are foreseen and then turned
victoriously into confirmatory examples for the @asch programme under attack.

In other words, a successfully operating positiveurfstic ensures that a research
programme is continually able to turn anomalie® istipporting instances, creating excess
empirical content from out of these anomalies dnb tmaintaining its momentum and ensuring
progressive shift. However, once the positive rgigrino longer operates properly the questions
arising from anomalies come more and more to pateethe hard core — the momentum of the
research programme is lost and it starts to fatl an process of degenerating drift. We should
here acquaint ourselves with Lakatos’s precise siefvscientific progress, so let us see what

Lakatos has to say about the progressive and dedemeeshift of research programmes:
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“A research programme is said to fm@gressingas long as its theoretical growth anticipates
its empirical growth, that is as long as it keepedjcting novel facts with some success
(‘progressive problemshift it is stagnating if its theoretical growth lagshind its empirical
growth, that is, as long as it gives omplgst hocexplanations either of chance discoveries or
of facts anticipated by, and discovered in, a rpralgramme @egenerating problemsHift If

a research programme progressively explains mane ¢hrival, it ‘supersedes’ it, and the

rival can be eliminated (or, if you wish, ‘shelviti(Lakatos, 1981: 117)

Thus, for Lakatos, a research programme is proigeess subsequent theories in the
series into which it is embedded are not only tegcally progressive, (meaning that a
subsequent theory has some excess empirical cantenits predecessor), but also empirically
progressive as well, (where empirical progress istmf the corroboration of this excess
content, which takes the form of novel facts).

However, interestingly enough, despite the numergags in which Lakatos departed
from the ideas of his predecessors, when we ewlMBRP according to the two key
dimensions of all theories of change we outlinedvabwe can see that Lakatos’s conception of
scientific progress is closest to that of Poppatsressentials. This is the case insofar as MSRP
posits both a fundamental continuity in the develept of research programmes, and a
progressive increase in the content of scientifiovidledge. We have already seen how Lakatos
takes it that the verification of excess theorétomatent is more important than its falsification,
but his notion of sophisticated falsification —hat than being a straightforward refutation of the
views of Popper — should more properly be seernisadenouement. We have discussed above

how Popper’s falsification sat in tension with hiew of there being an absolute growth of
16



knowledge, and Lakatos’s notion of sophisticatddiffaation in fact smoothes over the latent
tension in Popper’s thought, allowing there to egeea more consistent picture of progress in
scientific knowledge as an absolute increase. Euribre, the Lakatosian picture of multiple
research programmes existing at once — where fdrweaving momentum shifts from one
research programme to another as they respectprelyress, stagnate and regress much like
athletes running a long distance race — is a vidichvdoes away with the need for diachronic
discontinuity between paradigms necessitated bynkuliew of long periods of progressive
normal science interspersed with short bursts\adltgionary science. Therefore MSRP recovers
a fundamental continuity in the growth of sciemtiknowledge that had been put into question
by Kuhn.

The appraisal of the progressiveness of reseamyragnmes cannot for Lakatos be an
activity that is solely guided by measurement agfainset of evaluative criteria alone, (contra
Popper), nor is it possible merely by looking famwlative growth in a sequence of theories
within one research programme, (contra Kuhn). Tikidbecause evaluation also necessarily
implies a two-pronged comparative process througichvboth the degree of progress within
particular research programmes, and treative progressiveness of different research
programmes when compared with each other, is aggutaiTherefore this proposed shift from
the evaluation of theories by comparing them witbe& of facts to the evaluation of research
programmes via a comparison of their relative problsolving effectiveness, is another
important aspect in which the ideas of Lakatos mosygond the work of his predecessors. The
comparative method of MSRP also makes explicitféioe that within most disciplines there are
more than one research programmes (equivalentraaigans for Kuhn) at any one time, and

these research programmes are not incommensunglai as they attempt to explain empirical
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problems that they see in common as being probl&nssthese competing research programmes
that must be compared with each other if we arddoable to evaluate whether they are
undergoing progressive or degenerative change whpared to their rivals.

lan Hacking, one of Lakatos’s most perceptive pteters, has argued convincingly that
Lakatos was attempting to install a theory of thewgh of knowledge as the centerpiece of his
philosophy of science, substituting it in the plata representational theory of truth. As he has
put it, for Lakatos “the point is not that therekisowledge but that there is growth.” (Hacking,
1981: 129) Therefore, this view of MSRP impliesttaen where a progressive problemshift is
taking place, there is no way that one can telltivrethe research programme is tending closer
to the truth or not, contrary to what Popper’s vietwerisimilitude might lead us to believe.
This is a somewhat controversial assertion thatg pakatos views close to those of Kuhn, who
(as we have seen) also wishes to do away with ¢led to ground an account of paradigmatic
development on the assumption that theories preigedy tend towards truth over time. But
despite holding problematic implications, we bediethat this is indeed a correct reading of
Lakatos.

Confirmation of this interpretation is shown in pages such as those in which Lakatos
writes that “with sufficient resourcefulness...angdhy can be defended ‘progressively’ for a
long time, even if it is false.” (Lakatos, 1981:7)1n other words, here Lakatos is asserting that
the progressiveness of a research paradigm isewesearily connected to its being true or false.
Furthermore, not only is progressiveness decoupieth verisimilitude, but degenerating
problemshifts are no longer necessarily terminatest but oftentimes temporary ruts which a
research programme can transcend by recovering ntameand progressivity at a later date.

Thus research programmes are never definitivedifiedl, and Lakatos states that:
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“One mustrealize that one’s opponent, even if lagging bdoghind, may still stage a
comeback. No advantage for one side can ever laeded as absolutely conclusive. There is
never anything inevitable about the triumph of agpamme. Also, there is never anything

inevitable about its defeat.” (Lakatos, 1981: 118)1

The drift of this argument leads us to the evenentmmtentious conclusion that Lakatos
was not interested in the normative evaluationesearch programmes at all, but rather was
happy merely to track the relative progress oreasgrof research programmes in the past. In
other words, Lakatos offers no help in decidingalhiesearch programmes weghtto choose
in the present. Rationality here becomes merelgreswer to the question of whether the most
progressive research programmes (i.e. researchrgmnoges where the growth of knowledge
through the prediction of new facts is occurringgrev actually chosen from amongst the
contenders in actual historical instances. Hackimglies that Lakatos’s theory is essentially one
that replaceught with is, that in other words it is a theory which offers assnethod “for
examining and sorting past sequences of theorieset whether they are degenerating or
progressive,” and he goes on further to say thaatos’s MSRP “provides no forward-looking
assessments of present competing scientific thebd(idacking, 1981: 132, 133)

One important caveat here, is that though the oprestf scientific rationality is
assimilated into the historical question of whetlpgogressive research programmes were
actually chosen by practitioners in a field at atipalar point in time, nevertheless Lakatos
ultimately retains an implicit normative focus sianito that of Popper insofar as he is concerned

to stipulate the conditions in which a growth oblatedge in science can occur. In other words,
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though the normative question of how progressiver(e) theories can best be chosen is of no
interest to him, Lakatos is nevertheless interestdadle normative question of how theories can
be constructed such that the likelihood of knowkedgowth in science can best be ensured. To
this question, the answer that Lakatos proposesrether self-evident one: to make sure that
theories are constructed such that they have exoagsical content over the extant theories in a
field. This practice increases the probability thatogressive problemshifts, (and not
degenerative ones), will characterize the developmné scientific research. There is evidence
for such views in the rule for the acceptance ebtles that Lakatos puts forward, which states
that “for the sophisticated falsificationist a tingas ‘acceptable’ or ‘scientific’ only if it has
corroborated excess content over its predecessor.bther words, if a prior process of
elimination takes place such that only ‘acceptathiebries with excess content are considered to
be viable replacements for their predecessors, thengrowth of science would have been
ensured — not at the moment of theory choice, bah aarlier point before such choices are even

made.
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Lakatos and Theories of IR

Having now given an account of Lakatos’s philosopifiyscience and the other earlier
theories which contributed to the development of dpproach, let us next turn to the task of
evaluating whether theoretical development in IRbést understood through the Lakatosian
method of MSRP. In order to accomplish this tas& wil critically examine some applications
of the Lakatosian framework to the evaluation ofthiBory. Two motivating interests will guide
the following enquiries. Firstly, | am interestedunderstanding why Lakatosian philosophy of
science (over the theories of his competitors)dtaacted such a strong interest among theorists
of IR, and secondly, I am interested in understagdivhat the limitations are of current
applications of the Lakatosian MSRP to IR theoryithe following discussion | will focus in
particular on two sources that | believe to be @spntative of the range of applications of the
Lakatosian framework in IR: the forum on the pr@greeness of neo-traditional approaches to
realism in the December 1997 issue of #mrerican Political Science Revifvand the book
entitled Progress in International Relations Theory (PIRTWhich resulted from a 1999

conference on meta-theory in 1R.

Before anyone can properly assess whether Lakatpstgress is an apt characterization
of disciplinary development in IR, it must first lascertained exactly what the appropriate unit
of analysis is that progress may or may not be @ncharacterization of. Should the unit of
analysis be the individual theories of IR, groupdR theories collected under the banner of

either a research paradigm or a research prograomseme other appropriate unit?

Kenneth Waltz's answer is that the proper unitadlysis for evaluating disciplinary
progress are the individual theories of internalarlations. We should of course be clear about

what exactly Waltz takes a theory to be. As he fiuts
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“A theory depicts the organization of a realm ahé tonnections among its parts. The
infinite materials of any realm can be organizedeimdlessly different ways. Reality is

complex; theory is simple. By simplification, thexw lay bare the essential elements in play
and indicate necessary relations of cause andleptendency — or suggest where to look for

them.” (Waltz, 1997: 913)

Waltz, criticizing what he calls Lakatos’s “dispéanent” of the problem of theory testing
onto that of testing research programmes, asseatsthe task of evaluating theories takes
priority over the task of evaluating groups of thes. The reasons he gives are as follows: first,
research programmes are secondary to theories dmtiaey are usually built around powerful
theories and not the other way around; secondpribielem of evaluating theories on their own
must be tackled whether or not research progranaresuccessfully compared; and third, the
positive evaluation of a theory is usually a neagsstep for a theory to become successful and
spawn a research programme — all of which for Wglies to show that the evaluation of
theories is prior to that of research programmé&liz, 2003)

In other words, when Waltz asserts that theoriesttae appropriate level of analysis on
which questions of disciplinary progress should dvaluated, he is in agreement with the
emphasis that Popper and Kuhn place on individoebries as being the primary units of
appraisal. When even such an eminent theorist dtz \ilaagrees with Lakatos about the main
units of analysis in appraising the theories of W, are entitled to ask whether there are any
strong reasons why the Lakatosian emphasis on grotigheories as the unit of should be

retained.
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It seems to us that the main advantage of the balat focus on research programmes is
twofold. Firstly, when compared to the Kuhnian patiof paradigms, Lakatos’s picture of the
co-existence of multiple research programmes pesvadway of describing the empirical terrain
of IR theory that botlprima facieseems descriptively accurate, and which allowslRetain for
itself status as a mature science. Contained wKhimn’s concept of the paradigm, as we have
seen above, is the implicit notion that in a norreailence the paradigm generally holds a
position of disciplinary hegemony. However, whendigcipline has not yet managed to
streamline itself and become a normal science, Kakas it that the co-existence of multiple

and fundamentally divergent paradigms is the norm.

IR theory on the one hand is characterized by raaucible heterogeneity, such that the
Kuhnian image of the hegemonic paradigm does higtweell with the important typologies of
the disciplinary terrain. For instance, the ‘level analysis’ approach to categorizing the
theories of IR posits there to be a complementdrgyween the theories that locate their
explanatory variables at different levels, (theiwidtal, the state, and international system,
respectively), rather than there being a competigimd zero-sum relationship between them. As
Waltz has written in his early work, the inclusiohfactors at each level of analysis is necessary
for a satisfactory analysis to be madé&ven in his later work, Waltz defines the systems
approach that he advocates to consist of an expanaf “how the structure of the system
affects the interacting units and how they in taffect the structure.” (Waltz, 1979: 40)
However, a caveat must be added, which is that resapgeneralizations made at one level of
analysis cannot merely be combined with those athan level in an additive fashion, but as
Singer notes “a prior translation from one levehtwther must take place.” (Singer, 1961: 91)

Nevertheless, if interdependence (and not indeper®jeis held to characterize the relations
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between different classes of theories and ‘levelsanalysis, this clearly cuts against the logic

(or is it a metaphor?) of statistical control whérés necessary to establish the independent
effect of each individual level/theory against tluditthe others. And it would seem that an

operative logic of appraising theories equivalemtstatistical control is necessary for the

explanatory force of individual IR theories to sablished and ultimate ‘winners’ chosen — as
the Kuhnian approach would require.

The other, and perhaps more widespread typologyeblyetheories of IR are divided
into ‘isms,” (such as for instance neo-realism, -hieeralism, and constructivism), also more
closely resembles the Lakatosian image of multipdsearch programmes inhabiting a
disciplinary space than it does other alternato@ants. These contrasting research programmes
are characterized by conflicting epistemologicaasptions which cannot be transcendfeand
thus the likelihood of a disciplinary consensus egimg on the basis of the final victory of one
of these research programmes seems highly unlikeélthe same time, the existence of multiple
research programmes that disagree on fundamestaingsions might just be a symptom of the
fact that IR theory is in fact an immature disaglithat has not yet managed to become a normal
science. This, however, would seem to cut agaimstdisciplinary self-identity that IR has
cultivated for itself of having become, (or almestceeded in becoming) a true science. In this
regard, the Lakatosian framework both allows fortiple research programmes to co-exist at
the same time as it legitimizes this fragmentetesté affairs as being a healthy one for a mature
science.

There is another more analytical reason as to wigy displacement from theories
upwards to groups of theories as the key unit afy@is makes good sense. This has to do with

the fact that common analytical elements are nacgss a pivot upon which comparisons, and
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therefore any evaluations of progress, can be mbde@ny comparative analysis, common

elements that link the objects of comparison aessary for a stable basis for comparison to
exist. In the case of philosophies of science thadit progress to be a relation between
individual theories, there must be a basis for cammg different theories, which would seem to

necessarily involve disaggregating theories to ldok internal components which can be

compared and through which a measure of “how mueteraxcess content one theory contains
than another” might be weighed. However, not onlyuld this task seem prima facie to be

exceptionally difficult in terms of measuremenhgtknowledge content’ of a theory seems hard
to measure in quantitative terms), but the trangiposupwards to groups of theories seems
preferable to the one downwards to disaggregatearyhcomponents because comparisons of a
more intuitive kind can be undertaken between tieoities of which a research tradition is

composed.

There remains the question of what exactly the cajued of a Lakatosian research
programme is in the field of IR theory. Let us rathiourselves that in order for there to be a
Lakatosian research programme, there must be g grotineories that are tied together by their
commitment to a hard core of commonly shared assang There have, of course, been
numerous suggestions as to what the exemplificatidrakatosian research programmes are in
the field of IR theory. For instance, Keohane anartivt (2003) argue that institutional theory
constitutes a research progréhMoravcsik makes the claim on behalf of liberaltiRory!’ and
Schweller asserts that neoclassical realism cotesita progressive research programme in the
Lakatosian mould® However, for all these claims, Bennett has stétaakly that “there is no
non-arbitrary means of achieving a consensus orn edrestitutes the hard core and outer belt of

any particular research program.” (Bennett, 20@2) 4T his implies that the task of identifying
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Lakatosian research programmes in the field of HBoty cannot but end up as a descriptive

endeavor rather than an analytical one. Furthernagr&chweller has noted:

“[TIhere is little consensus on what constitutes I& research program...does anyone
reasonably believe that a fieldwide consensus @amebched on these issues? With the
possible exception of Waltzian neorealism and Jdiearsheimer’s offensive realism, none
of the field’s various ‘isms’ represents a fullytiewlated theory of international relations.
They are, instead, vaguely conceptualized ‘persgmetor political philosophies rooted in
and guided by beliefs about ‘what matters’ and wieguires explanation in international

affairs.” (Schweller, 2003: 313)

If this is in fact the case, it is indicative thé&ohane and Martin have so much difficulty
in deciding whether neo-liberal institutional thgoconstitutes an autonomous research
programme or is merely a “half-sibling of realisiiKeohane and Martin, 2003: 81). This is due
to institutional theory sharing all of the key asgions of Waltzian neo-realism except the
implicit notion of the informational content of amernational system, which they see as being a
variable and not a constant. But how do we decitierwa theory belongs in one research
programme or another when most of the core assangpére common to both? Lakatos gives us
no clear answers here. Perhaps a more intuitivepbeaof the Lakatosian research programme
in IR theory, instead of the ‘isms’ such as nediseaand neo-liberalism, are groups of theories
sharing not merely a set of assumptions self-ddfimg the theory’s proponents, but groups of
theories more broadly defined to share ontologasmumptions in common. As Moravcsik has
proposed, it might be reasonable to “speak of iamalist research program in IR, with realist,

institutionalist, and liberal ‘paradigms’ as leaglielements.” (Moravcsik, 2003: 202) In either
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case, the isolation of cases of the central unaralysis proposed by a philosophy of science
seems for us to be a non-trivial problem, in casitta the attitude adopted by many of the
authors in thé’IRT volume, which for us amounts to the laissez-faieswthat even if examples
of research programmes cannot be found in IR, a@pdés not matter because the theoretical
groupings in IR are somehow self-evident, or byitare consensus will eventually emerge as to
what counts as a research programme in the fieltRotheory. If analogues of the unit of
analysis that a philosophy of science proposesatdmfound in a straightforward manner, this
would seem at the very least to suggest a limitaticthe applicability of that theory for the case
at hand.

The problem of deciding what constitutes valid egphlas of research programmes in IR
seems to correspond to a question that posed avrtanmp problem for Waltz, namely how the
term ‘theory’ should be defined.However, the initial distinction that Waltz setp in this
regard between theories as the end product of durciive process and theories as constructed
pictures of autonomous domains that guide our ebsens — is not the most pertinent
distinction for our analogy between Waltz and Lakatinstead, we must turn to the other
possible view of what a theory is — the view thegdries are a means of interpreting the world,
and not of explaining it. This is the view that \t¢ahssociates with the tradition of political
theory, where theory “is concerned more with plufdsc interpretation than with theoretical
explanation.” (Waltz, 1979: 6) The problem of decglbetween defining theories as explanatory
devices on the one hand or as interpretive dewcethe other, leads directly to the broader
guestion of whether entities such as ‘theories’ andearch programmes’ should be defined
from a purely external (cgtic) point of view, (where the analyst decides whatusth or should

not count as a case), or whether the self-desontf a purported theory or research programme
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by its author should also play a role in its defom, (i.e. anemicapproach). This issue has not
been adequately tackled in the discipline, and wetrdeal briefly with it here.

The debate about the respective merits of eticeanid approaches to social research has
a long tradition in the social sciences. On the loaed, for the tradition of interpretive research
the meanings of social actors are taken to be tineapy form of data upon which researchers
should base their findings, whereas for behaveasid others who emphasize the explanation of
action through causal models — the primary taskamfial research involves transcending the
meanings of individuals to grasp large-scale reaifiga in social actioi® In the case at hand,
paradoxically, the social actors in question aeettteorists of IR themselves — but this need not
deter us from seeing the analogy between thesestewarios. The question here is whether we
must choose one or the other of these poles, otheheve should decide that such a choice
would unnecessarily conflate two approaches thah éwld value for us in illuminating an
important aspect of reality.

By way of example, in the case of research progresgran etic perspective might allow
us to identify groups of theories in IR, such asrddgsik’s ‘rationalist research programme,’
held together by logically defensible criteria siasha commitment to causal theories, derivation
of testable hypotheses, parsimony in theory coaitny, and so on. But nevertheless any
grouping of theories made by such means will negégsconflict with some theorists’ self-
understandings of what school of thought their thdmelongs to, (for instance most strands of
neo-realism, much of neo-liberalism, and some fkedn the constructivist school would seem
to come under the rubric of a ‘rationalist’ reséaptogramme), and different interpreters would
likely have different perspectives as to how widelglusive such categories should be — opening

up the specter of indeterminacy and confusion. l@@nother hand, emic approaches might focus
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in on ‘natural kinds’ such as the ‘isms’ or evenrrawer approaches such as research on the
democratic peace — but few of these natural kirelmsto comfortably conform with the
requirements for being considered as research amoges, let alone theories. For instance, the
democratic peace paradigm has often been call&tistisal correlation in need of a theory, due
to the sparseness of the hypotheses and predicilomst the international system that can be
drawn from its key contentions. How can the demiaczeace perspective plausibly claim to be
a research programme when even its status as angetieory is in doubt? In any case, the
irreducibility of etic and emic approaches woulcerseto be a necessary fact that must be
accepted, and we believe that any future attenopspécify Lakatosian research programmes in
IR should attempt to combine both etic and emidcaidrs in a single multidimensional scale.

Let us move on now to ask how well Lakatos’s natiof sophisticated falsification and
progressive problemshift manage to capture ther@atitheoretical development in IR. Lakatos
notes that a theory embedded in a series of tte@oastituting a research programme is
‘falsified’ in the sophisticated sense “when isigperseded by a theory with higher corroborated
content.” (Lakatos, 1970: 118) How often, in faae theories in IR superseded by other theories
that possess higher corroborated content? We aex faere with the problematic fact that
theories in IR are rarely superseded to the extemthich theories in the natural sciences are
superseded by their successors.

To take one example, what has been labeled as lassical realism’ by Randall
Schweller and others, has recently gained condtieiaterest in IR not by proposing a new
theory intended to supersede what is considered miost sophisticated contemporary
presentation of realism, WaltZEheory of International Politicdyut by in fact merely ‘bringing

back in” aspects of older realist theories dealinity the domestic sources of foreign policy as a
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means of supplementing neo-realism’s weaknessesharsdproviding additional explanatory
power?! As Schweller has put it, neo-classical realismitevimot abandoning Waltz’s insights
about international structure and its consequentese. added first and second image variables
to explain foreign policy decision making...” (So#ifer, 2003: 317) Although neo-classical
realism is asserted to be a progressive reseaodrgmnme by its proponents, it would seem
more accurately to be described as a degeneratiegbased on its discovery not of novel facts
but of facts already predicted by the theoriesla$sical realism that neo-classical realism self-
consciously adopts.

But what exactly does the fact that prior knowledqgentained in earlier theories) is
frequently re-incorporated back into later theotesus? For one thing, this observation seems
to contradict the notion of cumulative knowledgewth across sequences of theories, because if
it were true that the knowledge content of eathewories is perfectly encompassed by later ones,
there would be no need for such re-incorporatiom.ti@ same note, if it were the case that all
later theories perfectly encompassed later oneswbuld be equally problematic for it would
come to seem as though no such thing as a genummly theory were possible — all later
theories becoming ad hoc adjustments of earlies.oRerhaps this paradox of transitions in
theory sequences is in part a necessary conseqoéttise incomplete nature of parsimonious
theories which try to minimize theoretical redunchanat the same time as maximizing
explanatory power. Whatever its source, it is clbat there is a fundamental tension between
the idea of sequences of theories where later ifecupersede earlier ones and the idea of
cumulative knowledge growth where the knowledgeteainof earlier theories is absolutely

retained in earlier ones.
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This seems also to be related to a notable chaistcten social science more generally,
which is that intellectual revolutions analogousthose in the natural sciences do not seem to
occur very frequently. It is perhaps a corollarytioé relative absence of revolutions in social
science that theories in social science are raeindoned completely, and the phenomenon we
have just seen of certain parts of an older théaing brought ‘back in’ is something we can
witness over and over again in the social sciendés. might this be the case?

One part of the reason, as we have already settratisocial science theories in fact very
rarely manage to encompass all of the knowledgeeobrof their predecessors, contrary to
Popperian and Lakatosian assumptithiBhere is often a loss in knowledge content whem ne
theories are adopted, and this goes some pareokdly to explaining why older theories in the
social sciences are rarely definitely supersedeslnMght look, for instance, to the resurgence of
interest in questions of collective preference fation and collective identity by those working
on developing institutional theory and the ratigstgbaradigm more generaff§ This has been a
response to one of the main perceived weaknesgbs @éationalist paradigm, namely the under-
determined nature of the preferences of real-wadtbrs when game theoretical models are
applied to empirical scenarios. (Milner, 1998) Ashappens, some thinkers of the older
paradigms, (such as classical liberalism and pdggiwal anthropology), had already dealt at
some length with issues to do with preference feionaand collective identity. And predictably
enough it is to these approaches that rationalisgs turned when attempting to fill-in the
lacunae associated with their research traditiomnly case, it must be acknowledged that one of
the main limitations of the rationalist approachis-under-theorization of questions of collective

identity — had arisen from a loss of extant knowkdenerated by earlier thinkers.
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Another aspect of this absence of definitive obsmdace of social science theories is a
seeming paradox, which is that some of the oldeoribs of politics, society, and so on, persist
even when the object of analysis in social scidheesociety) changes at what can be presumed
to be a faster rate than the fundamental entittistgd by the hard sciences — which are assumed
in their essence to remain the same across timeetdsr, the paradoxical nature of this fact
becomes more explicable when we see that this efiaocy is partially an artifact of a
misleading comparison. Historical process and thestantly changing nature of social reality
necessitates that contemporary accounts from gest @anbedded in the theoretical, historical,
and other narrative writings of that age are ofte& only means we have of unlocking the
phenomenological (i.e. lived experiential) realit§ a distant age. Because the task of
understanding (and not merely explanation) corisStan important part of the mission of the
social sciences, the study of societies, indivisuand ideas distant from us not only
geographically but also historically is an essértagk without a clear parallel in the natural
sciences. This seems to go some way to explainmgtine study of theories and paradigms of
past ages does not seem to be integral to theqeasftnatural science in the same way that it is
for the social sciences.

Returning to our discussion of the seeming lackarfidigmatic revolutions in the social
sciences, one tempting response might be to coachat this characteristic is due to the social
sciences having failed thus far to become realnsei® This perspective, which utilizes the
Kuhnian distinction between normal science andpadigm science, would take the lack of
revolutions to be indicative of the absence of scigiinary consensus in a pre-paradigmatic
discipline, because when there exists no suchglilsary consensus then it is logically virtually

impossible for revolutions — which invariably atggimo overthrow core conventions embodied
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in a disciplinary consensus — to arise. One prgson here might be to attempt to model social
science more closely around the image of the nasgrances, aiming for increased disciplinary
consensus and the formation of hegemonic paradigfailitate progressive development. This,
however, is not a route that | expect to be padity productive. The main problem, of course,
is that a disciplinary consensus that is legislatéal existence through conscious intervention is
not the same thing as a disciplinary consensuseimgrges as an unintended consequence of
internal developments in a field. The desired fafmevolutionary development that is associated
with the latter non-intentional process, it seemagd, will not arise through the artificial induced
consolidation of a discipline.

In IR, the view which suggests that social sciestoauld model itself more closely on the
natural sciences first gained wide currency infiblel with the onset of the so-called ‘behavioral
revolution” which swept IR in the 1950s and 196@ken the qualitative methods and textual
analysis associated with the older traditions giainatic history and international law were
gradually supplanted by an increasing emphasis hen study of observable behavior and
empirically testable hypotheses. This influx of newethods sparked a backlash on the part of
scholars who were more comfortable with the traddl approach, and the debate that ensued
came to define one of the most significant cleagagethe field during the 19668However,
even in this early phase of the so-called ‘secoglthte’ when empirical methods were eagerly
adopted by many in the field, it was not exactlgacl what the core of this ‘behaviorism’
consisted of. As Knorr and Rosenau put it in atyeaview article, amongst the proponents of
the scientific approach “consensus is lacking...foms, science means abstract theory, for
others it connotes testable hypotheses, for dfiérs it is synonymous with the collection of

guantified data.” (Knorr and Rosenau, 1969: 13)
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Of course, the difficulty of pinning down exactiyhat constitutes the essence of the
scientific method as it has been practiced waslharshewly discovered problem. Toulmin had
argued that what is commonly held to be one of dbmerstones of the scientific method,
prediction as the means of explanation, is in fact a mistepdiharacterization insofar as
prediction denotes a family of related but nevdede distinct practices which cannot be
conflated into a singular practice without distomti Firstly, he alerts us to branches of science
which have produced powerful theories without amgdctive power, such as the evolutionary
paradigm in biology originating from the insights @arwin. This leads to the conclusion that
prediction, if we must retain it as the cornerstof@ur definition of science, should refer not
only to making intelligible the future, but alsd& ability to infer the occurrence of any event in
guestion — whether it has already happened, isdmpp now, or is going to happen in the
future.” (Toulmin, 1961: 27)

Secondly, Toulmin points out the paradox that stiseorical branches of science, such
as Babylonian astronomy, achieved a significantekegf predictive power without achieving a
requisite understanding of the phenomena beingiqiestl Furthermore Newton’s physical
theories, one of the most powerful scientific the®iof modern times, was stunningly successful
in developing our understanding of physical phenmanguch as celestial and tidal motions, but
nevertheless made actual forecasts that were gatarr many cases. Toulmin concludes that it
is the pre-theoretical ideals of order underlyingestific paradigms that most properly
characterize the scientific enterprise, not commohkld notions such as ‘science as
explanation,” and the like. He writes of predictithrat “forecasting...is a craft or technology, an

application of science rather than the kernel ddrexe itself...a novel and successful theory may
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lead to no increase in our forecasting skill; whileernatively, a successful forecasting-technique
many remain for centuries without any scientifisisd (Toulmin, 1961: 36)

As we can see, even the question of what condithee core of scientific method in the
natural sciences is open to contention. Thus, adsté advocating a premature assimilation of
social science into natural science, it would seemser response to acknowledge the divergent
forms of disciplinary development in the social amatural sciences as being indicative of
substantive differences in the subject matter aathadology of these respective fields. Perhaps
one fruitful comparison here is the differentialtura of change undergone by written and
unwritten constitutions. James Bryce, in depicting differences between written constitutions
and unwritten constitutions, has alluded to the that written constitutions — due to their
codified nature and formalized amendment rules e-adten less able to resist revolutionary
pressures than are unwritten constitutions, belered as they are to absorb similar pressures

due to their decentralized nature. He writes that:

“A Rigid Constitution, if the legal means providéa altering it cannot be used for the want
of the prescribed legal majority, resists the prasslt may of course resist successfully, but
if so, probably after a conflict which has shakba State and excited hostility to it in the

minds of a large part of the people. It may, howgeif¢he assailing forces are very strong, be
broken, and if so, broken past mending. A Flex®tmstitution, however, being more easily
and promptly alterable, and being usually a lessnlyi welded and cohesive structure, can
bend without breaking, can be modified in such § wa to satisfy popular demands, can
escape revolution by the practical submission &f @inthe contending forces in the particular
dispute, that submission being recognized as agezt which will be followed, even though

it has not been embodied in any law or other fordogiument.” (Bryce, 1901: 147-148)
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If this depiction is an acceptable one for capwmritot only the distinction between
written and unwritten constitutions, but more inpotly the differences between disciplinary
development in natural science and social scieaspectively, then it is perfectly explicable
why revolutions are almost absent from the histdrabevelopment of the social sciences. In
other words, due to the more rigid and narrowlyraef nature of theories in the natural sciences,
most attempts at revision will necessitate thromng the old theory altogether, rather than
merely shifting the parameters of the old theorgwidver beneficial such a process might be for
disciplinary progress, it would seem to entail iedbintellectual waste as well.

Thus the overly negative evaluation of the decéim&d and contentious disciplines in
the social sciences might stand in need of cooects a matter of fact, when compared to their
more streamlined cousins in the natural scieneet sharacteristics as diffuse structure and low
degree of consensus might prove to be a relatiom bloat allows the disciplines of the social
sciences not merely to avoid the all-or-nothing flagrations that can occur in disciplines
unified under a hegemonic viewpoint — but enabéntlalso to draw on the full gamut of past
theories for their analytical insights, without hgirestricted to merely the most current
perspective§’

Therefore, sophisticated falsification might beather misleading way to characterize
disciplinary development in a social science fisleth as IR. Not only are theories in research
traditions seldom superseded definitively by tiseiccessors, but later theories — far from always
possessing corroborated novel content as Lakatiostsy would require — often do not manage
to encompass the collective knowledge-content eir thredecessors and thus pillage insights

from older theories to fill in gaps where knowledgmtent has been lost, in the process creating

36



an eclectic synthesis. And there might be anotheremntrinsic reason why Lakatosian
sophisticated falsificationism is not an approgiatay to view social phenomena. If a newly
arrived physical theory predicts new particles taste it is not believed that these newly
postulated particles have come into existence hegetith the emergence of the new theory. In
contrast to the nature of the fundamental eleme@ftshe physical realm, (especially as
conceptualized by the hard sciences — physics, istigmand so on), which are assumed to be
unchanging and constant, the fundamental entiti@srhust be explained in the social world in
fact change with the passage of historical time #nedchanging forms of social organization.
Thus, when the fundamental entities being obsechadige, a new theory will necessarily have
to deal with new fundamental entities, and this Mosurely mean that the Lakatosian
requirement that new theories must account foth@lobservations that previous theories have
accounted for and more, is an impossible requirémnoesatisfy in such a circumstance. Although
this can be assumed to hold regardless of conte&tdifficulty of constructing cumulative
theories of the social world would be especiallytipent in times of momentous social change
when the basic constituent entities (such as fetance the state, or the family — both of which
have undergone significant historical change) andes of organization of a society or system,
are in flux and changing rapidly.

There is, however, one aspect of Lakatos’s notibsophisticated falsification which
does ring true as a description of the empiricaktigoment of IR theory, and that is its rejection
of naive falsification and its assertion that theoare never falsified by mere observation. This
is also the key sense in which Waltz believes jpalitscientists can benefit from studying

Lakatos’s approach. As he has cogently put it:
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“Lakatos’s assaults crush the crassly positiviseglabout how to evaluate theories that are
accepted by most political scientists. He demofistie notion that one can test theories by

pitting them against facts.” (Waltz, 2003: xii)

In rejecting the naive falsification of Popper, béds made a two-pronged attack against
both dogmatic verification and falsification as qdate theories of scientific method. As he put
it, “scientific theories are not only equally unpable...but they are also equally undisprovable,”
(Lakatos, 1970: 103), and this is due to the fhet the relation between theory and fact is
indeterminate as neither verification nor falsifioa of theory can be adduced merely from a
simple comparison of facts and theories. Verifmatis disproved because more than one set of
facts can accord with any particular theory, arsifiaation is disproved because more than one
theory can explain any set of fafsA similar argument holds in the case of probatiilis
theories, and Lakatos notes that “no finite sangale ever disprove a universal probabilistic
theory.” (Lakatos, 1970: 102) This state of affdeads to the necessity for a more complex
three-way relation between a set of facts, and dwmore competing theories. Rationality can
therefore no longer be the description of a sinmplation between facts and theories, but must
rather come to be seen as a more complex relatprmtween theories and other theories
mediated by facts.

So how does Lakatos’s rejection of naive falsifaratally with the history of theoretical
development in IR? Let us look at a couple of exdaspFirstly, and as we have seen already,
theories in IR (and in the social sciences moreegaly) are rarely definitively superseded, but
are often integrated back into the contemporaryyhbwidheory in a cyclical fashion some time

after their presumed obsolescence. This would @yreseem to suggest the limitations of
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falsification as a model for theory-choice in IRecBndly, if we look at a particular case — for
instance the end of the cold war — as a potentiaifyortant set of facts with which predictions
deriving from specific theories of IR can be congghrwe find that such events actually do not
falsify any theories in a simplistic manner. Ratther interaction between fact and theory in such
situations is more complex. The end of the cold prasented the structural realism of Waltz
with a dilemma, in so far as some predictions degvirom the Waltzian framework are
confirmed and other predictions are disconfirmedHh®yfacts of this case, a common outcome of
the comparison of facts and theories. Neverthetbssgegree of disconfirmation that is evident
and the survival of neo-realism as a major thecatpproach in the field despite this would
seem to suggest that Lakatos’s rejection of falsifon — and equally his advocacy of tenacity in
the face of intellectual challengers together wiiis injunction to treat budding research
programmes leniently — consists of lessons tha¢ ladneady been heeded by practitioners in the
field, though primarily as a consequence of thea-geflexive intuitions. Let us look briefly at
this case here.

William Wohlforth in his important paper, “The Rues — Soviet Empire: A Test of
Neorealism,” attempts to apply one implication ofal¥¥ian neo-realism to the case of the
evolution and decline of the Soviet Empire. He agyassentially that the vicissitudes of the rise
and fall of the Russian and Soviet Empires closedigcts the power of deep anarchical structure
(through the mechanisms of socialization and coitige} to mould the units of an international
system into becoming structurally similar. In orense, the application of neo-realism to the
disintegration of the Soviet Empire can be seea laslliant confirmatory application of a theory
that is more often taken as being disconfirmed Hey énd of the cold war — in many ways a

classic example of the Lakatosian positive hewristiwvork. However, what at first appears to be
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the successful application of neo-realism to thisecnonetheless opens up numerous conceptual
ambiguities which neo-realism struggles to resolve.
In discussing the mechanisms through which theswfia system become similar, Waltz

writes that:

“The first way in which structures work their effeds through a process of socialization that
limits and molds behavior. The second way is thhoagmpetition. In social sectors that are
loosely organized or segmented, socialization tglase within segments and competition
takes place among them. Socialization encourage$asiies of attributes and of behavior.
So does competition. Competition generates an otidemunits of which adjust their relations

through their autonomous decisions and acts.” (xVaR79: 76)

But, on a deeper structural level, what are thengsive causes that, for Waltz, lead to
the mechanisms of socialization and competitiohamperative? Two levels of structure can be
seen to have relevance here. The ordering prinaptee current international system, namely
anarchy?’ and through it the imperative to ensure for or@im survival first and foremost,
leads to the emergence of a self-help system. @atbning environment such as a self-help
system in which states must compete to survive,nsié¢hat states must mimic successful
strategies in order to maximize their own capagitier survival. This mimicry takes place
mainly along two dimensions: sovereignty as thengiple of organization that states must
reproduce in order to remain autonomous over tbein domain; and the duplication of
successful military technologies and strategieshasmeans through which states must ensure
their continued ability to fend off attacks. Anaycaind the logic of survival that goes with it is

for Waltz the most important structural principlext ensures that competition not co-operation,
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homogenization not differentiation, and socialiaatand not toleration are the mechanisms that
will remain operative in the international system.

The second dimension of structure, the charactéheotinits, is the main level in which
the ordering principle of anarchy and self-helgé®n to have its consequences. The nature of
the units in an anarchic realm such as the intemmat system, is for Waltz characterized by
functional homogeneity and structural similaritpdea mechanism of natural selection operates
in the international environment through which sssful adaptations are selected (and
reproduced throughout the system over time) andiagessful adaptations or strategies fall by
the wayside and become extinct. As Wohlforth notdge mechanism through which system
pressures ‘shape and shove’ states in particulgs vganot rational optimization of each decision
problem but rather socialization, adaptation, agldcion.”®

Wohlforth, in pointing to the fact of the disintagjon of the Soviet Union and its
replacement by a handful of nation-states fullyeseign in the Westphalian mode, suggests that
the socializing power of international structur@ @reating like-units through a process of
selection) was somehow operative in selecting lo&itSoviet Union as a unit dissimilar from the
other units in the international system, (at lesisice the dissolution of the great Western
European empires with the last wave of de-colofnastarting from the mid-20bcentury), and
thus under structural pressure to either adapf wseédie.’ It is argued that this mechanism of
negative selection would inevitably have playectlitout over the long-term, and as an
anomalous system unit the Soviet Union would haseolme subject to progressively greater
degrees of structural pressure to assimilate $o lscome similar to the rest of the system units.
Although such structural pressures of a Waltziaaremy would have been operative over a long

time-period, thus bringing us back to the probldrtiming and the need to account for the time-
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lag separating structural transformation from udransformation, Wohlforth points by way of
explanation to the mechanism of path-dependeneef@sn of negative feedback which — whilst
not ultimately overcoming structural pressures mperarily raises the costs of moving to
another equilibrium which might in fact be morei@ént (and less costly). Such path
dependence, (and the institutional inertia thatltsl could be one way of explaining the unduly
long length of time during which the Soviet Uniamaved by forcibly maintaining its territorial
integrity in the face of structural pressures paghn the opposite direction.

But regardless of these countervailing tendeneid®n Wohlforth writes that “securing
an empire in a world of empires is one thing; dasogn a world of states is quite anoth&ttie
gets to the crux of the matter, which is that asaapmalous unit in a system subject to
homogenizing tendencies, the long-term survivdhefSoviet Union was always in doubt. When
Wohlforth writes that the USSR was “a state thaiaally concentrated political and economic
power in Moscow; yet it was formally organized afederation based on the national principle
and it granted non-Russian nationalities far mateucal rights than they had ever had under the
old regime® he well captures some of the contradictions infiteiie the nature of the Soviet
Union as a system unit. It may even be that theRJIBQest conceptualized as an international
system in its own right, and Buzan and Little ththiat “viewing...the Soviet Union as [a] type
of international system forces us to reassess whamnean by an international system and how
an international system should be conceptualizéd.”

However the USSR might ultimately be classifiedseems clear that the Soviet Union
simultaneously displays facets which make it rederah empire, a suzerain state-system, and a
more conventional nation-state all at once. Thisy/\yeeculiar nature of the Soviet Union as a

system unit should perhaps already have alerte tise difficulty of analyzing the USSR in
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classical neo-realist terms. It seems to us threkéy question which all this raises for structural
realism is that of how convincing it is to talk albahe survival impulse in a self-help system of
anarchy when the nature of the unit in questioa cdmposite one. In cases such as that of the
Soviet Union, the existence of an empire, regigneitegrated entities, and several states and
nations can all be discerned within the structur@ @ontiguous territory, (and assuming that
each of these structures carries along with itrecemitant identity and ties of allegiance), then
neo-realism does not give us sufficient guidancaoafiow to ascertain which principle of
attachment will ultimately become wedded to thadtrral impulse for survival and be salient in
a particular instance.

This indeterminacy of neo-realism is well illusedtwith the case of Soviet behavior at
the close of the cold war, when the Eastern Eumpeaublics together with the Brezhnev
doctrine were effectively jettisoned by the Sovesdership in Moscow in the face of a rising
tide of revolutionary ferment over the course oB&%nd 1989. Neo-realism seems on shaky
ground here, and the theory seems to be consistdna number of contradictory expectations.
On one hand, if the leadership of the Soviet Uri@nthat the survival of the core of the USSR
was at stake, (and here one would perhaps havegte dahat a submerged ‘Russian’ ethno-
national identity continued to exist throughout emmunist era), then the sacrifice of costly
territorial appendages (such as the Eastern Eunogablics) which not only did not fit within
the conceptual image of the national core but ah éadangered the very existence of the core —
could justifiably be undertaken and in fact be ustted as rational behavior aimed to ensure the
survival of the unit. On the other hand, if theriterial integrity of the Soviet Union as an
imperial unit is taken as being the relevant urditapalysis, then the behavior of the Soviet

leadership in peacefully allowing for the effectisecession of the Eastern European republics
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becomes inexplicable in neo-realist terms as the &b territory would here entail a fundamental
threat to unit survival — something not to be takghtly according to the structural imperative
of self-help

Furthermore, the twin notions of socialization amnpetition that Waltz argues are the
primary mechanisms through which the logic of ahgrexpresses itself, runs into an intractable
set of problems when its logic is extended to othmeit cases. As one example, the notion of
socialization seems to sit uncomfortably with thxéstnce of periods of systemic change in the
international system that John Gerald Ruggie ahdrsthave pointed to, such as the transition
between the medieval order organized around thecipte of overlapping and distributed
sovereignties and the Westphalian internationa¢iovwhere sovereignty came to take on a rigid
territorial and either/or logic of dominion of artigory and subjects. How does the socializing
power of structure operate in such transitional mot® when the very nature of the dominant
unit itself is in flux? It seems that a rigid logid systemic socialization does not allow us to
account for the rare moments of systemic transfoomavhere new units emerge that then go on
to become replicated throughout the system. Thestoure of unit variability (in terms of
differentiation in system units) and the rate atolhhsocialization occurs is another issue that
Waltzian neo-realism does not seem capable of mandh its own terms.

Yet, despite these significant limitations of Wadtz structural realism with respect to the
facts that comprise the end of the cold war, itndicative of the way in which research is
conducted in IR that neo-realism was not genetakgn to have been falsified by such facts. Of
course, Lakatos would have been surprised by nbtieiso From a Lakatosian perspective, the
reluctance of IR theorists to part with a damadpsibty might have much to do with the fact that

the alternate theories available (such as constisie) which propose some plausible
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mechanisms (i.e. the power of agency and systartecaction to override the push and shove of
structures) through which the end of the cold warld have come about, nevertheless currently
fall short of established theories such as nedsmalin numerous other respects. These
shortcomings come under a number of distinct categjoaesthetic limitations, (such as the
relative lack of parsimony and weak ratio of théioe# proposition to explanatory power);
logical weaknesses, (such as tardiness in tradiegcausal chain all the way back beyond
ideational factors); and methodological incongesti (such as the relative absence of a
falsifiable core, overall inability to encompasssnof the explanatory power of extant theories,
and so on). These failings, taken together, wooldWaltz even endanger constructivism’s
claims to being a legitimate ‘theory’ per se. Butany case, the main point that we should take
away from this discussion is that the evidentidagus of the end of the cold war as a test for IR
theory suggests that theories in IR are never sifigigified by a set of facts.

The more complex three-way relation that Lakatosoedtes between two or more
competing theories mediated by a set of facts lgleaquires us to transcend the Popperian
epistemology which (despite its skepticism regagdirerification) ultimately reduces to a
correspondence theory of truth. In its place, weush erect a more nuanced epistemology
centered not around an absolute relation betweeoryhand reality anchored by truth, but a
comparative relation between one theory and otiewrtes, where the important criterion is not
truth, but a quality such as ‘relative explanatpower,’” or the like. Both Lakatos and Waltz
agree that this comparative relationship betweeortas is of the utmost importance, the final
arbiter of the quality of a theory here being ndtether it is true but whether it is ‘worth taking
seriously’ as Waltz has often stated. However, asheve seen already, there are still many in

the IR fraternity who accept the somewhat outd&epperian epistemology of theories as being
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things that are either true or false. This seemseta sign that an adequate epistemology which

consolidates and extends the fragmentary insightakatos and Waltz is yet to emerge.
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Conclusion

In concluding, it might be helpful to recap someportant points from the discussion so
far. 1 will do so by extracting what seems to beoherent position from what Lakatos and Waltz
have to say about the nature of theories. For bakatos and Waltz, no theory is provable, but
neither are theories disprovable either. Therefotleeory is neither true nor false. This is due to
the fact that a theory is not the reality itselfif Imerely a ‘picture’ or ‘model’ of a set of facts.
This implies that there can be more than one pctiiira set of facts. No picture is definitively
true, because a picture necessarily distorts ibgesti matter to some extent, (no matter how
accurate it is), insofar as it is a representatind not the thing-in-itself. On the same note, no
picture need necessarily be false, insofar as eegngsentation can be made to accord with a set
of facts to a lesser or greater degiee.

For Waltz, in the place of the truth criterion, theare only theories which are better or
worse in terms of the explanatory power that theywide. Would Lakatos agree with Waltz on
this point? Despite a difference of emphasis, virgktthat the answer is essentially that he does.
We have already seen that Lakatos believes thdtearyt is only ‘scientific’ if “it has
corroborated excess empirical content over its quessor’ (Lakatos, 1970: 116) Here
‘scientific’ for Lakatos is another way of sayingseful,” and the final arbiter of whether a theory
is useful or not is not whether it is true but eatthe extent to which it contributes to the growth
of knowledge in the discipline. Thus, we think thakatos would endorse Waltz’'s emphasis of
the explanatory power of a theory as being the @nmeasure of its use value. However, the
meaning of ‘explanation,” for Waltz, does not neszegy equate to predictive power, but must
be defined more broadly. We have already seenlifleitos does not view the philosophy of

science as being primarily a predictive enterpriag, rather as concerning itself more with the
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retrospective task of evaluating whether theorksbits in the historical evolution of research

programmes were rational or not, depending on véndtie most progressive alternatives were
chosen by practitioners at moments of paradigm ghawaltz also concurs with this de-

emphasis of the future in favor of the past, anch@swrites: “success in explaining, not in

predicting, is the ultimate criterion of good thgortheories of evolution, after all, predict

nothing in particular.” (Waltz, 1997: 916)

It certainly seems as though we can't live with ggess and can’t live without it.
Although progress seems ephemeral as an analyticepg it is nevertheless something that
seems vital in giving us a sense of direction biothour intellectual endeavors and in our
everyday lives. Perhaps it is the impulse to owetHe ourselves against the possibility of a lack
of progress that causes a discipline to fold backn itself and concentrate on progressively
narrower problems, rather than attempting to devetaltiple analytic domains simultaneously.
In this regard, perhaps Betts’s admonition to thielligence community to become more tolerant
of intelligence failures is also fruitfully directeowards the practitioners of IR. As he notes in
comments that are directly relevant to our fieldittfough marginal reforms may reduce the
probability of error, the unresolvable paradoxed &arriers to analytic...accuracy will make
some incidence of failure inevitable.” (Betts, 1983F) The lesson here is that we should be
careful what we wish for. If we let our field beivdn too much by the normative search for
theoretical and predictive progress at the expeisether key values, this might have the
paradoxical effect of taking us further away fromgucing meaningful accounts of the political
world that are grounded in the exigencies of figdpractical solutions to concrete political

problems.
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! Watzlawick et al, (1967), underline the importance of meta-commuitcafor successful interaction, and
conversely point to an association between theilihabo meta-communicate and various pathologiasjuding
amongst others, schizophrenia. They write thate “diility to metacommunicate appropriately is natycthe
condition sine qua nomf successful communication, but is intimately Bokwith the enormous problem of
awareness of self and others.” (p. 53)

2 This optimistic outlook of progressive developminheld not only by practitioners in the subfiefdiR, but also
by many of those in the wider field of politicaliegce. Such implicit understandings are indicatgdhie adoption
of Popperian assumptions of scientific progres&img, Keohane and Verba in a widely used textbookhe logic
of research entitleBesigning Social InquiryKing, Keohane, and Verba, 1994).

% See John A. Vasquez, “The Realist Paradigm andeiergtive versus Progressive Research Programs: An
Appraisal of Neotraditional Research on Waltz's@aing Proposition,American Political Science Reviedi,(4):
899-912; and the responses by Kenneth Waltz, ThaBtaistensen and Jack Snyder, Colin EIman andaMiri
Fendius Elman, Randall Schweller, and Stephen Walt.

* Colin Elman and Miriam Fendius Elman, (ed®jogress in International Relations Theory: Appiaisthe Field,
MIT Press, 2003, (henceforBiRT)

® It is also these Popperian insights that undeeffiorts in the social sciences (such as that ogKkeohane, and
Verba, 1994) to draw up a unified logic of inferenio the social sciences anchored around the cmtiennof
causation as inferred from counterfactual cond#idduch arguments for a unified logic of sociakezsh are not
new, of course, and they not only bear a familgma@slance to Max Weber’s discussion of causal arsatiisough
the construction of ideal types (Weber, 1949), thely are also analogous to an earlier attempt ndiLijphart
when he argued for a unified logic of explanatiowlerlying statistical (large-n) methods, comparativethods, and
case studies, all of which he claims are anchoretthe logic of the experimental method, (Lijphd@y1).

® There can be discerned to be circular reasonimget here, although the circle in this case isawicious one.

"It has been noted that revolutionary developmintsought are frequently set off either by invgators who are
young, or by those with a background in other 8etbming new to an area who are thus enabled tmlsee
problems in a new light. (Kuhn, 1996; Jervis, 197%7)

8 Despite Popper having jettisoned the view thaiiles are confirmed to be true, he nevertheless itahat — by
implication — theories left standing after the rigws process of falsification would have the atti@of greater
verisimilitude, (or closeness to the truth), beestiey are lesklsethan their predecessors.

° Toulmin, in this connection, points out that “papls every new generation of scientists having aiginal ideas
or ‘slant’ of its own finds itself, at certain pd¢gnand in certain respects, at cross-purposes thwtiimmediately
previous generation.” He goes on to say that padssible to “question...whether any natural scienaeirty a
serious theoretical componeterdevelops by a process of ‘accretion’ alone.” (Tanlm970: 45)

19 Admittedly the ‘constancy’ here is by default, acomes about because the knowledge content of dargpe
theories cannot be directly compared (due to incensurability). This therefore rules out even thegiuility of
measuring either increase or decrease, and leanstaticy as the only viable alternative.

1 | akatos writes that an alternate theofl),(to be a viable contender to the original theom), tnust have the
following characteristics: “(1Y’ has excess empirical content ovierthat is, it predictsiovelfacts, that is, facts
improbable in the light of, or even forbidden, By (2) T' explains the previous success Hfthat is, all the
unrefuted content of is included (within the limits of observational @ty in the content of’; and (3) some of the
excess content df is corroborated.” (Lakatos, 1970: 116)

12 5ee John A. Vasquez, “The Realist Paradigm andelegtive versus Progressive Research Programs: An
Appraisal of Neotraditional Research on Waltz'sd@Baing Proposition,American Political Science Reviedd, (4):
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899-912; and the responses by Kenneth Waltz, ThaBtaistensen and Jack Snyder, Colin EIman andaMiri
Fendius Elman, Randall Schweller, and Stephen Walt.

13 Colin ElIman and Miriam Fendius Elman, (edBiogress in International Relations Theory: Appiaisthe Field,
MIT Press, 2003, (henceforHRT)

14 Waltz, in Man, the State and Wa(1959), writes that “prescriptions directly derivédm a single image are
incomplete because they are based upon partiaysmasal The partial quality of each image sets upnaion that
drives one toward inclusion of the others.” (p.230)

15 For instance, regarding anarchy, neo-realism tikést international anarchy is a basic factmiginational life
that cannot be changed and which leads inevitablghiaracteristic behavior such as ‘self-help’ abdlancing.’
Neo-realism, on the other hand takes it that aryaisifundamental but can nevertheless be mitigéitedugh
information distributing mechanisms such as intéomal institutions, and constructivism takes #itlanarchy itself
can come to take on different hues, (conflictuabperative, etc) depending on the type of intesaeti history that
the units of the system have built up over time.

16 Keohane and Martin argue that the hard core dititisnal theory consists of the following assurops: i) states
are the primary actors in world politics, ii) stateehave as if they were rational, iii) states petheir interests, iv)
states operate in a world of anarchy, v) nevertisetiespite iv, international institutions constedcby states are
effective in improving the conditions of informatidransfer between actors, leading to an amelmratif the
negative effects of anarchy. (Keohane and Mard®32 Furthermore, they assert that the first fasuanptions are
shared with neo-realism. In fact, this is not,cslyispeaking, correct. The systems theory develdpeWaltz does
not require rationalist assumptions of state badragind as Waltz has written, neo-realism “requir@gssumptions
of rationality or of constancy of will on the part all of the actors. The theory says simply tfiabime do relatively
well, others will emulate them or fall by the wayesi” (Waltz, 1979: 118)

" Moravcsik takes three assumptions to make up #ne bore of such a liberal theory of IR: i) the damental
actors in international politics are rational indivals and private groups, ii) the goals that stgiersue via foreign
policy represent the preferences of certain graopdomestic society, iii) the configuration of stgbreferences
shape state behavior in the international systdtargvcsik, 2003)

8 The hard core assumptions here for neoclassiadisme being that “power is the fundamental featofe
international politics; and that the essential ratf international politics is conflictual.” (Scleller, 2003: 325)

19 Waltz posed the question as that of whether arytsfmuld be defined as a collection or set of laegaining to
a particular phenomenon on the one hand, or whethtdreory should be defined as statements thataiexpl
collections of laws, on the other. (Waltz, 1979)&igues that a theory should be defined accordirtiget |atter, (i.e.
theories explain laws), and Waltz says that defjrintheory as merely a collection of laws fallsypte the
inductivist illusion, a form of flawed reasoning &rfeby it is believed “that truth is won and expkioraachieved
through the accumulation of more and more datathedexamination of more and more cases.” (Waltz9149)
More data and more association of course do notzatically lead to explanations or theories — tieayl merely to
ever more facts which overwhelm without necessagil§ing us the answer to the questionvdiy the relation
between a certain cause and effect obtains. Anteutdws, theories are neither true nor false.eadt Waltz says
that we should ask of a theory: “How great is tlesiplanatory power?” (Waltz, 1979: 6)

20 As Hollis and Smith have nicely summarized theadeb‘in international affairs, and throughout seial world,
there are two sorts of story to tell and a rang¢hebries to go with each. One story is an out&déold in the
manner of a natural scientist seeking to explaa workings of nature and treating the human reanpart of
nature. The other is an insider’s, told so as t&emss understand what the events mean, in a sestsedfrom any
meaning found in unearthing the laws of nature...laixpng is the key term in one approach, ‘underditagi in the
other.” (Hollis and Smith, 1990: 1)
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2L As Gideon Rose argues in a well-known paper, mssial realism “explicitly incorporates both ertrand

internal variables, updating and systematizingaterinsights drawn from classical realist thoudts. adherents
argue that the scope and ambition of a country'sigo policy is driven first and foremost by itsapk in the
international system and specifically by its relatmaterial power capabilities. This is why theg agalist. They
argue further, however, that the impact of suchgravapabilities on foreign policy is indirect anshaplex, because
systemic pressures must be translated throughverierg variables at the unit level. This is why ythare

neoclassical.” (Rose, 1998: 146)

#1n fact, Laudan persuasively argues that such ledye loss is also a characteristic of disciplindeyelopment
in the natural sciences. In a word, “there are lgyaoblem losses as well as problem gains assatiaith the
replacement of any older theory by a newer oneauflan, 1977: 148)

2 As Milner (1998) has noted, there have been mdegs brought into rationalist research from tradgi “that
directly examine the sources of preferences aniéfbelrecent work in the rationalist paradigm hasdito make
use of these nonrationalist accounts of prefereanddeliefs.” (p. 784)

% Hedley Bull, in his important 1966 article, encalpsed this debate as a contest between the @hssiproach
and that of the scientific approach, and he follbgargues that what strengths exist in the sciiergipproach can in
fact be accommodated within the classical approach.

% As Schmidt as argued for the case of IR, “by curitig to either neglect or distort the history bé tfield,
international relations scholars cut themselvesfraffn a wealth of potentially useful insights abauternational
politics and fail to recognize the degree to whiwoh contemporary discourse of the field is deepbted in the past.
In this respect, the history of political scienseunlike the history of natural science. Many of ttleas that have
been recovered from reconstructing the historyhef field continue to have direct relevance for pnesent-day
study of international politics.” (Schmidt, 199829

% Waltz decisively states the problem as follows:e"\a&fte faced with both an infinity of data and afinity of
possible explanations of the data. The problem @wble one. Facts do not determine theories; riae one
theory may fit any set of facts. Theories do ngilaix facts conclusively; we can never be sure ¢éhgbod theory
will not be replaced by a better one.” (Waltz, 1999

It is often assumed from Waltz’s treatment thatrahy and hierarchy are mutually exclusive, butaxemuanced
view suggests that important aspects of hierarchypeesent even within anarchical systems. As Sawggests, “to

a significant extent, states may form an anarchswaliety, with many shared values, principles, norms, and
practices...indeed, rather than conceiving of theestand the international system as separate laadlsaking the
existence of states for granted, theories shoutdgrize that the latter are actually brought intng by the
standing and legitimacy given them by other actord the system they constitute.” (Jervis, 1997) T0fs line of
argument is also pursued in greater depth in BAII,7, and Milner, 1991

8 Wohlforth, 2001, 227

9 |bid, 220

% Ibid, 225

31 Buzan and Little, 2000, p.6

32 This view of theories as models of reality resesahiertain aspects of Ludwig Wittgenstein’s eaityyse theory
of language as a representational system, as @t bis Tractatus Logico-Philosophicu$here, Wittgenstein built
a theory of language as a collection of propos#tiaich can come together in various configuratimnmake up
pictures of the world. And similarly to Waltz, heok it that these pictures are “a model of redlifyittgenstein,

1922: 39) However, because all possible picturesliaked to reality through the logical substratwhich is

common to both of them, no picture is completelgda— and “what is thinkable is also possible.” tfgénstein,

1922: 43)

51



Bibliography

Almond, Gabriel, and Stephen Genco, (1977), “Cloudecks, and the Study of Politics,”
World Politics,29(4): 489-522

Ball, Terence, (1976), “From Paradigms to ResedfPcbgrams: Towards a Post-Kuhnian
Political Science,American Journal of Political Scienc2Q(1): 151-177

Ball, Terence, (1987), “Is There Progress in RwditiScience?,” in Ball, Terence, (eddioms of
Inquiry: Critique and Renewal in Political Sciencglbany: State University of New
York Press

Bennett, Andrew, (2003), “A Lakatosian Reading akatos: What Can We Salvage from the
Hard Core?,” in Elman,Colin, and Miriam Fendius Elman, (edslprogress in
International Relations Theory: Appraising the EigCambridge MA: MIT Press

Bernstein, Steven, Richard Ned Lebow, Janice G8tes1, and Steven Weber, (2008), “God
Gave Physics the Easy Problems: Adapting Socian8ei to an Unpredictable World,”
European Journal of International Relatior®1): 43-76

Betts, Richard, (1978), “Analysis, War, and Deaisigvhy Intelligence Failures are Inevitable,”
World Politics,31(1): 61-89

Beyerchen, Alan, (1992), “Clausewitz, Nonlinearitgnd the Unpredictability of War,”
International Securityl7(3): 59-90

Blyth, Mark, (2003), “Structures Do Not Comes wéh Instruction Sheet: Interests, Ideas, and
Progress in Political Scienca?erspectives on Politicd(4): 695-706

Blyth, Mark, (2006), “Great Punctuations: PredioBp Randomness, and the Evolution of
Comparative Political Sciencemerican Political Science Reviet0(4): 493-498

Blyth, Mark, (2008), “ELEN Degenerates — or — F@plus two) Reasons to Take Ideas Very
Seriously Indeed,imimeo

Brown, Chris, (2001)Understanding International Relationdpundmills: Palgrave

Bryce, James, (1901), ‘Flexible and Rigid Consititus,” in James Brycestudies in History and
JurisprudenceNew York: Oxford University Press

Bueno De Mesquita, Bruce, (1985), “Toward a ScientUnderstanding of International
Conflict: A Personal View,International Studies Quarterl29: 121-136

Bull, Hedley, (1966), “International Theory: The $gafor a Classical ApproachWorld Politics,
18(3): 361-377

Bull, Hedley, (1995)The Anarchical Societygsecond Edition, New York: Columbia University
Press

Bury, J. B., (1932)The Idea of Progress: An Inquiry into its Origindarowth,New York:
Macmillan

Butterfield, Herbert, (1965 he Whig Interpretation of Historiyew York: W.W. Norton

Buzan, Barry, and Richard Little, (2000ternational Systems in World History: Remaking th
Study of International Relation®xford: Oxford University Press

Buzan, Barry, and Richard Little, (2001), “Why Imational Relations has Failed as an
Intellectual Project and What to do About iMillennium: Journal of International
Studies30(1): 19-39

Campbell, Donald, (1975), “Degrees of Freedom dred Case Study,Comparative Political
StudiesB(2): 178-193

Carr, E. H., (1961)What is History?Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan

Carr, E. H., (2001)The Twenty Years’ Crisisloundmills: Palgrave Macmillan



Chernoff, Fred, (2002), “Scientific Realism as a tdd&heory of International Politics,”
International Studies Quarterly6: 189-207

Christensen, Thomas, and Jack Snyder, (1997), fPssiye Research on Degenerative
Alliances,” American Political Science Revie9d,(4): 919-922

Cole, Stephen, (1994), “Why Sociology Doesn’t Mdkegress Like the Natural Sciences,”
Sociological Forum9(2): 133-154

Cunningham, Andrew, (1988), “Getting the Game Ri@ume Plain Words on the Identity and
Invention of Science,Studies in the History and Philosophy of Scied®&3): 365-389

Dessler, David, (1989), “What's at Stake in the AStructure Debate?,International
Organization 43(3): 441-473

Dessler, David, (2003), “Explanation and Scientimogress,” in EImanColin, and Miriam
Fendius Elman, (eds.Progress in International Relations Theory: Appragsthe Field,
Cambridge MA: MIT Press

Diesing, Paul, (1992)How Does Social Science Worl®ittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh
Press

Doty, Roxanne Lynn, (1997), “Aporia: A Critical Expation of the Agent-Structure
Problematique in International Relations TheoByropean Journal of International
Relations 3(3): 365-392

Dryzek, John S., (1986), “The Progress of Politalence,Journal of Politics48: 301-320

Dryzek, John S., and Stephen Leonard, (1988), trfsand Discipline in Political Science,”
American Political Science Revie82(4): 1245-1260

Eckstein, Harry, (1975), “Case Study and Theorfatitical Science,” in Greenstein, Fred, and
Nelson Polshy, (eds.$trategies of InquiryReading MA: Addison-Wesley

Elman, Colin, and Miriam Fendius Elman, (1997), Khtos and Neorealism: A Reply to
Vasquez,”American Political Science Reviedd,(4): 923-925

Elman, Colin, and Miriam Fendius Elman, (2002), #Hd\ot to Be Lakatos Intolerant:
Appraising Progress in IR Researchmternational Studies Quarterly6: 231-262

Elman, Colin, and Miriam Fendius Elman, (2003), $kens from Lakatos,” in EImag,olin, and
Miriam Fendius Elman, (eds.progress in International Relations Theory: Apprags
the Field,Cambridge MA: MIT Press

Farr, James, John Gunnell, Raymond Seidelman, Doyzrek, and Stephen Leonard, (1990),
“Can Political Science Be Neutral’Aimerican Political Science Revie®4(2): 587-607

Gerring, John, (2004), “What is a Case Study anchitWh It Good for?,”’American Political
Science Review8(2): 341-354

Gross, Leo, (1948), “The Peace of Westphalfierican Journal of International Lawi2(1):
20-41

Gourevitch, Peter, (1978), “The Second Image RederEhe International Sources of Domestic
Politics,” International Organization32(4): 881-912

Hacking, lan, (1981), “Lakatos’s Philosophy of $we,” in Hacking, lan (ed.)Scientific
RevolutionsOxford: Oxford University Press

Hall, Rupert, (1983), “On WhiggismHistory of Science&Z1(March): 45-59

Hempel, Carl, (1942), “The Function of General Lawdistory,” The Journal of Philosophy,
38: 35-48

Hollis, Martin, and Steve Smith, (199@xplaining and Understanding International Relaton
Oxford: Clarendon Press

53



Hollis, Martin, and Steve Smith, (1991), “BewareGirus: Structure and Action in International
Relations,”’Review of International Studiek/: 393-410

Hollis, Martin, and Steve Smith, (1992), “Structued Action: Further CommentReview of
International Studiesl8: 187-188

Holsti, K. J., (1989), “Mirror, Mirror on the WallWhich Are the Fairest Theories of All?,”
International Studies Quarterl33(3): 255-261

Jackson, Patrick Thaddeus, and Daniel Nexon, (19%%lations Before States: Substance,
Process and the Study of World PoliticEliropean Journal of International Relations,
5(3): 291-332

Jervis, Robert, 1976Rerception and Misperception in International Picl#t, Princeton NJ:
Princeton University Press

Jervis, Robert, (1985) “Pluralistic Rigor: A Commnhesn Bueno de Mesquitafhternational
Studies Quarterly?29: 145-149

Jervis, Robert, (1994), “Hans Morgenthau, Realiang the Scientific Study of International
Politics,” Social Researcl§1(4): 853-876

Jervis, Robert, (1997%ystem Effects: Complexity in Political and Sotiéé&, Princeton NJ:
Princeton University Press

Jervis, Robert, (2003), “Realism, Neoliberalisng &ooperation: Understanding the Debate,” in
Elman, Colin, and Miriam Fendius Elman, (edsBProgress in International Relations
Theory: Appraising the Field;ambridge MA: MIT Press

Keohane, Robert, and Lisa Martin, (2003), “Instdotl Theory as a Research Program,” in
Elman, Colin, and Miriam Fendius Elman, (edsBProgress in International Relations
Theory: Appraising the Field;ambridge MA: MIT Press

King, Gary, Robert Keohane, and Sidney Verba, (1,984signing Social InquiryPrinceton:
Princeton University Press

Knorr, Klaus, and Rosenau, James, (1969), “Tradi@ind Science in the Study of International
Politics,” in Knorr, Klaus and James Rosenau, (jedSontending Approaches to
International Politics Princeton: Princeton University Press

Krasner, Stephen, (1985), “Toward Understandingniternational Relations,’International
Studies Quarterly29: 137-144

Kratochwil, Fredrich, (2000), “Constructing a Newtldoxy? Wendt's ‘Social Theory of
International Politics’ and the Constructivist Ababe,” Millennium: Journal of
International Studie29(1): 73-101

Kratochwil, Fredrich, (2006), “History, Action antilentity: Revisiting the ‘Second’ Great
Debate and Assessing its Importance for Social mhEeoEuropean Journal of
International Relations]2(1): 5-29

Kratochwil, Fredrich, (2007a), “Of False Promisewd &5o00d Bets: A Plea for a Pragmatic
Approach to Theory Building,Journal of International Relations and Developméix,
1-15

Kratochwil, Fredrich, (2007b), “Evidence, Inferene@d Truth as Problems of Theory Building
in the Social Sciences,” in Lebow, Richard Ned, andrk Irving Lichbach, (eds.),
Theory and Evidence in Comparative Politics anceinational RelationsNew York:
Palgrave Macmillan

Kratochwil, Fredrich, (2007c), “Looking Back frono®ewhere: Reflections on What Remains
‘Critical’ in Critical Theory,” Review of International Studie33: 25-45

54



Kuhn, Thomas, (1996)The Structure of Scientific Revolutior@Shicago: Chicago University
Press

Kuhn, Thomas, (1970), “Notes on LakatoB@ston Studies in the Philosophy of ScieMiH;
137-146

Laitin, David, (1995), “Disciplining Political Sciee,” The American Political Science Review,
89(2): 454-456

Lakatos, Imre, (1970), “Falsification and the Meadbtogy of Scientific Research Programmes,”
in Lakatos, Imre, and Alan Musgrave, (ed€jiticism and the Growth of Knowledge,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

Lakatos, Imre, (1981), “History of Science andRational Reconstructions,” in Hacking, lan
(ed.),Scientific Revolution®xford: Oxford University Press

Lapid, Yosef, (1989), “The Third Debate: On the dprects of International Theory in a Post-
Positivist Era,”International Studies Quarterl33: 235-254

Laudan, Larry, (1977)Progress and Its Problems: Toward a Theory of SiienGrowth,
Berkeley: University of California Press

Laudan, Larry, (1981a), “A Problem-Solving ApproaohScientific Progress,” in Hacking, lan
(ed.),Scientific Revolution®xford: Oxford University Press

Laudan, Larry, (1981b), “A Confutation of Converg&ealism,”Philosophy of Sciencd3(1):
19-49

Leifer, Eric, (1992), “Denying the Data: Learningom the Accomplished Sciences,”
Sociological Forum7(2): 283-299

Lieberson, Stanley, (1992), “Einstein, Renoir, &eley: Some Thoughts about Evidence in
Sociology,”American Sociological Review7(1): 1-15

Lieberson, Stanley, and Freda Lynn, (2002), “Bagkidp the Wrong Branch: Scientific
Alternatives to the Current Model of Sociologicaliehce,”Annual Review of Sociology,
28: 1-19

Lijphart, Arend, (1971), “Comparative Politics atlte Comparative Method,The American
Political Science Reviewd5(3): 682-693

Masters, Roger, (1964), “World Politics as a PriveitPolitical System,'World Politics,16(4):
595-619

McKeown, Timothy, (1999), “Case Studies and thetiSieal Worldview,” International
Organization53(1): 161-190

Milner, Helen, (1991), “The Assumption of Anarchy International Relations Theory: A
critique,” Review of International Studiekyf: 67-85

Milner, Helen, (1998), “Rationalizing Politics: ThEmerging Synthesis of International,
American, and Comparative Politicstiternational Organization52(4): 759-786

Moravcsik, Andrew, (2003), “Liberal InternationakRtions Theory: A Scientific Assessment,”
in Elman, Colin, and Miriam Fendius Elman, (edyogress in International Relations
Theory: Appraising the Fieldambridge MA: MIT Press

Morgenthau, Hans, (1946%cientific Man vs. Power Politic€hicago: University of Chicago
Press

Onuf, Nicholas, (1995), “LevelsEuropean Journal of International Relatiorig1): 35-58

Patomaki, Heikki, (1996), “How to Tell Better Stesi about World Politics,European Journal
of International Relation€(1): 105-133

Platt, John, (1964), “Strong Inferenc&¢ience, New Serieb46(3642): 347-353

55



Polsby, Nelson, (1998), “Social Science and SdienGhange: A Note on Thomas S. Kuhn’s
Contribution,” Annual Review of Political Scienck,199-210

Popper, Karl, (1963), “Truth, Rationality, and tl@owth of Scientific Knowledge,” in Karl
PopperConjectures and Refutationsyndon: Routledge

Popper, Karl, (1981), “The Rationality of SciertifiRevolutions,” in Hacking, lan (ed.),
Scientific Revolution®xford: Oxford University Press

Rose, Gideon, (1998), “Neoclassical Realism andoiiibe of Foreign Policy,World Politics,
51(1): 144-172

Ruggie, John Gerald, (1986), “Continuity and Transfation in the World Polity,” in Keohane,
Robert (ed.)Neorealism and its Critic$\lew York: Columbia University Press

Sartori, Giovanni, (1970), “Concept Misformation@omparative Politics,American Political
Science Revievé4(4): 1033-1053

Schmidt, Brian, (1998),The Political Discourse of Anarchy: A Disciplinarfistory of
International RelationsAlbany: State University of New York Press

Schweller, Randall, (1997), “New Realist Research Alliances: Refining, Not Refuting,
Waltz’'s Balancing PropositionAmerican Political Science Revie9i,(4): 927-929

Schweller, Randall, (2003), “The Progressivenes®@bclassical Realism,” in ElmaiGolin,
and Miriam Fendius Elman, (eds.Rrogress in International Relations Theory:
Appraising the FieldCambridge MA: MIT Press

Sewell, William, (1996), “Three Temporalities: Tomla an Eventful Sociology,” in T. J.
McDonald (ed.),The Historic Turn in the Human Sciencég)n Arbor: University of
Michigan Press

Simowitz, Roslyn, (2003), “Measuring Intra-prograatin Progress,” in ElmanColin, and
Miriam Fendius Elman, (eds.progress in International Relations Theory: Apprags
the Field,Cambridge MA: MIT Press

Singer, J. David, (1961), “The Level-of-AnalysisoBlem in International RelationsWorld
Politics, 14(1): 77-92

Skinner, Quentin, (1969), “Meaning and Understagdm the History of Ideas,History and
Theory,8(1): 3-53

Snyder, Jack, (2003), “Is’ and ‘Ought’: Evaluatiggnpirical Aspects of Normative Research,”
in ElIman, Colin, and Miriam Fendius Elman, (edPyogress in International Relations
Theory: Appraising the Field;ambridge MA: MIT Press

Toulmin, Stephen, (1961Foresight and Understanding: An enquiry into thensiof science,
New York: Harper and Row

Toulmin, Stephen, (1967), “The Evolutionary Devetgmt of Natural Science,American
Scientistb5(4): 456-471

Toulmin, Stephen, (1970), “Does the Distinctionvixtn Normal and Revolutionary Science
Hold Water?,” in Lakatos, Imre, and Alan Musgrafeg]s.),Criticism and the Growth of
KnowledgeCambridge: Cambridge University Press

Tully, James, “The Pen is a Mighty Sword: Quentkin8er’'s analysis of politics,” in James
Tully, (ed.),Meaning and ContexBrinceton NJ: Princeton University Press

Vasquez, John, (1997), “The Realist Paradigm angeBerative versus Progressive Research
Programs: An Appraisal of Neotraditional Researohaltz’'s Balancing Proposition,”
American Political Science Revie94,(4): 899-912

56



Vasquez, John, (2003), “Kuhn vs. Lakatos?: The GaséViultiple Frames in Appraising IR
Theory,” in EIman,Colin, and Miriam Fendius Elman, (ed€Xogress in International
Relations Theory: Appraising the Fieldambridge MA: MIT Press

Waever, Ole, (1998), “The Sociology of a Not Soefnational Discipline: American and
European Developments in International Relatiohstérnational Organization51(4):
687-727

Walt, Stephen, (1997), “The Progressive Power @liR@,” American Political Science Review,
91(4): 931-935

Waltz, Kenneth, (1959Man, the State and Wakew York: Columbia University Press

Waltz, Kenneth, (1979)heory of International PoliticdBoston: McGraw Hill

Waltz, Kenneth, (1990), “Realist Thought and Nebsearheory,” Journal of International
Affairs,44: 21-37

Waltz, Kenneth, (1997), “Evaluating Theorieg\herican Political Science Revie@4(4): 913-
917

Waltz, Kenneth, (2003), “Assaying Theories: Reflats on Imre Lakatos,” in EIma@olin, and
Miriam Fendius Elman, (eds.progress in International Relations Theory: Apprags
the Field,Cambridge MA: MIT Press

Watzlawick, Paul, Janet Beavin Bavelas, and Dorkstat (1967),Pragmatics of Human
Communication: A Study of Interactional Patterngithdlogies, and Paradoxe®ew
York: W. W. Norton

Weber, Max, (1949), “Objectivity’ in Social Sciea@nd Social Policy,” in Shils, Edward and
Henry Finch, (eds.)The Methodology of the Social Sciendésw York: The Free Press

Wendt, Alexander, (1987), “The Agent-Structure Feab in International Relations Theory,”
International Organization41(3): 335-370

Wendt, Alexander, (1991), “Bridging the Theory/Mé&theory Gap in International Relations,”
Review of International Studiek/: 383-392

Wendt, Alexander, (1992), “Levels of Analysis vggehts and Structures: Part IIReview of
International Studiesl8: 181-185

Wendt, Alexander, (1992), “Anarchy is what stateskas of it: the social construction of power
politics,” International Organization42(2): 391-425

Wilson, Adrian, and T. G. Ashplant, (1988a), “Whtigstory and Present-Centred Historyhe
Historical Journal,31(1): 1-16

Wilson, Adrian, and T.G. Ashplant, (1988b), “Pres€entred History and the Problem of
Historical Knowledge,” 31(2): 253-274

Wittgenstein, Ludwig, (1922)Tractatus Logico-Philosophicud,ondon: Routledge & Kegan
Paul

Wohlforth, William, (2001), “The Russian-Soviet Emg A Test of Neorealism,” in Cox,
Michael, Tim Dunne, and Ken Booth (edsBmpires, Systems, and States: Great
Transformations in International Politic€ambridge: Cambridge University Press

57



