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CHAPTER ONE - ON THE ANTIQUITY OF US: CONCEPTIONS OF
COLLECTIVE IDENTITY IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS.

To an ordinary human being, love means nothing if it does not mean loving
some people more than others.

George Orwell

Introduction

The ontological question in International Relations may be stated simply: what is the
nature of the interacting units in global politics? This question has to be addressed, at
least implicitly, by any theory of International Relations. In the first three chapters, this
thesis looks at some of the main aspects of the ontological issue in International
Relations, including the need for a greater focus on, and specification of, “the actor”. To
begin with, in this chapter, I survey the International Relations literature in the broad,
exploring how different theoretical schools may be distinguished by their differing
treatments of the ontological question. I suggest that many of the assumptions and
implicit understandings inherent in the theoretical strands are shared. In particular, it is

impossible to avoid some recognition of the group unit.

Differences between the various schools may be described with reference to their
treatment of this putative collective entity. More than one school, following the
Weberian precedent in sociology, denies its existence altogether, but these are then
forced to accommodate the concept some other way: as a ‘fiction’ (Carr 1946:149), or by
stating that people behave “as if” collective entities existed (Wight, C. 2004:269). Others
focus on the fluid, ephemeral nature of collectives, stressing time and process, culture

and narrative (for example Bevir and Rhodes, 2008).

There is a great deal more continuity among theoretical schools than is commonly
acknowledged. Realists, for example, argue that the struggle for power is a constant in
human affairs (Burchill & Linklater 2005:1), while critical theorists and postmodernists,
who see themselves as opposed to realists, point to the use of language and the social

construction of narratives, boundaries and knowledge as a means of domination of the
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many by the few (eg Cox 1981). Both posit a world of relentless repression, mitigated by
a detached perspective, balance and an appeal to a higher morality. Both regard group

entities as concepts rather than as material realities.

Similarly, as Maria Zehfuss has shown, the critical/constructivist campaign against the

‘rationalist’ enemy is a largely one-sided affair:

... we are told time and again that this debate is happening and that it is crucially important.
And yet we do not find exchanges between rationalist and constructivist scholars in key
journals (Zehfuss 2002:4)

This leaves constructivists open to the charge of ‘taking identities in relation to
[mythical] Others, casting them into corresponding counter-identities, and playing out

the result’ (Wendt, Alexander 1999:21)

In short, theorists themselves adopt language and take positions with the effect of
categorising themselves and others. As part of the process, it is necessary to distinguish
certain groups from other groups, and to favour or privilege some over the rest. The
downside of this is the ‘differentiation, mutual ignorance, colonizing strategies, and
amnesia’ (Bigo & Walker 2007:5), that sometimes distorts debate within and between
schools of International Relations theory. This construction of divisions is a striking
phenomenon. It illustrates some of the very aspects of human affairs which are of

interest here.

Questions of deep ontology and human cognition look like common threads linking
schools of International Relations theory. Such questions cannot be avoided, and should
not, because they have useful things to contribute to International Relations, as I explain
further in Chapter Two. Each of the various categories of International Relations theory
resolves, avoids or accommodates the question of the group-unit in a different way.
Thus the commonality is located in the points of difference. They agree over what they
disagree on, which is the existence, nature and/or motivations of the collective entity. It
is true, however, that many of these theoretical commonalities are implicit. Some

theorists deny the existence of aspects of world politics which they then are unable to
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avoid taking into account. This is the case with E.H. Carr’s ‘fiction of the group person’,
mentioned above (Carr 1946:149), derived from Hobbes' fictionalised Leviathan

(Donnelly 2005:32-33).

This chapter, and the thesis more broadly, devotes more space to realism and to
constructivism than to many other branches of theory which might be considered
relevant. There are three reasons for this. One is that it is useful to narrow the focus as
much as possible, the second is that it seems these perspectives have the greatest
potential for mutual understanding, and the third is that, if it were possible to find

commonalities between the two, these would be expandable to other schools.

Narrowing the focus is a methodological approach, explicating commonalities between
these two branches of theory in the expectation that they might be applied to others.
The second point, that realism and constructivism show a great potential for mutual
adaptation, is borne out in the literature. Several important constructivists, including
Ruggie and Wight, describe their theories as developments of neorealism.
Constructivism and neorealism share structural concerns. Furthermore, even classical
realists describe a much more nuanced picture of power relations than they are often
given credit for. Thirdly, many of the underlying ontological assumptions of the two
schools are shared among others as well, meaning that such connections may be

usefully extrapolated.

Debate among scholars in many ways reflects differences in the scope of their
perceptions as to the limitations of society. This provides a suitable structure for this
chapter, along the following lines. Realists like Morgenthau reacted to the universal-
brotherhood-of-man argument put forward by early International Relations scholars
and policy advocates (Angell 1933(1908)) by arguing for the restriction of human
loyalty, community, and therefore morality, to the nation-state (Morgenthau 1967:225-
260). The state, defined by these emotional and political allegiances, then naturally

seemed like the obvious unit of analysis.
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Neorealists expanded the theoretical terrain to encompass the political environment in
which states form and operate - anarchy - without expanding the moral or emotional
scope of community (Waltz 1979:62-3,104). States-system theorists (Wight, M. 1977),
as well as the English School, expanded their conception of the boundaries of
community along with their theoretical concerns, arguing that a society comprised of
states (Bull 1977) was indeed a full-fledged society, while Marxists and world-system
theorists drew their boundaries on a different, class-based map (Wallerstein 1991).
Critical theorists examined the discursive processes by which such boundaries are
drawn (Cox 1981:129,134). Constructivism was a development of, as well as a reaction
to, neorealism, maintaining its key structuralist concerns, while overlaying a
Durkheimian emphasis on social, as opposed to purely political, structures.
Constructivists sought to combine these points of view by examining the social nature of
such seemingly concrete concepts as interest and anarchy (Copeland 2000:188;

Kratochwil 1987; Wendt, Alexander 1992).

Now, the constructivist orthodoxy (Kratochwil 2000) is being challenged by those who
argue for an even less articulate motivational set. The importance of affect, or emotion,
intuition and narrative in the legitimation of institutions and in policy-making has been
recognised (Maxwell 1994; Denemark 1999; Crawford 2000; Zehfuss 2001; Jackson
2004a; Lebow 2005; Ross 2006; Kaplan 2007). Evolutionary theory has been applied to
International Relations (Modelski & Poznanski 1996; Thayer 2000; Thompson 2001a),
but I have not seen the relationship of affect to legitimacy and then to social and
strategic ontology fully explored in International Relations theory. This chapter is about
the attempts, implicit or explicit, of the various broad theoretical classes of International
Relations theory to account ontologically for the ‘group unit’ in global politics. The next
chapter will investigate the utility of some ideas from the disciplines of sociology and
the theory of mind and cognition, as well as evolutionary theory, to see if they shed light

on the ontological question in International Relations.

Classical Realism: morality and the state

The conventional history of the formal study of International Relations in the twentieth

century begins with the ideal. Utopians like Angell, who considered the necessity of
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national defence a “Great Illusion” (1933(1908)), dominated the field in its early-
century beginnings, while in practice the League of Nations and Woodrow Wilson's

Fourteen Points embodied and expressed the hopes of the world.

Of course the real story of the development of International Relations is more
complicated, arising as it does out of a many-faceted discourse, as has been noted by
Bell (2005) and others. Some argue that ‘imperialism and internationalism, not idealism
and realism, were the dominant themes when international relations first began to take
on the characteristics of a professional field of inquiry’ (Long and Schmidt, quoted in
Bell 2005:634). It is true, however, that Carr, Morgenthau and Kennan presented
themselves as reacting against the prevailing, idealist worldview (Bell 2005:633-634;

Carr 1946:5-10; Morgenthau 1950).

Morgenthau and Kennan are two of the founders of modern realism (Kennan 1985;
Morgenthau 1950, 1967). Carr (1946) may also be thought of as a foundational thinker
in the school, even though he himself could not be classed as strictly a realist. He
beautifully articulated the realist position, even though he advocated an admixture of
utopianism. He saw the two as reactions to one another, and in creative tension. ‘The
characteristic vice of the utopian’, he wrote, ‘is naivety; of the realist, sterility’ (Carr

1946:12).

Realists argued that, in the end, the need for national defence is not an illusion, but a
necessity of life (Kennan 1985:205). Clearly it is a necessity of life for the nation, which
observation exposes the relationship between ontology and political views. Utopians
thought the state an artificial impediment to the realisation of the natural,
homogeneous condition of humanity. Realists, though they could conceive of a world
without nation-states, could do so only in the imagining of a plausible distant future
(Carr 1946:225-231; Morgenthau 1967:9). For them the nation state was the only

possible guarantor of personal liberty.

To be fair to Carr, he did stress the importance of the ‘group unit’ to any future global

political arrangement. However, even he described this unit as fictional:



35

The fiction of the group-person, having moral rights and obligations and consequently
capable of moral behaviour, is an indispensable instrument of modern society; and the most
indispensable of these fictitious group-persons is the state (Carr 1946:149).

A group-unit and a group-person are not necessarily the same thing, of course, but the
latter may be seen as the legal-institutional expression of the former. If these are
attributes of the same entity, one might expect other, perhaps definitive, attributes to be

discernible.

It was Morgenthau who set out the basic modern-classical realist principle of the state
pursuit of ‘interest defined as power,” (Morgenthau 1967:5) this being his definition of
the realm of international politics, and therefore, in his view, a universal feature thereof.
The economic realm, by contrast, he described in terms of the pursuit of interest defined
as wealth (Morgenthau 1967:5). Denemark has criticised Morgenthau for this
separation of politics from other issues (1999:46-47). Morgenthau, like Waltz after him,
defends the approach on grounds of its usefulness as a theoretical abstraction

(1967:5,8).

‘Human nature’

Classical realists posit a human drive for dominance which must be taken into account
in the building of international institutions. Both Morgenthau and Carr argued not so
much that the drive for domination was itself all-powerful, but that any political
arrangement which did not take it into account was doomed to failure (Burchill &
Linklater 2005:1). Since the state was becoming the sovereign carrier of this drive
within the extant institutional framework, it was entirely sensible to examine it as a

principal object of study.

The drive is not universal; it does not need to be. Arguments regarding “Human Nature”
should take this into account. The urge to dominate - animus dominandi (Thayer
2000:125) - is not a universal aspect of the nature of human individuals, or of states. In
any given group, however, a certain percentage will possess it, and this is enough for it
to be a universal driver of human affairs (Bloom 1993:6). Importantly, it is in the nature

of contexts, rather than of units.
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Classical realists frequently display a certain disdain when discussing what they think of
as the naiveté and ill-thought moralising of utopian idealists (Carr 1946:8-10;
Morgenthau 1950:834). This is often seen in discussion of the early history of the formal
discipline of International Relations. World War I was the last paroxysm of the imperial
distribution of jurisdiction, although the effects were slow to materialise, and a bloody

end it was.

The first university International Relations departments reacted to the horrors of WWI
by proposing, along with US President Woodrow Wilson, the possibility of the
establishment of institutions which would accommodate and resolve differences
without resort to war (Carr 1946:11-40). In 1939, when Carr had almost completed his
book on the Twenty Years Crisis, this initial liberal institutional idealism had given way
in the academy to a bleaker outlook, and in practice to a further decade or more of
crisis. By the end of WWII, the basic idea of nationalism - that the state should be the
formal executive expression of “its” nation - had achieved dominant status (Anderson
1983:2-3). Few questioned the principle that the nation should have its state and that
that state should be sovereign. It was a dangerous world, and the motivation of self-

preservation comes to the fore in such circumstances.

But what is this self, that must be preserved? It cannot be individuals, as evidenced by
the sheer scale of the willingness to die for... what? Realists saw that it was states doing
the self-preservation and striving for dominance. Therefore, the ontology derived from
this conception of motivation revolves around states and their imperatives. The
contradiction in Carr is that, while he calls the idea of the group-person a fiction, he also
points to the nature of the group-unit as the defining feature of the international or
world political landscape. Like Morgenthau, he mentions this in the context of some
barely imaginable, future, non-state-centric global polity (Carr 1946:149). For the

moment, the state is indispensable.

Realists, then, identify an essentially amoral collective drive for dominance in the name
of the fictional group person, represented by the state, and try to accommodate it in

some arrangement whereby it can be blunted by countervailing forces, thus allowing
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the moral imperatives of peace, stability and justice room to play. Implicit in this is the
rejection of Adam Smith’s ‘hidden hand’, or the ‘harmony of interests’. Carr, indeed, is
quite explicit in stating that Darwinian selection and laissez-faire Smithism entail vast
suffering. In his view there is no ‘harmony of interests’ (Carr 1946:12) in the raucous
survival of the fittest. The question is, the fittest what? And as a corollary on the

question of motivation, what does “fit” mean in this context?

While realists acknowledged the non-existence of any universal moral code, they argued
for universally relevant drives, as we have seen (Donnelly 2005:32-33). For
Morgenthau, all politics is about power. There are, he provisionally proposed, three
possible state policies of power: keeping it (policy of the status quo); expanding it
(imperial policy); and/or, demonstrating it (policy of prestige) (Morgenthau 1967:36-
37). What did Morgenthau mean by power? He defined it broadly, and acknowledged
the importance of the emotions - particularly ‘popular’ emotions - but recognised them
only as an impediment to the realisation of a rational ideal of state interest (1967:7). He
called power one of the ‘most difficult and controversial problems of political science’
(1967:25fn), but defined it quite clearly as a ‘psychological relation between those who
exercise it and those over whom it is exercised’. This power is given by the latter to the
former for reasons of expectation, fear, respect and love. This is consistent with a
critical or constructivist theory, particularly when Morgenthau said that respect and
love may be given not just to a ‘man’ but also to an office, such as the Islamic caliphate;
in other words, part of an institutional organisation (1967:27). It is clear that the

“human nature” relevant to realist IR resides in the collective, even if it is fictional.

Morality and ontology

In describing how the moral concerns of classical realists are related to their view of the
nature of the world, this section will lay a foundation for making a similar argument
regarding other schools of thought. Classical realists see the state as the location of
rights and the protector of justice — even ‘arbiter of morality’ (Carr 1946); that is,
classical realists have a moral intent derived from their ontology. So do constructivists,
who see identity as the arbiter of legitimacy; so do liberals and cosmopolitans, who take

the enlightenment abstraction of the individual as the yardstick.
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The point is that the relation between morality/legitimacy and ontology is unavoidable.
It may be clarified by distinguishing between two different ideal-types of legitimacy,
which Fred D’Agostino calls normative and empirical (D'Agostino 2005:15). A given
action or policy may be judged morally right. This judgment is subjective, relative and
based in a normative system of values. The action or policy will have normative
legitimacy, depending on who is making the judgment. If a policy or action attracts
approval, on the other hand, such support is an empirical feature of the world. This kind
of legitimacy may, in principle, be quantified, and may help to denote an entity. Thus
subjective judgements regarding morality or normative legitimacy translate into

measurable, empirical legitimacy.

Empirical legitimacy is evident when a particular social arrangement or action enjoys
the support of a population, restricted, or not, by whatever criteria, whereas normative
legitimacy is of a more deontological kind, being justified by some recourse to
supposedly absolute values (D'Agostino 2005:15). An individual or group might regard
something as normatively legitimate - morally right - even though it cannot be said to
have much empirical legitimacy, since no-one else agrees with her or them. This could
possibly tell us something, rather vague as yet, about the nature of the generic political

unit: it has a moral code; ideas about legitimacy are part of its make-up.

Carr developed the understanding that ethics is a product or instrument of politics,
rather than the other way around (Carr 1946:22). The project of idealists like Wilson of
institutionalising what they saw as universal moral principles fell apart, according to
realists, because this morality and ethics, far from being universal, was universally
contingent upon interest (Carr 1946:63,87). The nature of the carrier or subject of this

interest is the essential question.

Collective entities are significant in two ways here. On the one hand, people may act in
the interests of collective entities, and on the other, some argue, such collectives
constitute individuals and their interest, as well as constraining the means by which

they may go about furthering it. That morality derives from the collective interest is
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one way to put it; a more controversial formulation is to suggest that the collective

determines morality and interest.

Realists do not argue that states should simply ignore moral and ethical considerations.
Rather, they make the case that workable international institutions must take into
account the downsides of human motivation, in particular the drive for domination
(Carr 1946:97; Donnelly 2005:30-31; Ruggie 1998:7). It seems sometimes as though
realists deplore the “higher” motives of people, for justice, say. However, this is to
misread the case. What they argue, and this goes for Machiavelli as much as for
Morgenthau or George Kennan, is that one should not rely on or assume the goodwill or
sense of justice of others (Donnelly 2005:30), not that one should abandon it oneself.
Much of the cynicism directed towards realists comes from the idea that they are
manipulating people’s darker angels for their own ends. While this may indeed be true
of practitioners of politics, what modern classical realism recommends are ways of
blunting or accommodating these more destructive impulses. Realists see moral
“abstractions” as an impediment to good policy. In this they recognise that moral

considerations are a constraint on princes (Morgenthau 1967:235).

It is important to remember that despite their - particularly Morgenthau’s - striving for
hard-nosed rationality, realists advocated for what was, in the end, a moral purpose
(Morgenthau 1967:7). Morgenthau sought to demonstrate that policy developed by
statesmen in accordance with moral ‘abstractions’ had immoral consequences.
(Morgenthau 1950:854). The statesman, in other words, has a different morality,
(Morgenthau 1950:834): ‘The equation of political moralism with morality and political
realism with immorality is ... untenable. The choice is not between moral principles and
the national interest, devoid of moral dignity, but between one set of moral principles...
and another’ (Morgenthau 1950:853-854). He claims his preferred set is based in
‘political reality’, but more precisely it is based in the reality of his conception of the
shape of the global political world: that it is made up of nation-states, and that ‘the basic
fact of international politics is the absence of a society able to promote the interests of
the individual nations’ (Morgenthau 1950:854). The association between legitimacy,

morality and social ontology is plain to see.
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Realism is, inter alia, a theory of how to develop foreign policy (Carr 1946:5;
Morgenthau 1967:7). Morgenthau noted explicitly that realism has a normative, as well
as theoretical, purpose (1967:7): to recommend policy for a peaceful, stable world.
Therefore, the question of morality, or legitimate behaviour and “right living” is the
driving force behind even the most cynical and supposedly unemotional of theoretical
strands. This is not surprising, since this question of the good life has been around since
the beginning of political thought. Many realists believe that, not only do states pursue
their interests, defined as power, but that this is what they should do; that it is best for
the whole of the world that states should behave this way. There are two aspects to this

and they are indicative of the realist ontology.

First, it is a harsh, anarchic world, and statesmen cannot be expected to fix its evils.
Their responsibility is to the polities which fall under their control, and since the
contemporary state (in whatever era) is the epitome of human political achievement, it
must be protected first, for any other political good to follow. The location of rights and
powers, the arbiter of justice, the buckstop of responsibility and the ontological unit

delineate and define each other.

Second is the Smithian concept of the ‘harmony of interests’ (Carr 1946:45). Realists™ in
the field of international relations believe that the pursuit by states of their naked
strategic interests, undistorted by ‘intoxication with moral abstractions’ (Morgenthau
1950:834), indirectly benefits all states, and therefore all humanity, by ensuring
stability through balances of power. This expresses one of the dangers of classical
realism as a policy guide: the belief that the pursuit of moral ends can be achieved
through amoral - or immoral - means. Practitioners like US Vice President Dick Cheney

even explicitly endorse and advocate a marriage of state interests with immorality:

VICE PRES. CHENEY: We also have to work ... the dark side ... spend time in the shadows....
it's going to be vital for us to use any means at our disposal....

* Again, Carr himself was not one, and did not believe in the harmony of interests, though he
explains the concept clearly.
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[Meet the Press’s Tim] RUSSERT: There [has] been ... reluctance to use unsavory characters,
those who violated human rights, to assist in intelligence gathering. Will we lift some of
those restrictions?

VICE PRES. CHENEY: Oh, | think so. ... It is a mean, nasty, dangerous, dirty business out there,
.. we need to make certain that we have not tied [our] hands...

MR. RUSSERT: These terrorists play by a whole set of different rules. It's going to force us, in
your words, to get mean, dirty and nasty in order to take them on, right? (Whitehouse 2001)

In Vice President Cheney’s case, the ordinary morality of everyday life is subordinate to
that of the state (or at least of his state), which presupposes an ontology of states as
prior to individuals. Mention of a set of rules is telling, in that it indicates the
competition of institutions and systems of legitimation. “These terrorists’, do not accept
the state-based ontology and its derivative moral code. This is remarkably resonant
with the Islamic doctrine of defensive jihad invoked by some members of the caliphist
movement (Blanchard 2007), including Osama bin Laden (Blanchard 2007; Bowden
2007:15). Both sides argue that these Others are especially threatening to us because
they do not accept or follow our most important rules: those of contestation. This means

that ‘we’ are not only permitted but obliged ‘to use any means at our disposal’.

Twentieth-century realists harked back to two main thinkers, Machiavelli and
Thucydides. Machiavelli, like Cheney, advocates a different morality, applicable to the
prince, distinct from the everyday morality of normal people (Machiavelli
1979(1532):126-128). In more recent times this position has been articulated by
George Kennan (1985:205-206) and also Treitschke, who argues explicitly that the state
is not to be judged by the same moral code as individuals (quoted in Donnelly 2005:50).
Theorists from outside the realist camp, like Mary Maxwell, have attributed this split
moral personality of people versus the collective to the evolutionary biology of social

life (Maxwell 1994:386).

Morgenthau calls Machiavelli’s notion of the separate morality of the prince rational

(Morgenthau 1967:10)*. However, he says, policy-makers must pursue this rational

* Plato, with his idea of a separate community of ‘guardians’, had proposed institutionalising
something similar in the Republic (1987:67-69).



42

policy in terms of its ‘own moral and practical purposes’ (1967:8), rejecting the idea of
universal values, at least as far as international politics is concerned. Once again,

morality is located and contained within the state.

In practice, Kennan, among many others, certainly did see a morality in statecraft
distinct from everyday morality (Kennan 1985:205-206). In Alexander Hamilton's
formulation, and the sentiment can be attributed to realists in general, the moral
imperative of the good of the nation, relative to that of individuals, ‘is much stronger
upon the former than upon the latter’ (quoted in Morgenthau 1950:841). He means the
state is the container or location of a higher morality than that of “the individual”, newly

invented in the Enlightenment. State interest trumps individual interest.

As Kratochwil was to point out, realists’ rationality is a form of moral endorsement,
rather than any property of policy itself (1987). Kratochwil argued that when realists,
or anyone else for that matter, said a policy was rational, what they really meant was
that they agreed with it, or it “made sense” (see below for a fuller account). Morgenthau

thus called a policy rational when it was pursued in the best interests of the state, which

he saw as the legitimate executor of the interests of the collective, or nation.” ‘The state
thus comes to be regarded as having a right to self-preservation which overrides moral
obligation’, says Carr (1946:160), echoing Hamilton’s defence of US neutrality in the
War of the First Coalition: ‘Self preservation is the first duty of a nation’ (quoted in

Morgenthau 1950:841).

Carr (1946:153) sourced the view of the amorality of state behaviour to Machiavelli,
which was to misunderstand Machiavelli, who actually admonished the prince to do
good in preference to evil where possible (Machiavelli 1979(1532):127), and separated
morality from the prudential, political sphere, as did Morgenthau. For Treitschke the
terrible thing about Machiavelli’s advice was the ‘lack of content of the state, which
exists only in order to exist’ (quoted in Carr 1946:89). Of course, realists regard
existence - or survival - as the primal, and only necessary, objective of states or of any

other actor. According to evolutionary theory, as we shall see in Chapter Two, the

* He himself did not use the terms state and nation in this precise way.
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phenomenon manifests itself in a more subtle and less straightforward fashion. In any
case, Machiavelli’s city-state is not devoid of moral content. He refers to the ‘Roman
people’ in his section on the relative wisdom of the masses and princes. He does so in

terms of honour, corruption, humility and arrogance:

while the Roman republic endured without corruption, it [the people] never obeyed humbly
nor ruled arrogantly; on the contrary, it held its position honourably through its institutions
and magistrates (Machiavelli 1979 (1531):282).

Here Machiavelli is clearly referring, as he and others often do, to a human entity which
is not an individual. Not only that, but this entity has attributes: personality, interest, a
sense of honour and the capacity, among others, to make strategic judgements."f Here
we note that Machiavelli recognised at least two realities in this passage. One was the
existence of a collective entity, and the other that this entity was a subject of moral

considerations.

Thus the question of interest leads directly to that of motivation, then to legitimacy and
ultimately ontology. And since, to realists in IR, states were the principal, if not the only
discernible current actor, it was state interests and morality that concerned them. The
implications of morality and legitimacy go much deeper than this, however.
Justifications for realist state-based legitimisation have an important implication. State
legitimisation is constitutive. If there is a human morality different from that of the
individual, then there must be some entity, conceptual or corporal, that contains, judges,

arbitrates and defines this morality. This is the object of global political ontology.

Hamilton did not think that self-preservation was always ‘the first duty of a nation’.
Later in the same document, he makes this statement, which is a better approximation

to the deeper reality: ‘To defend its own rights, to vindicate its own honour, there are

" ... when it was necessary to band together against some powerful man ... it did so; when it was
necessary to obey the dictators and the consuls for the public welfare, it did so’. (Machiavelli 1979
(1531):282).

t The importance of capacity is revealed in light of the Background, a concept explained in
Chapter Two.
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occasions when a nation ought to hazard even its own existence.” (quoted in
Morgenthau 1950:842 italics added). Morgenthau wrote of the ‘policy of prestige’, and
had trouble keeping contempt out of his narrative voice as he described the ‘empty
formalisms’ and ‘aristocratic atavism’ involved (Morgenthau 1967:69). Prestige thus
relates to political legitimacy - on the level of moral support - while honour is judged
with regard to absolutes. Honour is not a requisite of international power politics. There
is something else at work here, a higher loyalty even than state survival; for Hamilton, it
is more important that his state be honourable than that it be at all. Perhaps they are the
same thing, and honour is constitutive, in some way. Later this notion will be related to
the difference between affirmation, which provides motive, and attachment, which is an
ontological mechanism. For now, it serves to illustrate the incomplete nature of classical

realism. Classical realism cannot account for this higher moral purpose.

Morgenthau posits three layers of morality: domestic, international and a supranational,
universal or cosmopolitan ethics, to which lip-service is paid by states, as they
ruthlessly pursue their nationalist objectives. (1967:244-245). Hedley Bull describes
these as the Hobbesian, Kantian, and Grotian levels or types of society (Bull 1977:51)
and Martin Wight outlines a similar division (Wight, M. 1977:38-39). It seems clear that
the moral code changes according to the level of analysis and differing ontological

markers.

In The Prince, Machiavelli pointed to the use of mercenaries as a sign of feebleness in a
great power, calling them ‘useless and dangerous’. He put his warning in terms of moral
weakness (1979(1532):116-120). Mercenaries are ‘disunited, ambitious, without
discipline, disloyal ... they have no fear of God and no faith in men’ (1979(1532):116).

Once again this points up the connection between morality and political legitimacy,

strategy and the integrity of the collective.” Integrity is the appropriate word here, given

* This caution about mercenaries is a point policy-makers would do well to note, now that
‘privatised security’ is beginning to raise questions about the integrity of the state (Bernstein, et
al. 2000).
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its double meaning as both moral and ethical consistency and wholeness or physical
incorruption. For theorists, this reinforces the proposition that morality is constitutive

of polities, through the mechanism of political legitimacy.

Some realists acknowledge that their theory is abstract (Morgenthau 1967:7-8) in its
separation of politics from economics and point out that no purely political person can
exist. Nevertheless the theoretical abstraction is rooted in conceptions of the collective
as the source of morality and power, and of the collective, or at least a formal
representation thereof, as the principal unit of analysis and ontological basis of

International Relations. For classical realists, it was the state.

Realist emphasis on the state coincided with, and was part of, a more general
conceptual move from empire to nation-state which was to have profound effects on the
strategic shape of the world. These effects arguably included the replacement of the
Ottoman Empire, and its Sultan-Caliph, with a system ostensibly based on national
sovereignty. For realists the nation-state was seen as the best way to achieve the
necessary balance of opposing moral certitudes and thus limiting the concentration of
power. The nature of, and desire for, power were therefore other preoccupations of

realists, but these were derived from the ontology of the state.

If states are a specific iteration of a generic human collective entity, then it would seem
logical to inquire further into the nature of this entity. Classical realism’s focus on states
has limited its scope as a social theory of global politics, but many of its insights into
state behaviour and its relationship to morality and legitimacy might be usefully applied
to other social entities. Importantly, these include not just non-state actors such as
NGOs, corporations, criminal and terrorist groups, but also larger entities such as states-
systems, “civilisations”, sacral communities and international institutions such as

Westphalian anarchy. Clearly, the Islamic caliphate is one such entity.

Neorealism: anarchic structure

Waltz pointed out that, in the end, whatever political actors may be like individually, the

results of international interaction in a society of states with an anarchic structure will
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be similar. In other words, context has distinct effects on the very nature of the units in
global politics. While Morgenthau emphasised a Balance of Power Theory as a
prescriptive theory of foreign policy, Waltz utilised it more as an analytical theory of
outcomes (Waltz 1979:119-122). Whatever states do, in other words, as long as they do
it within an anarchical framework, a balance of power will be the likely attractor,
meaning that, even though an actual balance will never occur, the tendency will be

towards a never-quite-achieved equilibrium (Waltz 1979:123).

Hence differentiation into something resembling states is no illusion, but an inescapable
fact of global political ontology. Furthermore, however states begin - whatever they are
“like” - through competition they will come to resemble one another, externally at least.
Qualitative differentiation and role specialisation are the marks of hierarchical societies.
The society of states is anarchic, and so similarity is the tendency (Waltz 1979:97). One
might argue that this is so in action if not in internal structure: some states are
democracies, others are dictatorships, etc. However, the phenomenon of navies in
landlocked polities shows that some aspects of state structures - those with
international relevance - come to resemble one another (Ruggie 1998:14-15). These
states may possess identical navies in order, like teenagers dressing alike (Waltz
1979:75), to express and assert their individuality. The context and mechanism of

interaction has a profound effect on the nature of the interacting units.

Neorealism has been accused of neglecting the cultural aspects of individual state
identity (Ruggie 1998:13-18), an accusation which seems distinctly unfair when
Kenneth Waltz, the founder of neorealism, spends a good deal of his seminal work
explaining that his purpose is the abstraction of certain aspects of structure, and that
the theory therefore does not deal with state identity or culture. This does not mean it is
not important, only that his object of analysis for theoretical purposes is not the cultural

aspects of states, but the influence of anarchy upon them (Waltz 1979:46).

Waltz agrees with classical realists that states must look out for themselves. They must
be ever-ready to defend themselves and to promote their interests, ruthlessly and at

considerable opportunity cost if need be. The reason is that they can rely on no other
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entity to look out for them. However, he emphasises that this anarchic situation differs
markedly from the domestic state realm, where individuals may, at least in theory, rely
on the government and legal system to protect their basic interests, thus allowing
specialisation ‘without concern for developing the means of maintaining their identity
and preserving their security in the presence of others’ (Waltz 1979:104). In Waltz's
conception, the domestic analogy is deeply flawed. The ontology of the global political
unit is heavily dependent upon its context: international anarchy. The context of
domestic state politics is fundamentally different from the world in which states
themselves exist. He explores the influence of this universal anarchy on the state and

global politics.

Waltz is charged with atomist/structuralist inconsistency by constructivists, notably
Ashley (Ashley 1984:241-242), but can be defended in these terms: he criticises others
for taking the domestic political system as “certain” when it is no such thing. This
appears to answer some of his own critics. He is not, as they say, taking the state-as-
unitary-actor idea for granted at all. He is distinguishing between system-level theory
and unit-level description. The attributes of individual states do not constitute a
structural explanation (Waltz 1979:42). Waltz is much concerned with theory and its
abstract nature, arguing that abstraction is a necessary attribute of theory. This is both
inevitable and desirable, he says, since whereas laws may be observed, theories to
explain them must be constructed. ‘Explanatory power ... is gained by moving away
from “reality”, not by staying close to it’ (1979:7). He does not deny the importance of
internal state organisation, culture or identity, he merely quarantines it from his

structuralist theory.

Repetitive patterns of polity-formation, universal anarchy, and establishment of
institutions

The question, then, goes to why states behave in the same manner, roughly, even though
they have very different political and cultural constitutions (Burchill & Linklater 2005:5;
Waltz 1979:39). The main ontological proposition of neorealism is that the similarities
in constitution and behaviour between states are attributable to anarchy. Another

possible explanation is that if they did not behave similarly, we would not call them
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states. Waltz begins down the path toward evolutionary theory in International
Relations, explained further in Chapter Two, by pointing out the influence of the
environment on the actors within it. The actors are still the principal drivers, but they
are also acted upon. The system is a product of the cumulative actions of the actors, and
the actors are shaped and selected by the system. The argument later becomes the

formal ‘Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations’ (Wendt, A.E. 1987).

Neorealism is not concerned with morality, or ethics, in the way classical realism is.

Waltz describes mechanisms and processes while seeking to avoid prescription.

Moreover, in their bracketing* of culture and identity, and their emphasis on the
deterministic aspects of structure, neorealists leave morality out of their theory even as
an object of study of the theory itself. This exposes the incompleteness of the theory
which, again, is not to say that neorealism has nothing to tell us. Neorealism is complete
in its own terms, in that it explains everything it sets out to explain, but it does not
explain global political ontology, or fully specify a generic unit or actor. Crucially, as
Ashley points out, in neorealism ‘political strategy is deprived of its artful and
performative aspect’ (1984:260) prompting him to consult rhetoric and other cultural
instruments as a form of strategy, and lending weight to the call for a more poetic

realism.

To sum up, Waltz is often criticised for the abstraction of his theorising, especially his
bracketing of particular states’ identities and the non-rational aspects of power (Ashley
1984:260), as well as the influence of normative considerations on state action (Ruggie
1998:15). However, he goes to great lengths to justify this by arguing that all theory is
abstract and limited, and he is not the only one who argues this (Donnelly 2005:30,33;
Waltz 1979:1-14). Structural realism is explicitly a particular theory about structure
and should be criticised as such. A theory of influence of one aspect of world politics
need not be rejected because it fails to account for every other aspect (Denemark
1999:67). What Waltz describes anticipates Searlean institutional causality, as well as

evolutionary theory, applied to International Relations.

* Bracketing means quarantining or setting-aside some aspects of theory in order to focus on
another one or more (See Neumann 1996:165).
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The main differences between classical and structural realism, then, are in their
emphases. The ontology is similar, and is based on a similar conception of motivation:
self-preservation and domination, which are sometimes indistinguishable. Classical
realists include honour and prestige in their theory. More importantly, they consider the
state as - currently - the principal actor in world politics, and so they consider its
actions to be the most useful thing to study. Structural realists agree that the state is the
main driver, but they see the context of this action as a major, if not defining, aspect of
world politics, and so they select it as their object of analysis. This is not to say that the
differences are not significant, but to seek commonality by suggesting that they are
differences of perspective, and might be reconciled by a fuller specification of the
interacting units in global politics. Ontology involves not only the nature of units, but
the way in which they are formed. Realist focus on states, neorealists on anarchy. Both

are essential for political ontology.

Liberalism, cosmopolitanism and neoliberal institutionalism

Liberalism is perhaps the broadest stream of thought in politics and International
Relations, as well as the dominant paradigm in global political discourse (Ruggie 1982).
As with other schools, it may be defined by its ontological and normative foundations.
Liberals based their politics and their political theory on the individual human being as
the be-all and the end-all of politics, both as the atomic unit and as the centre or location
of rights and justice. Cosmopolitans essentially agreed, but added another layer, that of
humanity-as-a-whole, so that consideration for the good of this cosmopolis forms the

other pole of political obligation.

Neoliberal institutionalists added a third layer of importance in global politics by
concentrating on international institutions, like regimes, and new kinds of polity such as
the European Union. They began to explore ideas like that of “pooled sovereignty” and
the notion of the multiperspectival polity (Rosenberg 2006:323). In this way they
developed innovative ideas regarding the nature of political units, but as far as neo-
liberal institutionalists were concerned these larger polities should have the purpose of

ensuring states rights and thus guaranteeing individual rights and freedoms. Ruggie
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argued that neorealism and neoliberal institutionalism ‘share very similar analytical

foundations’ (Ruggie 1998:9), particularly in that anarchy is taken for granted.

Ruggie pointed out the critical point that states and their identities and interests are
taken for granted ‘a priori and exogenously’ (Ruggie 1998:9) in neorealism and
neoliberal institutionalism, unexplained by the theory. This is because of the structural
and utilitarian focus of these schools of thought. Neorealists focussed on potential use of
force leading to state focus on relative gain, whereas neoliberal institutionalists
focussed on institutional impediments of anarchy to cooperation even where common

interests occur.

Liberals adopted the good of the individual as the focus of their normative and
theoretical concerns. Cosmopolitans proposed an abstracted humanity as a source of
legitimacy and as a reason for extending the Golden Rule to all of its members.
Neoliberal institutionalists sought to theorise international institutions as a means of
ensuring or protecting individual rights. All three derive from the enlightenment
invention of the individual as an abstracted unit and actor in politics and international
politics. This was a new type of actor or idea, and cosmopolitans and liberals of various
kinds extended the abstraction to these other new types of abstracted unit: humanity-
as-a-whole and institutions. Once again we can see the normative and theoretical
concerns converging around ontology. These perspectives are discussed further in
Chapter Three, with regard to the question of ‘ontological security’ (Steele, Brent ].

2007).

World and state system theory and the English School

Structural realists saw systemic influence on state behaviour as being derived from the
brute fact of anarchy. Hedley Bull disputed this stark picture of anarchy among
sovereign states (1977:24-40), as did Emmanuel Wallerstein (1991:162-163). Harking
back to Hugo Grotius, these theorists noted that states interact with each other. They
ape each other. They develop international law and institutions. They have rules,
including unspoken rules, and even rules of conflict and war. They form, in short, a

society (Wight, M. 1977:39), and a society influences its constituents not just by the
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threat of punishment or reward, or the imperatives of survival, but by the glue of fellow-
feeling, as Morgenthau had pointed out in his definition of political power (Morgenthau
1967:26-27). The interesting element for these theorists, then, is this society. The
difference between neorealists and international societists is in the ontology of the
context of state action. For neorealists, it is essentially an absence; for those who take
global society as their principal object of analysis, the international context is very much

a thing in itself, and not just any thing; a moral being (Wight, M. 1977:21-49).

Where Morgenthau had denied the possibility of a universal ethics on the grounds that
there is no universal society to carry it (Morgenthau 1967:493), these theorists began to
develop the idea that morality, and particularly legitimation, is a far more complex thing
than simple notions of good and evil (Wight, M. 1977:153). Institutions like war or class
were defined as sets of rules, applicable in specific circumstances. The same actor,
whether individual or state, may subscribe to several of these, and act and moralise
differently according to which is appropriate at the moment. This is one way of
accounting for the discrepancy between individual and group morality. It is not really
individual, just derived from a different group conception. In this way the differing
moral systems to which an individual might subscribe may be seen as indicative of the

differing group units to which she belongs.

Reproduction requirements of entities and systems other than states

World system theory posited a global society whose members are individuals, arranged
in classes (Wallerstein 1991). Analysts of state systems proposed an international
society whose members are states (Bull 1977; Wight, M. 1977). Both streams regarded
the system as a whole (Wendt, A.E. 1987:339) as the basic object of their ontology.
Context was taken as the focus of analysis in International Relations, but in contrast to
neorealism, various contexts were themselves seen to be units, and their ‘reproduction

requirements’ (Wendt, A.E. 1987:339) could thus be postulated as the driving factor.

Hedley Bull distinguishes between three different conceptions of world politics.
Realists, he says, are essentially Hobbesian, regarding states as existing in a perpetual

war of all against all. There is a universalist, Kantian worldview, which regards states as
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a false abstraction, a means of imposing power structures on the universal community
of mankind.” Bull himself seeks to articulate the Grotian idea of a community of states;
the internationalist view (Bull 1977:23-27). Bull is the headmaster of The English
School, which advances neorealism a step further by taking this international society as

its object of analysis.

In this way, International Relations became the study of political society at a higher
level of analysis than the state. It is not quite as simple as this, of course, since the actors
in international society are not the same as those within the state, contradicting the
domestic analogy. Also, Bull, like Waltz, claimed to be elucidating only one aspect of the
international system. He attributed equal importance to the Hobbesian and Kantian
elements - which he saw as being in competition with the element of international
society (Bull 1977:51) - even as he focused on the Grotian. Again, as with other streams,
the English School is distinguished by its treatment of the ontology of the group,

reflected in the theory’s principal unit of analysis: international society.

In the universalist community posited by Immanuel Wallerstein and the world system
theorists, on the other hand, states are conceived as masks for the real players. Classes
and other economic divisions are the authentic group actors, states the instruments of
their interest. Interest in this case may be defined as wealth or power; they are means to
each other. The state is not really the most important thing; classes are, or divisions of

labour. (Wallerstein 1991:162-180).

Big-picture, state system analysts such as Martin Wight found it useful to theorise
societies formed of states, yet less than coterminous with the world: suzerain systems;
hegemonic systems; the Westphalian system (1977:110-152). Groups of states bound
together by common cultural heritage could be seen as themselves group-units,
repositories of moral capital and sources of legitimacy. These broader cultural and
political groupings could even enter into deadly conflict with one another, and could be

defined by that conflict (Alkopher 2005).

* This could be roughly connected with world system theory, in which powerful classes are seen
as the “real” players.
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State system theorists took a step further when they saw that these finite systems
constitute entities themselves in the form of bi- or multi-polar, hegemonic or suzerain
systems. A crucial component of these systems is moral. This must be the case since all
such systems depend upon political legitimacy for their existence, and political
legitimacy arises from moral judgements. The office of Holy Roman Emperor oversaw
the legitimational aspects of Westphalia, having given up its temporal power (Wight, M.
1977:27-28). In the Eastern Mediterranean, the caliphal office continued in its religious
legitimational function even after it was merged with the temporal Sultanate. Martin
Wight rules out describing relations between the Seljug Sultanate, the Fatimid Caliphate
and their satellites as systems of states. He does so on the grounds of a lack of ‘a
common ethos or ideology’ (Wight, M. 1977:26). Thus a common ethos is part of several
definitions of state system (Wight, M. 1977:23-24)" and therefore of at least one type of

political unit.

Here we see a further development of the ontology of International Relations. As this
group of theorists began to focus on features in the landscape of global politics other
than states, they derived an ontology of class, or culture, or society (of states) from a
conception of human motivation resting in ethos, thereby freeing International

Relations from its attachment to the state, and lining it up for the sociological turn.

Critical theory and postmodernism: language, narrative and boundaries

Critical theorists saw that all of these units of analysis became units by virtue of the
boundaries drawn around them. The mechanism of the drawing of boundaries therefore
became their own object of study. Postmodernists in particular argued that these
boundaries were simply linguistic constructs designed to perpetuate the dominance of
the arbiters of language. Linguistic constructs could be deconstructed, so the project of
critical international theorists is often characterised by them as one of emancipation

(Linklater 2001:23; Rae 2002:19; Wyn Jones 2001:3-4;9).

* The ancient Greek word ethos means group identity or spirit, a linguistic reflection of the
derivation of legitimacy from collective identity.
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Critical theory continued the great assault on the state as object of inquiry in
International Relations, accusing mainstream International Relations theorists of
fetishizing states and state boundaries (Devetak 2005:147). Critical theorists saw these
boundaries, correctly, as a constructed means of delineating realms of moral obligation,
and therefore as a licence for subjugation and oppression. The danger here was in
imagining that the boundaries were therefore somehow not real (Cox 1981:126;

Zehfuss 2002:36), and that they served no other function than domination.

State boundary-drawing as a mechanism of power operates in at least two ways. Within
the state, sovereignty gives to the state a monopoly on legitimate force, including
violence, and hence a licence for state-classes - that is, the class of people who act on
behalf of the state (Elsinhas, quoted in Cox 1981:151) - to dominate. They do this by
constructing and using language in ways that constrain the conceptual ability of the
dominated to break free. The very terms they use, critical theorists argued, serve to give
power to the dominant class. This aspect of class-consciousness shows the continuity

between Marxism, World system theory and critical theory (Cox 1981:130-138).

Cox, after his critique of perspective-bound sub-dividers (1981:126), proceeded to sub-
divide his opponents from his own, ‘stand apart’ perspective (1981:130-135), thereby
drawing a conceptual boundary between himself and them. The process of drawing
such boundaries, and their more or less fluid nature, are suitable objects of study in
many fields. The criticism of Cox is that this is a very different thing from saying that the
“real world” is somehow without boundaries. As Searle points out, concepts are an
intrinsic feature of the world (Searle 1995:11), and when it comes to the social world,
concepts may well be constitutive, as will be discussed in later chapters. Once again the
problem lies in ontology. Boundaries are unavoidable in any conceptual scheme devised
by humans; the nature of particular iterations is essentially arbitrary. The main point
here is that even such high-end thinkers as Cox cannot help but categorise people - that

is, theorists - and privilege some categories over others.

It may be, in some technical way, true to say that the real world is undifferentiated, and

that it is only in the process of knowing it that we abstract categories. However, if the
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material world is an undifferentiated mass there can be no ontology. The human body
has many interfaces with the world around it: the air we breathe, the sweat that
evaporates, information that we receive and emanate unconsciously. It is thickly
interwoven with its surrounds. Just where one might draw the line between self and
other is a moot point. Some might argue that the fact there is a boundary may be
demonstrated in the attempt to walk through a wall. However, conceptual processes of

categorisation are evident as soon as anyone tries to describe the event. If the social

world is a seamless web, there can be no social ontology.”

Cox refers to a ‘genuine populism’ as opposed to one ‘manipulated by political leaders’
(1981:151). He does not further distinguish between the two. US funding for Otpor!
(Resistance!), the anti-Milosevic opposition movement in the former Yugoslavia (Cohen
2000) is a case in point. Was this a genuine populist uprising, or was it being
manipulated by “outside interests” against the popular, nationalist will? It is impossible
to separate the two, and the only way to do so, conceptually, would be to measure the
genuineness of adherents’ support. A similar argument could be made for nationalism in
Turkey, which eventually replaced the caliphate there (for the time being, at least). The
point is that, whatever judgments theorists may make regarding the motivations for
support, the end result is the same: public support is constitutive of political group
units, whether or not their constituents also feel some dissonance with another set of
rules, derived from another group. The distinction outlined above between normative
and empirical legitimacy is vital here, since it allows us to distinguish between objective

political support and our own moral judgment.

Critical theory, in sum, derived an ontology of essentially arbitrary border-making
through language use and conceptual manipulation from a conception of motivation not

dissimilar to that of realists. One problem for critical theorists is that if categorisation is

* This includes an ontology of the text. To say that there is ‘nothing outside of the text’ (Derrida,
quoted in Zehfuss 2002:10) acknowledges an ‘outside’ and ignores causality and history. The
text is a caused system, thus a boundary is drawn around it (Searle 1995:6), and therefore there
is an outside. Otherwise the text is meaningless (which, of course, they often are).
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disabled, amorphousness is all that remains, and there is nothing left to study. Another,
self-referential problem is that if critical theorists delegitimise boundaries, then they
are unable to distinguish themselves from their realist and other opponents. The main
point to be made here, however, is that critical theory, like others, illuminates mainly
one aspect of social units: boundaries. With regard to global political ontology, critical

theory seems incomplete.

Constructivism: identity

Constructivists argued that even the so-called brute fact of sovereignty itself is a
construction, a product of ideational factors; that cognitive, intentional mechanisms of
identity-construction, such as those described by Searle (Searle 1983, 1995), underlie
every aspect of inter-polity interaction. Moreover, the identities thus constructed are

highly rewarding objects of ontological analysis, as well as a location of rights.

Constructivism may be loosely seen as an amalgam of critical theory and
postmodernism (Wyn Jones 2001:12) with the structural aspects of neorealism. Ruggie
identified a revival of interest in Emile Durkheim’s work among International Relations
scholars who shared the great sociologist’s view that, in Ruggie’s words, ‘social totalities
are the appropriate unit of analysis for the study of collective phenomena’ (1983:261-
2). At that stage the challenge to classical realism from structuralists was coming from
two flanks: on the one hand, world-system theorists like Wallerstein who emphasised
the capitalist world economy as the basic structure; and on the other neorealists who
saw political anarchy and the ‘horizontal organisation of authority relations’ (Ruggie
1983:263) into states as the defining context of international organisation. Waltz in
particular, as we have seen, saw the condition of anarchy as generative of repetitive

patterns of state behaviour (Waltz 1979:66).

Ruggie praised Waltz's work (Ruggie 1983:272) before taking him to task over his
failure to account for transformation and change in the international system.
Transitions from one system of fundamental institutions to another are dangerous
periods, by definition involving instability. They can be caused when one or more

locations of power combine both the material means and the expansionary or



57

hegemonic ambition to press the case for revolutionary change. This combination was
present in the Napoleonic Empire, the Nazi eruption, and Soviet Russia and is a driving
force on both sides of the “Long War” between the US, its allies, and its various Islamist
enemies.” It was as a result of such a change that the Ottoman Empire was destroyed
during World War I, and its overarching legitimator, the caliphate, was abolished in

1924.

The fact remains that the (often unsuccessful) drive toward unification, the impulse to
impose a value-set universally, is part of the selection mechanism of evolutionary inter-
polity development, and is also part of the motive engine of such systems. Occasionally
such revolutionary impulses lead not just to changes in the system but to changes in the
nature of the system (Ruggie 1983:271). Such moments of imbalance fall back, however,
to more stable arrangements in the face of strategic necessity. Each bout of systemic
conflict resolves to a situation in which competing powers come to some formal or
informal cooperative settlement. These settlements, established post-hoc, are
necessarily contingent and unstable. Thus permanent balance is never quite achieved,
but serves as an attractor in a system of perpetual, if long-term, systemic flux. The only

plausible alternative to this mechanism is unification.

Constructivists accused neorealism of being unable to account for these more
fundamental changes, which punctuated the systemic equilibrium. Ruggie advocated
‘amendments to [Waltz’s] theory’ (1983:273) amounting to a more sociologically
oriented ontology of International Relations, regarding group units in a deeper way, as
institutional rule-structures which express or embody norms and values associated
with Searle’s ‘collective intentionality’ (Searle 1995:23-26). On a state-systemic level,

Ruggie pointed out the difference between the medieval and the modern systems:

The modern system is distinguished from the medieval not by the "sameness" or
"differences" of units, but by the principles on the basis of which the constituent units are
separated from one another. If anarchy tells us that the political system is a segmental
realm, differentiation tells us on what basis this segmentation is determined (1983:273-4
original emphasis).

* For an elaboration of this argument see Fraser (2006)
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On this interpretation, the system is both a context and an entity in its own right. At this
stage | am claiming that, for example, a states-system such as the European Union
provides a context within which states are formed, recognised and legitimized. However
the Union is also a political-strategic entity in its own right, the current debate over
common security and defence policy notwithstanding. Thus, the EU is both a context -
within which states and other actors are created, defined and enabled - and an entity

which may expand or contract, gain or lose support, be vilified or affirmed.

One of the gurus of constructivism, Alexander Wendt, explicitly took ‘Waltz’s
structuralism ... as my starting point’ (1999:15). We have seen that Ruggie praises and
approves of Waltz’s work, before pointing out its limitations. Thus constructivism quite
explicitly rests on a continuum with neorealism. More accurately, to repeat, it can be
seen as an amalgam of aspects of neorealism, critical theory and postmodernism,

stressing the importance of ideational factors, while maintaining a bedrock of scientific

rigour, manifested in Wendt and others’ application of ‘scientific realism’ to the field."

The ‘poverty of neorealism’ is attributable, in Richard Ashley’s view (1984), to flip-
flopping between structuralism as regards individual states and atomism when it comes
to international systems. In other words, while neorealism regarded international
structure as a defining influence which imposes constraints, this structure was seen as
merely the result of the actions of states-as-actors (Wendt, A.E. 1987:336-340) which
themselves, however, are conceived as independent, sovereign and unitary, rather than
a turmoil of competing interests, identities and jurisdictions (Ashley 1984:248; Ruggie
1998:3).

The fact of boundaries, then, since they are inescapable, is not so rewarding an object of
study as the mechanisms by which they are drawn and, even more crucially, how the
particular conceptions of identity they contain are constructed. Waltz made a highly

convincing argument about the nature of states, but it was still an argument about

* This is not to suggest that critical theorists were not rational. In Wyn Jones’s view, their
arguments are based on a logical stripping-away of assumptions, which can be seen as the
epitome of rationality (Wyn Jones 2001:3).
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states. A similar argument, regarding the influence of the institutional environment on
the shape of players in it, could and should be made more broadly, constructivists
argued (Denemark 1999:45). The domestic and individual analogies are relevant here:
in what ways does the community shape the individual, and in what ways does the
community of states, as opposed to global anarchy, shape the nature and policies of
states? Neorealists, in Ruggie’s view, neglected ‘the role of culture as an instrument of

social mobilisation or in generating threat perceptions’ (Ruggie 1998:17).

Because perceived threats to institutional rule-structures, norms and value-systems -
aggregated as culture, or collective identity - provoke the most dramatic and
consequential reactions, collective identity is a vital driver of policy on a state-systemic
structural level as well as at state level. On the positive side, collective identity also has a
deep effect on possibilities for security communities, as particular poles’ ‘magnetism’
draws other states to engage in peaceful dispute resolution on grounds of common
identity (Mattern 2001:354). For example, the European Union’s potentially inclusive
conception of collective identity has played a crucial role in the expansion of its political
and strategic reach (Fraser 2005). This even extends to the possibility of Turkey’s
membership (Rumelili 2004).

Constructivism’s more detailed description of international institutional systems:
foundational values as generic capacities

Martin Wight had given a comprehensive, more or less empirical, study of systems of
states before Reus-Smit began to really take them apart to examine their constituent
elements (Reus-Smit 1997, 1999; Wight, M. 1977). Martin Wight describes a rather
particular thing he called a states-system, comprising a system of nominally equal
states. He outlines the origin of the term in various legal descriptions of Europe from the
17t to the 19t centuries (Wight, M. 1977:21). ‘One way of pursuing’ clarification of the
theory of state systems, he wrote, ‘is to ask what these systems have in common and
extend the list’ (Wight, M. 1977:22). The intention of this thesis is to broaden this
question to include other types of entity in global politics. Reus-Smit found that, so far
from being usefully described as anarchic, systems of states were richly

institutionalised cultural expressions of moral purpose. This included those, such as the
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Westphalian system or the ancient Greek city-state system, which were ostensibly

anarchic.

The assertion that no-one tells teenagers to dress alike (Waltz 1979:75) can be heavily
disputed, given the revenues of the fashion industry, and this is a good illustration of the
difference between neorealists and those who further developed the theory. Because
Waltz sees no formal command-structure, he sees no coercion. In a social milieu,
teenagers certainly may suffer for non-conformity. Sanctions are imposed by an

informal institution of approval, and this institution seems like an active participant.

Reus-Smit applied this kind of thinking to IR, pointing to the influence of identity, as
expressed in institutional purposes, on the formation of distinct state-systems (Reus-
Smit 1999), as well as on states themselves. This system-level identity revolves around
a ‘hegemonic belief in the moral purpose of the state’ (Reus-Smit 1999:6). I will argue
later that legitimacy is derived ultimately from collective identity (see also Fraser
2005), and the same can be said of moral purpose. Reus-Smit outlined the mechanism
by which principles and agreed criteria of sovereignty as well as accepted mechanisms
of justice, derive from conceptions of moral purpose (Reus-Smit 1999:7). Reus-Smit also
criticised rationalists, neorealists among them, for their views - or lack thereof - on the

nature of the state:

States have been imagined as individuals writ large, as autonomous, free and equal actors,
each rationally pursuing their own exogenously determined interests (Reus-Smit 2002:9).

Reus-Smit, like Ruggie putting the lie to Waltz’s neorealist claim regarding continuity of
outcomes, pointed out that the ancient Greek, renaissance Italian, absolutist European
and modern state systems ‘engaged in different institutional practices under the same
structural conditions’ (Reus-Smit 1997:560), especially that of anarchy. However, it
cannot be the case that state systems in such widely separated historical and
geographical situations arose under the same conditions, with the exception of
universal anarchy. Hence this theoretical abstraction must be taken as an illustration of

a particular aspect of international relations: the influence of cultural considerations,
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like identity, on systems of interaction among states. In this respect a theory based on

such an abstraction is incomplete, like Waltz's structuralism.

Moreover, Reus-Smit distinguishes between the four systems on the basis of particular
characteristics of a tiny set of common core features. These core features are the
fundamental international institutional values: a principle of sovereignty and a norm of
procedural justice, as well as, binding them together, a shared conception of the ‘moral
purpose of the state’ or of organised political entities (Reus-Smit 1997:356). Thus
systems may be distinguished by their differing institutional manifestations of these
fundamental values, but this does not alter the fact of the generic nature of the capacity
for determining value. At the deeper level, the continuity remains. This suggests one
potentially fruitful line of enquiry into global political ontology, to be picked up later:

that capacities are indicators of entities.

Again, those elements common to all state systems are, in Reus-Smit’s evaluation, a
shared conception of the moral purpose of politics, a principle by which sovereignty
may be allocated, and a norm of procedural juridical decision-making (Reus-Smit
1997:356). Of course these elements are also definitive, so that any situation in which a
group of polities interacts, if it lacks one of these elements, falls outside the theory. A
conceptual distinction could be made between system and structure and between
universal and institutional anarchy. This would mean that a system is intended and
designed, whereas structure is simply what happens. Institutional anarchy, in one view,
is a system. It has been designed by human intentionality. In this same view, universal
anarchy is structure. It exists whether we humans like it or not. There is another way of
combining these that produces institutional structure, which will be discussed in some

detail in Chapter Three.

Agency and its relationship to structure

The agent-structure problem, as it is often known, is a major concern of constructivist
International Relations scholars. Constructivist writers such as Ruggie, Ashley, Wendt
and Reus-Smit did not reject the importance of structure per se, only the poverty of the

neorealist conception thereof (Ashley 1984:233-237). As they explored these aspects of
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politics, constructivists began to see that the sense of collective identity and
intentionality was everywhere, at every level, even in the structure itself. It follows that

collective identity and intentionality are an important part of any social ontology.

At one stage of Ashley’s ground-breaking paper he states the subtle differences between

structuralist and atomist views of the whole:

The structuralist posits the possibility of a structural whole — a deep social subjectivity —
having an autonomous existence independent of, prior to, and constitutive of the elements.
By contrast, the atomist conception describes the whole precisely in terms of the external
joinings of the elements, including emergent properties produced by the joinings ... Clearly,
in this conception, the whole has no existence independent of the parts taken together
(Ashley 1984:254-255).

Ashley also took the neorealist movement to task regarding the sterility of its notions of
structure (Ashley 1984:255). He criticised Waltz specifically for his understanding of

international structure:

... not as a deep, internal relation prior to and constitutive of social actors but as an external
joining of states-as-actors who have precisely the boundaries, ends and self-understandings
that theorists accord to them on the basis of unexamined common sense (Ashley 1984:255).

Alexander Wendt (Wendt, A.E. 1987) argued that neorealists’ individualist ontology
regarding the state also undermined their surface claims to ‘strong structural and anti-
reductionist commitments’ (Wendt, A.E. 1987:343). Contrasting neorealism with the
then-fashionable world-system theory, he accused them both of confusion regarding

units of analysis:

Thus, neorealists reduce the structure of the state system to the properties and actions of its
constituent elements, states, while world-system theorists reduce state (and class) agents to
the effects of the reproduction requirements of the capitalist world system. (Wendt, A.E.
1987:339, emphasis added)

Because of this, ‘neorealists’ individualist conceptualisation of system structure is ... too
weak to support a social theory of the state,’ (Ruggie 1998:3). Wendt proposed a
‘structurationist’ approach (Wendt, A.E. 1987:355), based on the work of the social
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theorist Anthony Giddens (particularly Giddens 1984), that gives equal ontological
weight and priority to both agent and structure, thereby reconciling the neorealist
conception of the unitary state with the lower-level observations of a less-than-unitary

bureaucracy, as well as democracy, dissent and decision-making processes.

Others applied this structurationist position - which ‘overwhelmed the study of
International Relations’ (Arts 2000:513) - to regimes, and to the activities of non-state
actors. It is true that they often focused on non-state actors who might be said to be
“good guys” - non-government organisations, international institutions, regulatory
regimes - rather than what might be termed strategic actors, particularly those which
are in competition with the formal international system itself. Structuration theory
sought to reconcile the agent-structure problem, and at the same time resolve the

”)

dichotomy between determinism, ‘weak in theorizing about “the subject” and
voluntarism, which had little to contribute to the understanding of institutions (Arts

2000:523).

Thus came the useful distinctions among group, organisation and institution, which
Colin Wight describes. His is a rigorous ontology, in which a possible flaw may be that it
stretches itself too far in order to get around the group-unit question. He defines
organisations as consisting ‘of an embodied formal structure of interlocking positions,
roles and relations,” which is in need of human beings to fill these positions and fulfil the
associated roles (Wight, C. 2006:202). The human beings who do so are a group, and
they bring with them to their positions a moral agency which is lacking in the “empty”
organisational structure. An institution, in Wight’s view, following Bull, is ‘a custom,
practice, relationship or behavioural pattern of importance in social life’ (Wight, C.
2006:202), which is not the same thing as an organisation, although organisations may
become institutions, and the two are often confused (2006:202-203). The point is that
of all these terms - group, organisation or institution, even ‘structuratum’: ‘structured
organisational and institutional ensemble,’ (Jessop, quoted in Wight, C. 2006:220) -
none is adequate for a complete international political ontology, in my view. They refer
to aspects or attributes of something which they do not specify, although each one may

provide clues as to the nature of this putative entity. This thesis does not attempt to
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define or specify this entity, only to point out the incompleteness of the theory here, and

to explore whether such a definition might be possible or worthwhile.

Identity and rationality as drivers of politics

Scholte, without specifically referring to constructivism, summed up its attitude to

identity:

The construction of identity, personal and collective, is a pervasive and crucial aspect of
social life. Identity figures in all human interests, activities, norms and social structures. The
historical record is replete with instances where people have killed and been killed in the
assertion of their sense of self. The need for recognition — to define oneself (or who one
wants to become) and to have that identity acknowledged by others —is a first-order
preoccupation in social relations. The pursuit of identity ranks alongside, and is deeply
interconnected with, quests for subsistence, power, communion and knowledge. At its core
human existence is, amongst other things, a process of forging identity (Scholte 1996:38-39).

Clearly, organisations, groups and institutions are crucial facilitators of this
construction of collective identity. But it must also be the case that a sense of moral
purpose and agency, provided by the collective, is just as integral as the rules and
relationships of the structure. The question is, integral to what? We might say an entity
is composed of a group, arranged in an organisation, following institutional rules, and

this gets us some way toward describing or specifying such a beast, but not very far.

Kratochwil argued that not only ethics or morality, but indeed the whole conception of
rational interest, is itself contingent upon identity (Kratochwil 1987). Constructivists
illustrated the connection between collective legitimation and interest by appropriating
the stag hunt analogy from realists. This involves, say, five agents setting off in search of
a stag. Each member of the group also has the option of catching a hare, taking care of
himself at the expense of the others, since five are needed to bring down a stag. Game-
theoreticians and liberals then calculate the members’ several interests in terms of
cooperation and collaboration. The analogy ignores the importance of sociability,
including emotion and morality/legitimacy (Kratochwil 1987:316; Ruggie 1998:2). The
stag-hunting party is not only formed of units but is itself a unit. Therefore its

component parts cannot be entirely free, as long as they are members of it (Gilbert
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1989:244); they may or may not be free to leave it. It is easily conceivable that a person

might starve rather than turn their back on their companions.” Kratochwil uses this
argument to illustrate the contingent, essentially emotional and group-derived nature of
rational interest (Kratochwil 1987) and this, of course, undermines any useful notion of

a universal set of interests.

Here then, are the bones of the constructivist ontology, derived from a conception of
motivation involving norms, rules and identity-constructs. This is seen in the early
constructivist pre-occupation with international institutions as a way of constraining
state behaviour. But these look like simply more aspects, features or facets. The
ontology is still incomplete. Interest-defined-as-x is an intentional phenomenon. As such
it is dependent on a basic, non-intentional capacity for calculating interest. The question

of what it is that possesses this capacity remains open.

After constructivism: emotion, motivation and evolution

Finally, in the beginnings of a potentially post-constructivist move, but still part of the
sociological turn in International Relations, there has a been a recognition that it is
possible to lay aside established patterns of thought, for example the putative
separation of agent and structure. As we will see, this move has significant implications
for several other important issues in International Relations, in particular the levels-of-
analysis question and that of the line between the ideal and the material. Here I will set
out some basic aspects of this nascent theoretical trend which have been raised in the
International Relations literature and which will be explored in much more detail in

later chapters.

Among International Relations scholars there was an explosion of interest in identity in
the 1990s as the post-Cold War, globalising world threw up a range of new nationalist

claims (Scholte 1996:39-43), most dramatically illustrated by a series of savage and

* The Northern Irish Republican Bobby Sands starved himself to death specifically in order that
his group be granted separate political status. This is a stark example, others of which are not
hard to find.
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bloody ethnic wars and genocides. It is an interesting question as to which was the more
significant in the causal factors for this orgy of national collective-identity formation
and its associated carnage. Perhaps it was the lifting of the lid on “ancient enmities”
hitherto effectively suppressed by the Cold War. Or it may have been a reaction to the
loose moorings of globalisation, which made those unsettled by a cosmopolitan outlook
yearn for more concrete, local forms (Scholte 1996:46). A more ominous proposition
also arises: that the identity-formation and the carnage are associated. Expulsion,
genocide, mass rape, assimilation or enslavement of another group may be a corollary
of the intense bond felt between self-conscious members of a community (Rae 2002:3).
Social connection, in this view, would be the main driving force behind the worst crimes
of humanity. These are not new issues for students of nationalism, but may be usefully

applied to global political ontology more broadly.

Emotion, contestation and sources of legitimacy

During earlier discussion of classical realism, we saw the idea that power is conferred
through the mechanism of legitimation, and is closely related to social ontology. The
critical theorist Cox recognises this when he distinguishes between genuine populist
movements and the kind ‘manipulated’ by leaders (Cox 1981:151). He implicitly values
the one more highly than the other, thus revealing his own, possibly unconscious, idea
of where legitimation comes from: it comes from below, from the mass of

undifferentiated individuals.

It is possible to distinguish between proximate and ultimate sources of legitimacy.
Proximate sources are those mentioned by the actors claiming legitimacy: God, ‘the
people’, procedure, a particular conception of the moral purpose of the state.
Constructivist and critical theory leads to the conclusion that ultimately all of these are
narrative expressions of group identity. This indicates another point of commonality
among International Relations theories. It is also a good illustration of the term
“essentially arbitrary”. The ultimate source of legitimacy is generic, arising out of a
capacity and a need located in the collective. Proximate sources of legitimacy are
therefore essentially arbitrary: there is an infinite list of things that might be taken as a

socially-ordained legitimation mechanism.
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Wendt recently noted ‘the almost complete absence in International Relations theory of
emotions as objects of analysis’ (Wendt, Alexander 2004:312). Searle hypothesises
belief and desire as basic intentional states. In particular, intentionality, he says, ‘is a
case of desire, given certain beliefs’ (Searle 1983:34-35). Since collective intentionality
is a basic building block of collectives, and collectives are the arbiters of legitimacy, we
can see that legitimation, including rational interest-calculations, is at heart a matter of
collective intuition and affect, or emotion associated with action. This important idea

will be further explained in the next chapter.

All this seems to point to the conclusion that legitimation derives from emotion. Later I
will argue that collective capacities are the vital middle layer between the material and
the cognitive worlds. We can outline the process in the following way. What causes
affirmative emotions in the individual - including the ecstasy of participating in
communal violence or genocide associated with state-formation - is bonding with the
group. Whatever facilitates and legitimates that bonding therefore seems right, at least
in the moment, as in the case of rioting mobs, whose ‘motivation toward extreme action
is the reward-in-itself of the euphoria of crowd contagion’ (Bloom 1993:12). Ideally,
bonding around rightness squares with some well-thought-out moral code or
procedural justification system, or formal code of law, but that is a preference of mine,
not a requisite of the mechanism itself. In cases of conflict, the intuitive often wins out

over the abstract, including allegedly rational ideas of material interest, in terms of

normative attitudes and action.” This accounts for Maxwell’s ‘dual code of morality’
(Maxwell 1994:379) and it is what Gibbon was pointing to when he wrote that ‘a law,
however venerable be the sanction, cannot suddenly transform the temper of the times’

(1989 (1776-1788):256).

However, it is worth pointing out that even where intuition trumps abstraction, when
determining interest they are still both derived from the collective. It may be that formal

and informal codes come into conflict, but there is no moral code simply derived from

“Insights and empirical data from the burgeoning field of behavioural economics, as we will see
in Chapter Two, show that intuition also often overrides not just moral but rational, interest-
based economic calculations. See (Kahneman 2003)
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an individual, without reference to any conception of a collective, or at least categories
of people. What we think of as right is what makes us feel good about “us”. The “good”
may be a negative good, such as the feeling of tenuous security derived from the sense
of being protected from an ever-threatening world. It is interesting to note here the
wildly inaccurate estimations people commonly make about their exposure to danger,
especially in light of Ruggie’s comments regarding the absence of an account of threat-
perception in neorealism. There is little emotional payoff in being vividly aware of the
danger of bathroom accidents or heart disease. There is a very big payoff in terms of
connection with the group, and therefore for the group identity, if its members are all
intensely anxious about communism or terrorism (Glassner 2000). In these
circumstances, often, people turn inward, to the collective, and this makes them feel

secure: safe, clearly defined and right.

D’Agostino’s argument regarding legitimacy draws on John Rawls’ idea of ‘constitutional
fundamentals’ (Rawls, quoted in 2005:25-26), or the basic processes and principles that
may be agreed on before more controversial substantive policy questions are
addressed. Rawls proposed a social arrangement dividing realms of legitimation into
the public and private. A Rawlsian pluralist legitimation system involves a public arena,
in which normative questions may be contested, and a sovereign individual moral
judgment, which is protected by the state. In these, what D’Agostino calls ‘Rawlsian
social arrangements’, the public sphere of contestation produces political legitimacy,

even though many of the participants may have conflicting personal, normative ideas of

*
the legitimate.

In this case, if one particular idea of normative legitimacy comes to dominate, then

political legitimation is, at best, indiscernible, and often absent. Therefore contestation

is the heart of political legitimacy.+ This is an interesting argument in light of Gilbert’s

" This might be related to the special bonding that takes place during communal violence, when
normally-taboo acts —feeding humans to wild creatures, mass rape, immolation of babies, digging
out the living hearts of prisoners of war — are carried out publicly. It could be read as asserting the
dominance of the collective over the individual consciences in the audience.

tIn this work, I use the term legitimacy to mean political legitimacy, unless otherwise stated.
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identification of public statements as constitutive of plural subjects (Gilbert 1989:195-

202).

On one hand the necessity for contestation requires an arena, and/or object of
contention, which must be regarded as important. On the other hand, one reason it must
be regarded as important is that this realm of contestation provides a means and a
system of identification of those who are doing the contesting, both individual and
collective. In other words, public contestation looks like a central constitutive element

of political units. This is a clue to the nature of the caliphate.

Evolutionary theory applied to ontology in IR

Because evolutionary theory is most often associated with biology, there exists the idea
that its application to the social or other fields can be no more than analogous. However,

the evolutionary paradigm is...

distinguished by a well-grounded intellectual tradition in almost all the major disciplines,
among them sociology (Auguste Comte, Herbert Spencer, Talcott Parsons), archeology
(Gordon Childs), and philosophy (Karl Popper, Donald Campbell)... economics ... Thorstein
Veblen, Friedrich von Hayek, and Joseph Schumpeter. Evolutionary economics has
experienced a particularly notable growth in recent years. (Modelski & Poznanski 1996:315)

Evolutionary theory has also attracted attention in International Relations, although not
as much as it deserves, especially since ‘evolutionary theory may be applied ... to some
of the central issues in international politics’ (Thayer 2000:125). There is so far only an
embryonic literature on evolution in International Relations theory, to which this thesis
is intended to contribute. Here, then, I introduce this literature in preparation for

developing and expanding some of its ideas.

There are at least three ways in which evolutionary theory has been applied to
International Relations. One derives from biology, leading through evolutionary
psychology and sociobiology to international politics. This is a bottom-up approach that
sees states and other collective actors as forged by the various complementary

strategies of individual ‘survival machines’ (Richard Dawkins, quoted in Thayer
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2000:132) constituting the species. Another perspective suggests that the phenomenon
of coevolution - the entwined evolution of more than one context or entity - is relevant
both to the practical world of global politics and the theoretical world of International

Relations (Modelski 1996:322).

A third perspective derived from evolutionary theory, however, would see a more top-
down approach, viewing conceptions of collective identity - and their institutional
expressions - themselves as an evolving genus. In this view, the mass of individual
intentionalities provides the medium in which ideational clients develop and evolve.
Greater theoretical clarity regarding the ideational ontology of institutional structures
could not be more relevant to current events, as will be demonstrated later with
reference to the case of the caliphate. That is why my emphasis here is on the top-down

approach.

Evolutionary theory in the form of sociobiology has been proposed as a more ‘scientific’
method of explaining human behaviour, particularly for ‘understanding the causes of
egoistic and dominating behaviour of individuals’ (Thayer 2000:125). Thayer utilises
this insight to provide realism with a ‘stronger’ foundation. This has led to the
association of this kind of bottom-up application of evolutionary theory with realism,
though it is not clear why this should be the case, since domineering behaviour is not
universal, and plenty of other types of behaviour - such as resistance to domination -

might equally be explored with reference to evolutionary theory.

Evolutionary theory is also accused of, or associated with, determinism, needlessly.
Whereas structural determinism sees events as the result of structural circumstances,
sociobiological determinism would regard human actions as driven by innate
evolutionary drives in the individual. A top-down evolutionary approach might be

accused of a kind of collective determinism.

However, [ will argue, none of these views, in any less than radical formulation, is
inconsistent with individual will. Human will is predicated on the existence of humanity,

after all, and all the structural and biological factors that go with it. For example
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Maxwell, as we have seen, draws her connection between the collective and the moral

code, even though:

| do not agree that evolutionary biology has any authority to determine what is morally right
or wrong. Granted, our biology gave us the ability to construct the very categories “right”
and “wrong” in the first place ... But what we inherited, essentially, was not the specific
ethical rules, but rather the ability to work out our social relations, according to some
scheme ... Moral rules were invented by humans and they reflect compromises where
interests conflict. (Maxwell 1994:386).

She makes a strong claim, at the same time pointing to the theoretical importance of the
difference between the generic and the specific. But the question remains as to what it is
that is evolving. The people? The moral code? The collective entity itself? Perhap all
three are, as well as International Relations theory itself, and this leads us to the concept

of coevolution.

Coevolution is the recognition that the evolution of one species - to use the biological
analogy - affects the evolution of others. As far as International Relations is concerned,
Modelski, following Spencer (Modelski 1996:322), proposes that coevolution across the
four realms of the human world - ‘physical, biological, social and cultural’ - holds

promise as a paradigm of global politics.

An emphasis on transformation and change has been a consistent concern of scientific
realist and structurationist International Relations. Ruggie pointed in particular to the
seismic shift - from medieval to modern organisational principles - known as the Peace
of Westphalia. (1983:273) He argued that neorealism could not account for such

changes. This made it ahistorical.

Change, and particularly ‘long-term institutional change at the global level’, argued
Modelski and Poznanski, ‘can best be understood as an evolutionary process,
(1996:316). They also advocated a shift of paradigms from what they saw as one based

in the natural sciences and mechanics to one derived from biology, thus:
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... moving from statics to dynamics. Analysis then moves from a time-free to a time-prone
reality that implies irreversibility and thus opens the way to history. While mechanics
assumes determinism, biology focuses on probabilities and chance (Modelski & Poznanski
1996).

Certainly, ‘evolutionary arguments cannot evade the need to examine historical change’

(Thompson 2001b:125).

Continuity between constructivism and evolutionary theory is evident, as is the
potential for evolutionary theory to reconcile constructivism with its predecessors as
mainstream theory. Thompson pointed out that the evolutionary theorist is free to focus
on any of a range of units: ‘an evolutionary paradigm does not privilege a type of actor
or a type of problem’ (Thompson 2001b:2). The paradigm itself is not an analogy from
biology. For the same reason it is usefully applicable to the generic, as well as the

specific.

Conclusion: Ontology as politics

For an evolutionary theory to work, there must be some entity that evolves. The insights
into ontology described above, from some of the main threads of International Relations
theory, imply, but leave undescribed or unrecognised, their subject. This thesis argues
that there is a lacuna here which is a detailed, systematic description of the defining
features of a generic unit in global politics. It might be argued that there is no such
animal, that the actors in global politics are so various as to defy description, and that
therefore there is no need for a generic definition. This argument has some merit.
However, the fact that scholars may use terms like “the actors in global politics” and be
understood, is evidence that there is some degree at least of commonality. There must

be at least one defining feature.

Critical theorists and then constructivists took the ideas of the English School one step
further by arguing that international society, while formally anarchic, was so only
because people had constructed it that way: ‘Anarchy is what states make of it,” (Wendt,
Alexander 1992). Critical theorists argued that the institution of anarchy had been

constructed the way it had specifically, if not explicitly, in order to maintain the
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domination of the many by the few. This was obviously true of states as well, and
particular states in particular, and so the state itself came to be regarded as a useful
object of analysis. Against Waltz, Ruggie argued that it did indeed matter what specific
states were like, especially hegemonic states like the United States after World War 11

(Ruggie 1998:14).

This feeds into the debate regarding the ‘personhood of the state’ to which an issue of
the Review of International Studies was dedicated in 2004 and another in 2008.
Alexander Wendt argues there that states are indeed persons, not just in a legal way,
like corporations, but ‘in at least one important sense: they are “intentional” or
purposive actors’ (Wendt, Alexander 2004:291). Here we see the idea of purpose, or
goals, as a definitional attribute of persons. This is where subjecthood and/or
consciousness comes in, since it is necessary in order to conceptualise a goal, or ideal
end-state. This point is vital in the distinction between subject and object and in the
definition of agency on the one hand and non-agentive functionality on the other (see

Chapter Two for further discussion).

If this is the case, if the individual is a construct of the collective, and vice versa, then
clearly morality, legitimacy and interest are also constructs, contingent upon cognitive
processes. It can be seen, though, that there is something missing here, some idea of a

subject or entity that decides, and that cannot simply be several individuals.

Could it be, as the catchphrase went, ‘ideas all the way down’? Wendt, the originator of
this phrase (Burchill & Linklater 2005:5), placed a qualification on it at least once
(Wendt, Alexander 1999:20). There is a material universe as well as one of ideas. One
promising possibiliy is to interpose a layer of capacities between the material and the

cognitive.

In the next chapter, the idea of the ‘plural subject’ (Gilbert 1989:2) on the one hand, and
Searle’s proposed resolution of the question of the “group mind”, on the other, provide
signposts to potentially useful areas of ontological inquiry in evolutionary theory. There

is no attempt to make any contribution to these fields, but to examine some concepts
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from the ‘longstanding controversy between ‘individualism’ and ‘holism’ about social
groups’ (Gilbert 1989:3), and to test these concepts’ usefulness to International
Relations. This is not the first time. Others, notably Bloom, Ruggie and Wight, have
already applied these ideas to International Relations theory. This thesis seeks to
contribute by exploring the relationship between affective motivation and the ontology

of a generic political unit.

To sum up, we can see how structural realism, the English School and constructivism
form a bridge between classical realism and a post-constructivist, evolutionary, or
“poetic realist”, approach and how the progression moves along the lines of the
ideational foundation of institutionalised anarchy and the bringing of institutional
capacities, invisible to classical realists, into the light. But it was already there in

classical realism.

Governments act in part because they have the capacity to act, and because they
develop a notion of state interests based on moral purpose. Classical realism reacts
against the idea that foreign policy should be based around moral imperatives, but this
is itself a value judgement based on an emotional endorsement, a ‘rational’ assessment
of the ‘interest’ of the state (Kratochwil 1987), which is subordinate to moral purpose.
And the subject of foreign policy, the prince, is the carrier of collective moral purpose.
The important question is whether all collective agencies, not just states, are carriers of
moral purpose. At first glance it would seem so, since they depend on political

legitimacy for their constitution.

Various theoretical schools have examined different aspects of the Durkheimian social
unit as it relates to International Relations. A clearer specification of a generic political
unit and some of its basic drives could help to knit together some of these threads, but

the need must first be recognised, and pointing it out is the purpose of this thesis.
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CHAPTER TWO — TRANSDISCIPLINARITY IN INTERNATIONAL
RELATIONS: INCORPORATING INSIGHTS

This dignity is a terrible encumbrance to you,
for it has of late been ever at war with your interest.
Edmund Burke, in opposition, addressing the
British Parliament during the American Revolution

Introduction

In building a heuristic model of agency, structure and their implications for geopolitical
ontology, insights from fields outside International Relations will be useful. Work in the
philosophy of mind, in sociology, and in evolutionary theory can surely be incorporated
usefully into a theory of International Relations. This has already begun, particularly
with regard to John Searle (1995) and his theories regarding the construction of social
reality. It is mistaken, as Barkin points out, to call constructivism a theory of
International Relations (2003:325). It is more useful to say that constructivist IR theory
is an application of constructivist philosophy to IR. Ruggie, a foundational constructivist

in IR, casts his work as an application of Searle’s theory to the discipline.

Denemark recommends what he calls transdisciplinarity (Denemark 1999:53), pointing
out that politics, including world politics, cannot be isolated from social, economic and
other factors. This kind of holistic theoretical approach accords with a holistic view of
human affairs, but Denemark approvingly cites Bohman, who is not actually advocating
a formally holistic philosophical approach. Rather, Bohman recommends a

constructivist solution to the problem of indeterminacy. Indeterminacy

is by itself a good reason to reject both holistic and individualist one-sided explanations of
norms or any other social phenomenon: structures neither determine nor condition actors
simply to reproduce them, nor do actors simply create or constitute the conditions under
which they act. Instead, action and structure are linked in diverse ways ... (quoted in
Denemark 1999:68).
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Denemark then takes one step further on the path to an evolutionary approach by
adding the element of chaos: ‘complex, non-linear phenomena’ (1999:68), involving

long term, iterative cycles (1999:62).

Constructivists have demonstrated that rational calculations of material interest are
embedded in social - including emotional and biological - factors, and that these come
first, in a logical sense. Whether these factors themselves are serving some other
purpose looks like a useful question to examine. Perhaps they are productive
components of ontological mechanisms, processes or phenomena that constitute some
thing. Perhaps, in other words, emotional attachment can be constitutive of

collectivities, or social wholes.

There are several clues to lead us toward an understanding of ontological mechanisms
in global politics. Since we are examining collectives, whose components appear to be
corporally independent, it seems reasonable to accept that their ‘building blocks ... are
ideational as well as material’ (Ruggie 1998:33), and to examine the construction of
these ideational factors in detail. The other side of this is to pay some attention to the
corporal aspect as well. In other words, there is more to social groups in their entirety
than concepts. Insights from other fields should not be quarantined from use. In
particular it seems obvious that sociology will offer useful perspectives on what is, after
all, its core study, that of groups. Since the subject is humanity, a biological
phenomenon, we expect biological factors, such as the tendencies of evolution, to come
into play. However, it must be remembered that evolutionary theory is not exclusive to
biology. While human beings are indeed creatures, with needs and drives related to
their biology, here I am more concerned with the effects of evolutionary processes on

social wholes, including their conceptual or ideational side.

The question of legitimation and that of constitution are inseparable. In the case of
formal institutions, it is immediately clear that there can be no such thing which does
not have at least some community of people who affirm it as legitimate. That is, there
can be no formal institution which does not enjoy some degree of empirical legitimacy,

even if it is provided by only a small elite. The proximate source of this legitimacy may
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be stated in constitutional documents, or sworn to in ceremonies, or formally marked in
a multitude of ways. Gilbert (1989) demonstrates that such public agreement is
constitutive of the plural subject, and here there may be a clue to the ultimate source of
legitimacy. The proposition is that whatever the community may say it derives its
legitimacy from, ultimately legitimacy may be affective, deriving from this process of
constituting or affirming a larger body. In this case legitimation would be an ontological
mechanism, as well as a cognitive and social one. This points to proposition regarding

the nature of the units in global politics.

Insights into the incompleteness of current theories may also be gained from the natural
sciences, particularly evolutionary theory, since world politics is particularly illustrative
of ‘non-linear, cyclical and evolutionary processes’ (Denemark 1999:71). For example, it
may be that the drive for affirmation is related to plural-subject survival and
reproduction only indirectly. The emotional charge may be the motivator; survival of

the collectivity a by-product. These propositions will be further elaborated.

Searle’s principal work in this regard is The Construction of Social Reality (1995), in

which he discusses institutional reality by way of ‘social facts™ and their relationship to
institutions. Margaret Gilbert’s contribution comes from her book, On Social Facts
(1989), in which she proposes that there exist in the social world ‘plural subjects’ of
action and thought. The potential application of this work to the agent-structure
problem in International Relations can be clearly seen when we use a definition of
action involving subjectivity, and remember that collective actors are one of the main

units of analysis in International Relations.

Rather than making any contribution to the theory of mind or to sociology, I seek to
draw ideas from those fields that will be useful to the study of global politics. This has
been common practice for some time, with Alexander Wendt as an example of those
reflectivist writers who deploy scientific concepts in social theory. Bell argues that a
turn toward the biological sciences is about to begin. (He disapproves: ‘as with the

social Darwinist project, [ideas from evolutionary psychology] are at base politically

* Durkheim invented the term. (1953:37).
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indeterminate, open to multiple and contradictory readings’. (Bell 2006:504)). This
should not deter us from exploring them, since the same could be said about many other

social entities, including states.

Development of a post-constructivist realism® would involve a turn away from the
critical pre-occupation with borders and boundary-making and a stronger focus on
what is within the boundaries. Hypothesising an entity like the caliphate, given its many
guises, is a useful test of the proposition that vernacular understandings of ideational
entities should be an important focus in International Relations. It seems safe to say that
most of those who support re-establishment of the caliphate are not Islamic scholars,
historians or theorists. Therefore, the question of what it actually is that they are
supporting becomes more interesting. People are not generally aware of the processes
of boundary-making they engage in. However, the fact that people may be unaware of
these processes makes them all the more intriguing to the observer. Searle makes this
point more than once, even going so far as to suggest it has prompted his exploration of
institutional facts (Searle 1995:xi,21,47). From him, then, we can gain a much clearer
picture of the conceptual mechanisms at work, and of the relationship between the

individual mind and constructed social wholes.

Searle

Searle proposes ‘a general theory of the ontology of social facts and social institutions’,
based around the ‘explanatory force of the constitutive rules of human institutions,
given the puzzling fact that the agents in question are typically unconscious of the rules’
(1995:xi). This observation, that humans are typically unaware of much of the rich
network of institutional and constitutive rules in which the humans themselves are
formed, has profound implications for International Relations theory. If a member of a
nation, for example, is unaware of the constitutional structure of that nation, or of
nations in general, what does this mean for nationalism? In what medium or form does

this nation reside?

* Barkin calls it realist constructivism (Barkin 2003)
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The question then points to the Durkheim/Weber dichotomy in sociology, between
those who accept the possibility of a human entity which is not an individual, and those
who do not. On the one hand the nation is conceived as sui generis, exogenous to
individuals and having immense influence over them. On the other it is thought of as a
fiction, or functional delusion, by which individuals guide their behaviour, “as if’ such
beings existed. This is the problem of reification: treating emanations or emergent
phenomena as real. Reification is one of the big contested questions in IR. In particular,
as we have seen, it is a major point of contention between empiricists on the one hand

and scientific realists on the other.

Searle begins to reconcile these points of view by locating the collective in the
individual. To do so he must explore the theory of mind and cognition, examining those
attributes of individual human consciousness which allow it to both conceive of and
“swim” in collective institutions at the same time. This would seem to lend weight to the
Weberian side of the sociological argument, since, far from being sui generis, ‘social
reality is created by us for our purposes’ (Searle 1995:4). This may be the case, but it is
also true that social reality pre-exists any given individual, or at least is reconstituted
from received templates, so perhaps the word ‘created’ should be “modified” or

“adapted”.

Collective intentionality and status-function

Searle’s ontological explorations provide two key insights for my purposes. These are
important because they provide clues as to the nature of a putative generic unit in
global politics. One is the distinction between collective and individual intentionality,
and the other is the existence of status-functions, functions performed by some entity

by virtue of its assigned status.

The existence of collective intentionality within an individual consciousness points the
way toward reconciliation of the singularism-holism debate in International Relations.
It does this by providing a basis for the conclusion that the collective is endogenous to

individuals, while at the same time retaining its ontological status as a whole. Looking at
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this from another perspective gives a clue to the nature of, especially, the conceptual

side of group bonding, including subconscious and emotional responses and tendencies.

The other key insight from Searle is the existence of status-functions, relating to
institutional reality. For political science, and International Relations in particular, the
importance of status-functions principally relates to the nature of offices within
institutional structures. The caliph is powerful not principally because of any personal
quality, but because of his status as caliph, and the functions assigned to that office.
However, status-functions are much more widely applicable than just to offices, as we
shall see. Nevertheless, the concepts of opportunity structure, evolutionary niche and
political organisation are related, and are related to global political ontology, and this

relationship may be inspected via the notion of status function.

The concept of intentionality is integral to this argument. Intentionality, Searle says,
may be thought of as “directedness” or “aboutness”, having ‘conditions of satisfaction’
(Searle 1983:10). Individuals exhibit intentionality when they assign functions, because
they are attributing a kind of purpose to the activity in question, which may be either
agentive or non-agentive. Status function entails a secondary, or assigned,
intentionality. That is, the functioning entity itself has not taken on its role, but has been
assigned it by a human. This type also contains a ‘special category of those entities
whose agentive function is to symbolize, represent, stand for, or - in general - to mean

something or other’. (Searle 1995:23).

Non-agentive functions are still dependent upon intentionality ‘because they are
naturally occurring causal processes to which we have assigned a purpose’ (Searle
1995:23). Searle examines the assignment of function to one consequence of the heart’s
beat: that it pumps blood. It is a question of attribution of value as to the most desirable
outcome. We say that the heart’s function is to pump blood, but we could equally say
that the blood’s function is to exercise the heart. In both cases, an intentional state, the
observer’s, is a necessary part of the definition of function, even though the function
itself is non-agentive - nobody suggests the heart itself is conscious or intentional.

Nevertheless, the fact that the heart pumps blood does have the consequence of keeping
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the individual alive. The individual may then reproduce. This is a mechanism that is
neither good nor bad, and may or may not be purposive, or self-sustaining. The
mechanisms that survive are the self-sustaining ones. It is not necessary or reasonable
to assign a value or function, in the sense of teleological purpose. So without the
intentionality of the observer, there is no function, even though the causal relationship
between heart and circulation remains. An observer, however, retains the capacity to
ascribe function, even post hoc. Thus theorists may choose under which criteria - or
purposes in this case - to assess certain phenomena. Specifically, we may assess
strategic and ontological mechanisms in terms of their survival value for their subjects,
if any may be discerned, even as we remember that it is we who choose to assess them
on these terms. The terms are not absolute, but relative to the purposes we theorists

ascribe.

This is where evolution comes in. There may be one possible attribute of collectivities -
that they typically act to bolster their material interests, say - of which some possess
more than others, and which contributes to longevity. A desire to survive is another
obvious example, but these are non-agentive causal relationships, not teleological
purposes, or functions. People assign those. It is my contention that the overriding,
generic assigned purpose of inter-polity interaction is to affirm the statuses, values and
purposes people have assigned to the particular collective in question. Furthermore,
this provides a useful way of measuring and assessing grand strategy and global politics

in general.

The lucidity of Searle’s explanation of collective intentionality makes it worth quoting at
some length. Collective intentionality means more than cooperative behaviour.

Members of a collective must ...

...have a capacity for collective intentionality... they share intentional states such as beliefs,
desires and intentions. ... Obvious examples are cases where / am doing something only as
part of our doing something. ... If | am a violinist in an orchestra | play my part in our
performance of the symphony. (Searle 1995:23, original emphasis)
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This is related to what Gilbert calls participant agency (1989:422) and also may be
compared with Colin Wight's second type of agency: agency for, or on behalf of,

discussed further in Chapter Three.

There is, however, more to it than that.

There is a deep reason why collective intentionality cannot be reduced to individual
intentionality. ... No set of “l Consciousnesses” even supplemented with beliefs, adds up to a
“We Consciousness”. The crucial element in collective intentionality is a sense of doing
(wanting, believing, etc.) something together, and the individual intentionality that each
person has is derived from the collective intentionality that they share ... (Searle 1983:24-25
original emphasis)

The whole is not just more than the sum of the parts, it is of a different type. Thus, just
as individual intentionality assigns intentional function to, for example, money, so it
does also to the collective. Collective intentionality is conceived by intentional
individuals, but it is not the same thing as individual intentionality. Individuals assign
intentionality - including agentive and non-agentive function, belief, desire and interest
- as well as possessing it. This is not to say that the collective’s intentionality is an

illusion, only to describe the mechanism by which it is achieved.

Searle laments that

..it has seemed that anybody who recognizes collective intentionality as a [logically]
primitive form of mental life must be committed to the idea that there exists some Hegelian
world spirit, a collective consciousness, or something equally implausible. The requirements
of methodological individualism seem to force us to reduce collective intentionality to
individual intentionality. It has seemed, in short, that we have to choose between
reductionism, on the one hand, or a super mind floating over individual minds. | want to
claim, on the contrary, that the argument contains a fallacy and that the dilemma is a false
one. It is indeed the case that all my mental life is inside my brain, and all your mental life is
inside your brain, and so on for everybody else. But it does not follow from that that all my
mental life must be expressed in the form of a singular noun phrase referring to me. The
form that my collective intentionality can take is simply “we intend,” “we are doing so-and-
so,” and the like. In such cases | intend only as part of our intending. The intentionality that
exists in each individual head has the form “we intend”.(1995:25-26).
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Gilbert, as we shall see, also discusses this sense of togetherness, but disagrees with
Searle regarding the possibility of reduction: ‘facts about collectivities will, at some
level, “reduce to” facts about individual human beings’ (1989:417). However, this is
true, for her, only in a certain sense, in that individuals are driven by their intentional
states, from wherever they might be derived. It is individual acts of will, incorporated
into collective acts of ‘pooled will’, that constitute collectivities. Individuals decide when
the collective interest overrides their own. This is not the same as a methodological
individualism which denies even the possibility of a pooled will, collective

intentionality, or collective agency.

Then there is the remarkable fact that ‘functions may be imposed quite unconsciously,
and the functions once imposed are often ... invisible’ (Searle 1995:21). For example,
money has been assigned a function as a medium of exchange, and there are many
examples of otherwise worthless artefacts being given this function, but most people
who use money do not think of it this way. In general it is thought to have intrinsic
value. In this case, however, the value and function is specifically designed by an agent,
or agency: ‘someone must be capable of understanding what the thing is for, or the
function could never be assigned.’(Searle 1995:21). Similarly with collectives. Someone
must publicly invent the state. There must be some initial creative act, but after that,
states may well function on their own momentum. Regime theorists have called this
phenomenon ‘institutional stickiness’ (Krasner, quoted in Mattern 2001:356), but it also

applies to less formal collectives like the nation.

Money also comes under a special category of function, called status-function, which
underpins much of institutional reality. Printed pieces of paper are able to operate as a
means of exchange because they are given the status “money”. Similarly, individual
persons are given power over others by virtue of their status as officers of state, for
example, and so the state looks, from this angle, like a system of offices, which are
opportunities for individuals to gain status. The usefulness of the concept of niches,
derived from evolutionary theory, should become clear. A niche is a place in a system
which may be occupied by some entity. In biology, it refers to a mode of life that is able

to maintain itself by exercising a particular behavioural and morphological pattern in a
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particular ecosystem. Also clear is the need to affirm the system of assignment of status

and associated functions, from the point of view of those who gain status from it.

Subjectivity, objectivity and reality in the absence of function

Now we understand Searle’s reference to one of the challenges faced by theorists in

attempting to describe aspects of reality:

... once there is no function, no answer to the question, What's it for? we are left with a
harder intellectual task of identifying things in terms of their intrinsic features without
reference to our interests, purposes and goals. (Searle 1995:4)

A further challenge is to describe social entities without ascribing functions to them,
even when it is clear they pursue goals and possess interests. Here the conceptual
differentiation between attachment and affirmation is useful. In simple terms,
attachment binds the individual to the collective, but this may be a positive or negative
bond, or may be manipulated or even coerced. Affirmation refers to the affirmation of
the collective both as a collective and as superior - honourable, powerful, venerable - or
at least recognised as equal in a normative system of equals. The operations of
attachment and affirmation are more complex than this, but this will suffice to describe
the basic concepts for now. Attachment is constitutive, whereas affirmation provides

motivation.

Theorists might necessarily project some purpose or function onto social reality, but it
is important to remember that that is what is happening. Social reality may be
constructed with purposes in mind, but they are usually purposes other than the
construction of social reality. The thing, if it is constituted, exists as an object, whether
or not we attribute a function to it, even though it may be constituted with a purpose in

mind.

In distinguishing between intrinsic and observer-relative facts, Searle highlights the
importance of subjectivity in the construction of reality, and the assignment of function.
He describes two different ways of thinking of subject and object, ‘epistemic and

ontological’ (1995:8). Epistemically, subjective and objective refer to kinds of
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statements, or judgements, as in the difference between a statement of relative quality

as against a statement of testable fact.” Ontologically, however, subject and object are

two different types of thing. Pain is subjective, mountains objective (1995:8).

Subjectivity and objectivity also look centrally important to limning a silhouette of the
collective unit in IR. Subjectivity is a prerequisite for some types of agency and for
action - a different thing, as we shall see. Objectivity is the other half of intentionality,
and raises the question as to whether a group unit may be thought of as an object at all
and, if so, whether this constitutes it as a “thing” or nothing more than a concept in the

minds of individuals.

Then there is that which we refer to with nouns, “a subject” or “an object”. Other nouns
are “subjectivity” and “objectivity”, seen as intrinsic features of some entity. In principle,

it seems, all these might be observed, and theorised, objectively.

Not all reality, of course, is socially-constructed, although one might put the case that all
the knowable world is, and the relationship between the two kinds of fact, intrinsic and
observer-relative, is not straightforward: ‘acts of observing are themselves intrinsic’
and so ‘it is not strictly speaking correct to say that the way to discover the intrinsic
features of the world is to subtract all the mental states from it’, because intentionality,
the mental state, is itself an intrinsic feature of the world (Searle 1995:11). Similarly, a
desire for survival, a capacity for attachment, and a desire and capacity for affirmation,

are mental states, and hence intrinsic features of the world.

Another possible way to see it is to think of objectivity and subjectivity as attributes,
aspects of a typology of social beings but insufficient in themselves: some social entities
exhibit subjectivity, some objectivity. The same entity might do both at different times,

that is, might act at some moments, and merely behave at others.

* Rembrandt was a good painter, as against, Rembrandt lived in Amsterdam. This is Searle’s
example (1995:8)
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From this line of argument we can see that the assignment of function requires a value-
set, or system of beliefs, and, says Searle, always has the effect of conferring some power
on some person or persons (1995:94), in the case of political organisations, through
their offices. The assignment of social function must be completed in the context of
institutional reality, so the establishment of institutions is essential to the distribution
of power. Here is one plausible purpose of institutions, a function which is often

assigned to them by theorists.

Naturally, if these status-functions assign some power, and they are dependent upon
conscious design by some individual, this individual - or his/her family, tribe, class,
dynasty, sacral or epistemic community - is likely to be the one on whom the power is
conferred. However, again, it is not quite so simple. The functionality may be assigned,
but, as Searle’s argument makes clear, it is the institutional and organisational context
which makes this assignment possible, and necessary, as well as vice versa. Thus the
existence of an organisation or institution is itself a causal factor in the assignment of
function. In a very real sense it is the institution which allocates power, through the
agency of individuals acting in its behalf. Jackson goes so far as to suggest that, by this
mechanism of acting-on-behalf, the institution becomes an actor (Jackson 2004:281)

(see Chapter Three for further discussion).

The caliphate, for example, was instituted to serve a particular purpose - to solve
problems associated with the death of the Prophet - from the perspective of those who
did the instituting. Taking this as a purpose, or goal, we can say that the caliphate had
the function of solving these problems, among others including assigning power. But
this assignment of function is relative to a set of values, associated with power, order
and legitimacy. The caliphate was then adapted to the needs of the community and, it
might be said, took on a life of its own. This is another way of assigning a function to it
associated with survival and reproductive requirements. If we as theorists cease to
ascribe this function, it becomes more difficult to find something to describe. However,
this is an essential step to take in the development of an evolutionary approach to
International Relations, because it clears up a common misconception: that a desire or

drive for survival is necessary for evolutionary mechanisms to operate. Such a desire
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may help, but is not necessary, and contributes to longevity only indirectly. Attachment

may be necessary, affirmation and a desire for collective survival only help.

The Background, capacity and experience

Searle specifically argues that institutional structures are central to the construction of
social reality, providing the Background of shared meanings in which individuals invent
themselves and their worlds (Searle 1995:27). On an organisational level, making rules-
about-something is intentional, the capacity to make rules is Background. That is, the
organisation - or other collectivity - possesses a capacity for making rules, which
capacity constitutes part of its Background. For A and C to agree on X, they must have
the capacity for agreement, and this is as true for organisations as it is for individuals.
The Background, then, is a set of inchoate capacities like the capacity to make moral
judgements, to experience emotions, or to act as part of a larger group. This is a
different thing from saying that the Background itself possesses a capacity for moral

judgement.

Capacity is a useful term since it has two slightly different meanings. One on hand it
means the ability to perform some action, and on the other has a sense of space, or
volume, which may or may not be filled. When a capacity is exercised, or an office filled,
the addition of an object produces intentionality. What is not intentional is experiential:
the undifferentiated, unanalysed, intuitive and affective experiences and capacities of

everyday life.

In this view institutions, arranged in organisations, do not only allocate power, they also
provide a context and a means with which to describe the world, and they have the
capacity to engender facts in the world, such as the fact of the value of money, or the fact
of Cardinal Ratzinger becoming Pope Benedict XVI. And by providing the language and
the facts, and the lifeworld, organisational structures enable the assignment of status,

upon which they are dependent for existence.

This can lead to some observations of what might be common to all institutional

structures, including actors in international relations:
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... the enormous complexity of the body of institutional reality has a rather simple skeletal
structure. This is not surprising, given the rudimentary apparatus we have to work with. We
have nothing but the ability to impose a status, and with it a function, by collective
agreement or acceptance (Searle 1995:112).

There is another type of unassigned, non-agentive functionality which applies more
particularly to evolutionary mechanisms and to sociology. For example, to state that the
concentration or distribution of power is an effect of institutions, such as that of money,
or marriage, is not the same thing as to say that this is their purpose. Although
intuitively it would seem to follow, the connection is not necessary. Huntington, for
example, makes the argument that these processes may be constitutive of civilisations,

without such an intention ever necessarily being present (Huntington 1993:48).

This is a profoundly important point for International Relations and political theory in
general, leading to the proposition, for example, that members of ruling elites (well,
some at least) are not intentionally concentrating power to themselves, but that their
behaviour, including the insensible assignment of status and functions, leads to this
incidental consequence of consolidating their power. The example of aid donor and
recipient states is a good one, in which the intention to help, even in those cases where
it is genuine, may have the unintended outcome of entrenching the asymmetrical
relationship. We might dispute the level of intent in particular cases, but the point

remains that this possibility exists. Intent is not necessary.

In Searle’s assessment, most forms of human conflict involve, indeed require, collective
intentionality: shared values and goals (1995:23). For Gilbert, there is another step, in
that these shared values and goals, given certain conditions, allow groups of human
beings to form ‘plural subjects’. The movement for re-establishment of the caliphate is
one such. The proposition | am emphasising here is that there is also such a thing as a
plural or common object, also potentially a physical-corporeal entity, bound by

conceptual factors. The caliphate itself is an example.

In the section after next, I will argue that these entities are subjected to the mechanisms
and forces of evolution. Over historical time, such mechanisms have allowed informal,

everyday institutional concepts to develop into entities which are not only ‘candidates
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for the role of foundational concepts of social science’, but ‘may surprise us with their

complexity, beauty and theoretical utility’ (Gilbert 1989:4-8).

Gilbert

Margaret Gilbert’s work is particularly relevant to the argument here because she
accounts for subjectivity in social collectives, and collaterally for the existence of such
collectives. Gilbert's ‘plural subject’ is defined and explained in sociological terms, but is
clearly useful to global political ontology. Specifically, it presents some propositions
regarding subjectivity that are applicable to the question of whether collectivities like
institutional structures have a capacity for action, or agency. As Gilbert says, ‘In order
meaningfully to engage in political philosophy, one needs an accurate social ontology,’
(1989:436). The question of accuracy is problematic, but still, the exploration should be

revealing.

Gilbert’s book (1989) begins with a defence of the vernacular, and an outline of the
Durkheim/Weber split in sociology. Everyday, commonplace understandings are clearly
of great importance to the sociologist, being the most influential. Ruggie made a similar
point when he wrote that both Durkheim and Weber rejected utilitarianism ‘on the
grounds of its methodological individualism and because it failed to encompass
normative self-understandings of the ends, in addition to merely the means, of social
action’ (Ruggie 1998:32). Onuf, too, reiterates the argument in a metatheoretical way
when he suggests that the ‘routine’ senses of International Relations and of Politics

constitute the respective fields (1989:1).

Certainly, ‘... the impression that the individual is dominated by a moral reality greater
than himself: namely, collective reality’ (Durkheim 1952:38), entails some
understanding by the individual of that greater moral reality. However, this is unlikely
to be a highly examined position. In Chapter Four I show it is largely reliant on affect for
definition. Indeed, as Searle has pointed out, most people are unaware of the
establishment or maintenance of the complex institutional environments they inhabit.
Informal institutional structures may arise spontaneously, without conscious planning

or articulation, before being formalised. This is especially so in the case of international
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institutions, such as that of third-party mediation in ancient Greece, or Westphalian
sovereignty in Europe. These are strategic accommodations brought about by
adherence to foundational values, which then produce rules of the particular institution
(see Reus-Smit 1997). They may also be formalised as organisations, or black-letter

institutions like statute law and at several stages some public statement is required.

Common knowledge and social ontology

Articulation also plays an important role in the formation of plural subjects, as
described by Gilbert, since they are reliant upon public understandings and common
knowledge. A nation cannot be a nation without someone, somewhere declaring it to be
such, and others publicly agreeing. An office cannot be filled without there being some
public statement of agreement or decision on the appointment, however restricted may
be the audience. It is an indication of the breadth of Gilbert’s theory that she describes
similar mechanisms in all social groups that qualify as a ‘collectivity’. These include the
example of an agreement by two travellers to travel ‘together’ (Gilbert 1989:162), with
all of the understandings that go along with that term. Such understandings may be
complex and subtle, but they will be agreed to with some intersubjective interchange

between the two travellers, even if only a raised eyebrow.

Shared intersubjective understandings are obviously vital to any agreement secured
and acknowledged with a gesture. Gilbert examines the idea of ‘common knowledge’
and its associated phenomenon of quasi-readiness. This last involves conditional
readiness based on agreement; it has an “I am if you are” construction, as well as an
implication that “we will if we need to”. The two travellers agreeing to travel together
may implicitly enter into an understanding that traveller A will be ready to defend
traveller B in case of attack, on condition, or at least on the understanding, that traveller
B is also quasi-ready, in this way (Gilbert 1989:185-186). They may play different roles,
with differing expectations, for example according to gender, but the point remains.
This kind of common knowledge is equally important to more formal institutions and

organisations such as marriage and the national state.
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Gilbert sets out two very important reasons why social ontology is necessary to political
philosophy. One is that it allows another set of criteria to be brought to bear on the
judgement of political arrangements. These are ‘nonrelational’ criteria regarding how
well the polity itself is achieving its goals, as opposed to ‘relational’ terms regarding the
relationship of the polity to the individual (Gilbert 1989:436-437), or how well the
group serves the needs of the individual. This is not to privilege or favour one or the
other assessment, but to provide another way of looking at political affairs. Although
Gilbert doesn’t particularly address the question, the application of these ideas to
geostrategy and International Relations appears clear when we consider the goals of
strategic or geopolitical action. The question, “is this strategy working?” cannot really be

answered in relation to an individual, even in the case of dictators.

The other reason why social ontology is important to political philosophy and
International Relations involves the question of political obligation, and here Brad
Wray’s comments on Gilbert’s work are relevant. Wray refines some of Gilbert’s ideas
regarding common knowledge or belief and invokes ‘acceptance’ as a more useful term
(Wray 2001). While belief is an important part of social construction, he argues, it is not
the same as acceptance. Acceptance, in this view, is defined by its subservience to a

policy of some kind:

| do not deny that plural subjects behave in ways which are consistent with their believing
the collectively accepted view. But, the views plural subjects adopt are frequently the
consequence of a policy to deem, posit or postulate something [to assign some function or
status]. And, the goals of the plural subject determine what they “collectively believe”.
Proper beliefs are not like this. That is, they are not tailored to our goals.(Wray 2001:325)

While this last claim may be disputed, the point remains that acceptance by individuals
of the group’s belief presupposes commitment to the group, on whatever grounds, and
therefore an obligation to it. The question of belief, or acceptance, in other words, is
secondary to obligation. The obligation is based on attachment, reluctant or otherwise;
motivated by fear, perhaps, or “manipulation by outside interests”, or a lack of any
alternative identity-group to which to attach. Attachment comes first, logically. Only
then comes acceptance, by members of the group, of the group’s goals, beliefs and

values.
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Wray characterises this as being the group itself accepting, rather than believing, what
is necessary for collective goals to be achieved (Wray 2001:319). We can take a step
further and suggest that once enough of the right members of the group have accepted
that the collective believes, then it does so. More precisely, the collective endogenous to
the individual heads is conceived as having such-and-such a belief, and so the corporeal
manifestation of the group raises its hands to vote, for example. There are plausible
examples of this kind of thing, of the collective overriding the wishes or beliefs of a
majority, or even totality, of its constituents. Members of a cabinet might agree to a
particular policy setting on electoral grounds, even though none of them individually

believes it to be desirable.

Institutional rationality and ontological security

Reus-Smit has also written on the subject of political obligation as related to
international law. He argues that international law is not accepted because it is
enforced, but is complied with and enforced (on the minority of transgressors) because

itis accepted (2002:7).

Here is an example where the domestic analogy seems, at first glance, to fall down, since
there is no power such as a domestic police force to enforce international law. However,
Searle makes an almost identical point regarding domestic policing powers of states:
that police are not able to enforce laws outside a general acceptance that the law should
be obeyed (1995:117). International law is indeed upheld and complied with, even in
the absence of a coercive mechanism, mainly by common accord. Most states, like most
citizens, obey the law most of the time. In both cases, when they do not, and
(sometimes) sanctions are imposed, they are imposed through a mechanism based on

common acceptance, even when exercised through formalised coercive means.

There is something, then, that both enables this enforcement and decides when it
should be imposed, and it cannot be the law itself, and it is not the state, since states are
subject to the same rules. It may be individuals, or individuals acting in concert, but only

through their status as members of an organisation. For example, a police officer may
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arrest someone. There is even provision for citizen’s arrest, but this power does not

reside in a biological individual, but the office of police officer or citizen.

Reus-Smit was arguing for another approach to the study of politics, based on the idea
of ‘institutional rationality’. In this view, the building of international institutions is a
reaction to the problem-solving needs not just of rational actors, but also of ‘institutions
that permit the constitution, stabilisation and demonstration of legitimate social
identities’ (2002:29). Thus the rationality of institutional structure is based on more
than calculations of material or straightforwardly strategic interests. This question is

related to that of the necessity or otherwise of goals in the formation of collectivities.

While many suggest that goals are a necessary prerequisite for the formation of a group
unit, Gilbert argues that a goal is not required, since, in any given situation, people in
groups will form plural subjects, willy-nilly, whether they intend to or not. In this view,
such collectivities arise because it could not be otherwise, given the nature of human
beings in groups. The argument might be reconciled by pointing out that, if humans
need institutions, and form them whether needed or not, then establishing a collectivity

with rules and a sense of identity is a goal in itself. Mitzen argues this:

Individuals need to feel secure in who they are, as identities or selves. Some, deep forms of
uncertainty threaten this identity security. The reason is that agency requires a stable
cognitive environment . Where an actor has no idea what to expect, she cannot
systematically relate ends to means, and it becomes unclear how to pursue her ends. Since
ends are constitutive of identity, in turn, deep uncertainty renders the actor’s identity
insecure. Individuals are therefore motivated to create cognitive and behavioral certainty,
which they do by establishing routines (Mitzen 2006:342).

Against this it might be pointed out again that people are often unaware of the routine
institutional practices they perform, and so plural subjects exist and develop of their
own volition, regardless of the wishes of their constituent parts. I will return to this

subject in greater depth in Chapter Four.

* This point should be borne in mind when contemplating the outcome of the Cairo Congress on
the caliphate question. See Chapter Five.
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The difficulty is to pin down whether such a systemic entity can be a subject. Gilbert
believes so: ‘there is an important and theoretically respectable sense in which
collectivities can act, and, indeed, think, have attitudes and hold principles of their own’
(1989:15). She proceeds by making a distinction between ‘individual human being’ and
‘singular agent’. She examines the nature of the agent involved in the singularist,
Weberian individual. She notes that singularists suppose that individual will and reason
is prior. However, since one is born as part of a plural subject, (family, nation) or can
join one for no particular reason other than to be part of one, actually plural

subjecthood is prior, or at least,

it seems possible, then, that the order envisaged by the singularist be reversed. Starting
their conscious life perceiving themselves as group members with an understanding of
group goals, values and beliefs, humans could tend to use these as filters for selecting out
acceptable personal goals (1989:425).*

In this case, she argues, we-ness, or group-consciousness, may exist even in the absence
of individual self-consciousness. The thought, “we are doing X" exists independently of

the thought, “I am doing Y (as part of X)".

We might say that for there to be a singular agent is for there to be a system which contains
as a crucial element a conception of the system. This conception of the system powers the
system in the sense that it is the precise nature of this conception which leads to acts of will
and physical motions.

Now, how is this complex system, the singular agent, different in kind from the plural
subject? (1989:433)

The idea of a complex system as singular agent, and vice versa, seems likely to be
exactly what is needed to move the agent-structure debate in International Relations
forward, since it incorporates both the collective actor and the multifaceted unit. In this
context the singular agent would be most obviously the state, but any unit in
International Relations that possesses agency may be thought of as a singular agent.

Here we have an image of the political unit, individual or collective, as a mass of

* Compare this to the Confucian idea of the individual as constituted by, not constitutive of, the
collective.
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competing influences, derived from various systems to which the unit belongs, and from

its own particular nature.

Having distinguished between consciousness and self-consciousness, Gilbert maintains
that the “we” in the schema “I am doing Y (as part of (we are doing X))” is indeed self-
conscious. The question of group self-consciousness, however, while fascinating, is not
necessary to apply these ideas to International Relations. What Gilbert is describing
here is the collective actor, and it is a subject, even if we deny it self-consciousness. It
seems reasonable, once we have granted this, to look for an object, especially if we
distinguish between action and behaviour (as I do in Chapter Four). Once we do that, we
can see that, far from requiring self-consciousness, an institutional object need not even
be conscious at all in order to occupy space and carry out physical motions. We may also
reasonably ascribe functional interests to them, on the basis outlined in the section on

evolutionary international relations.

Examples of plural subjects range in scope from the two travellers to states and beyond,
but all include some kind of acknowledged agreement among members of the
collectivity. This agreement need not imply any great understanding of the nature of the
institution. Public acknowledgment of membership of a particular family, for example,
does not presuppose any deep knowledge of the nature of families. During the khutba
sermon, at Friday prayers, Muslims declare allegiance to the caliph (Kennedy
2004:202), a public statement of common purpose which, consistent with Gilbert’s
theory, binds them together as a plural subject, at least in this matter, even if they
disagree on all else, including the very nature of the office itself, as well as the criteria

and method of selection of its incumbent.

Gilbert mentions sex and dancing, as well as conversation, sport and group musical
performance as examples of the formation of plural subjects. She points out that these
are often described as beautiful, and provoke very strong feelings of unity and
completeness (1989:224). Other examples of plural subjecthood include mob behaviour
and communal violence, which produce the feeling known as ecstasy. Such bonds are an

essential part of military culture, indispensible for operational success, and are often
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described as the most intense of soldiers’ lives (Keegan 1993:xv). The strength of such
bonds may account for the fervour of Islamic warriors in many of their iterations.
However, Gilbert also argues that these feelings of being at one, etc, while they may be
very strong, are not constitutive. Even if that were so, they are unquestionably a

powerful motivator.

Once again there is the importance of subjectivity in the construction of the social
world. In both the Weberian, or singularist, and the Durkheimian, or intentionalist,
social views, ‘individual human beings must see themselves in a particular way in order

to constitute a collectivity’ (Gilbert 1989:12). This means that intentionality is logically

prior to collectivities.” Intentionality is the condition of having an object, and thus it
presupposes subjectivity. The difference between the two great schools regards
whether a next step is necessary. The Weberian would suggest ‘that the conceptual
scheme of singular agency is adequate for sociology’(Gilbert 1989:14). For Durkheim,
the collective not only exists, but is logically prior to individuals. As Gilbert puts it,
‘people must perceive themselves as members of a plural subject’ (1989:13 original
italics). Thus, as we will see with regard to the agent/structure problem in International
Relations, the question is one of logical or ontological priority. A conceptually similar

solution is possible in both areas.

Another consideration arises with regard to objective organisational offices, such as the
caliphate. If the existence of a group-subject depends on or is marked and affirmed by
its adherence to an institutional object, then plainly the desire for survival of the subject
is extended to the object from which it draws its definition and affirmation. It must be
added that not all Muslims agree that there should be a caliph or a caliphate. Some
believe the caliphate is irrelevant to Islam. According to this notion, nothing that was
not stated or practiced by the Prophet can be sad to be prescribed in Islam. Since
Mohammed made no formal arrangements for his succession, and the caliphate was
established only after his death, the caliphate cannot be mandated by Islam. See Chapter

Five for more discussion.

* Gilbert uses the wording ‘intentions (broadly construed)’. I believe “intentionality” is more
precise.
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Darwin, teleology and evolutionary functionality

Evolutionary International Relations

Here I will sketch a top-down evolutionary theory of International Relations. This will
be useful as a basis for later elaboration of ideas relating to reification and motivation. It
begins with the statement of tentative first principle: the first, or primitive, effect of
policy is to define an entity, us, in just the same way that the first effect of experience is
to define an individual, me, which then either perpetuates itself and its line, or does not.
The basic hypothesis here is that collective intentions cause collective identity. A group
of people agreeing on some (including moral) purpose, even mere survival, constitutes
that group as a unit of identity and as a polity. Constitution may provide a strategic goal

in and of itself. I suggest that this is the case with regard to the caliphate.

The state is constituted as a formal institutional representation of an informal social
fact: collective identity in the form of nationhood, say, or cityhood or of a particular,
enfranchised class, or adherents to a particular set of values. A shared intentionality
defines this manifestation of collective identity. Imagination comes first. As Anderson
(1983) has so powerfully argued, in large measure things are the way they are, as far as
the political and social arrangements of human beings are concerned, because we

imagine them that way.

A vital part of this self-constitution involves an appeal for recognition and legitimation
by other actors in the system. Ruggie puts it differently, criticising neo-utilitarians for
their neglect of first principles, or the ‘foundational question’ of how states develop
identities. Both of these theorists agree that a state can become a state only by consent
of other states. This recognition requires some overarching institutional framework
(Ruggie 1998:1-6). That is, the attributes of statehood are conferred by and through the

state system.

Which of these dynamics is an intrinsic element of all state systems, inherent in the
nature of social grouping, and which is a culturally specific arrangement, and hence
open to challenge and redefinition? Clearly, those elements which inhere in inter-polity

interaction must remain as long as there are more than one or two polities, while those
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formal, ostensible aspects which provide specific institutional contexts may be adapted
to evolving situations. Hence, an evolutionary analysis would hypothesise formal
institutions as culturally specific representations of specific informal conceptions of

collective identity.

The basic outline of the paradigmatic evolutionary mechanism strongly evokes

structural realist accounts of world politics, with the addition of a concern with change,

consistent with constructivism.” It involves a model in which self-replicating units
change over time through one means or another. In biology the means include mutation
and genetic intermingling; in global politics they might include technological,
organisational and political innovation, along with myriad cultural features. Units
change in a context, which includes members of the same and other species, and
features of this context decide, or select, which traits, units and types of unit survive.
Immediately it is evident that context has a great effect on the shape of the units, since
features or traits that are selected for will tend to be enhanced, while those which do
not assist with survival and reproduction will tend to atrophy and become vestigial, or
disappear. However, since the context is also made up of other units, the context, too,
evolves as the units change shape to suit the circumstances. This is the mechanism of
coevolution, mentioned by Darwin in his introduction to On the Origin of Species and
demonstrates that not only does the selective context affect the shape of the units, the
reverse is also true in a very real sense. The changing nature of units and types of unit
shapes, even-determines and may even determine, the nature of the context. This effect
is enhanced in the socially constructed world of global politics where, for example, the
particular cultural concept of the moral purpose of the state has a determining effect on

what types of state may be conceived, let alone realised.

There is a generic, baseline goal which is a requirement of all social individuals, and that
is self-identification. Institutional structure, it may be seen, dictates, or at least heavily

influences, what kinds of individual may be constructed, the actions that individual may

* As Thompson puts it, ‘From an evolutionary perspective, the dust never settles. Dust in motion
is the norm’ (Thompson, W. R. 2001:4), This makes its quintessence hard to grasp, but
Thompson'’s statement should be qualified by the concept of punctuated equilibrium: the dust
settles, but not all of it, and not forever.
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take while remaining part of the system, and what kind of goals those actions are taken
towards. This can be seen as the mechanism of construction of an instance of the
abstracted individual I have just described. Even if it is the case that only the individual,
corporal human subject may act, it still holds that these individual subjects conceive of
themselves and their interests as abstractions (Wight, C. 1999:131). The conclusion that

it is possible for socially constructed abstractions to have interests is important, as we

will see.”

An evolutionary International Relations, or grand strategy, would focus on the ever-
fluid formation and affirmation of political-social units. Policy and strategy can be
analysed according to their effectiveness in terms of maintaining, expanding or
reinforcing particular conceptions of collective identity differentiated according to

proximate and ultimate sources of legitimacy.

Gilbert describes one of the assumptions of sociological functionalism: ‘that all societies
(and smaller social groups?) have a goal or end-state, namely, the preservation of their
own existence’ (1989:173). This echoes Waltz’s ‘radical simplification’ regarding the
purposes of states: ‘I assume that states seek to ensure their survival.’ (1979:91). Gilbert
explores the idea in more depth. Members of a group ‘prefer that the 