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Abstract:

Despite its strong attachment to the West in the post-WWII era, the German state adopted a
conciliatory tone vis-a-vis the Soviet Union starting in the 1970s. How was Germany able to
justify its outreach to the East amid its Western commitment? This study shows that the outreach
to the East came to be represented as an essential part of a greater reconciliation process within
the German past and was linked to a reinterpretation of security in light of the new foreign policy
orientation. While the opportunity for reunification with Eastern Germany provided a great
incentive to the German state, it also relied on legitimation strategies that appealed to the
German ‘Sonderweg’ tradition and reconciliation with German history. This project first
explores the Western connections in the immediate aftermath of WWII, then reflects on the
German attempt to reach out to the East through state action and legitimation techniques, in the
form of symbolic and rhetorical acts, and finally analyzes the domestic and international
responses state action provoked to shed light on the process of state identity construction and

transformation.



This paper contends that the shifts in German foreign policy in the 1970s in light of
Brandt’s Ostpolitik were intricately linked to a reconfiguration and renegotiation of state
identity. While it remains out of the scope of the present paper to understand whether identity
precedes action, it will become evident that identity construction is actively sought in an attempt
to legitimize state action and foreign policy. Analyzing the process of identity configuration, by
first understanding the German relationship to the West and then interpreting the rise of the
infamous Ostpolitik that caused a drastic reorientation of West German policy and was not
positively welcomed by everyone. How then did Germany manage to reconcile its Western
commitment with the Eastern outreach? Many scholars have identified reconciliation as an
important factor in Germany history in general, and in foreign policy making in particular. By
understanding the reframing of central foreign policy issues, including power and security, this
paper will seek an understanding of the legitimation attempts of the German state and the
rhetorical linkage of the reorientation to the greater reconciliation process in Germany.

Rationalist accounts that put forth a static view of national interest mainly defined
through security and power fail to explain this shift in German policy, while constructivist
theories of state identity have been able to account for shifts in state identity. This paper does not
suggest eliminating the key national interests identified by rationalist accounts, but rather it seeks
to understand how these conceptions of national interest are redefined in light of new ideas, a
change in the international environment, or simply a change in leadership.

This paper will survey relevant approaches to the state-society relationship and
emphasize how theories of the state frame agency of the state. It will further identify approaches
that allow for greater state agency and are most compatible with constructivist concepts of state

identity that is studied in the second part of this paper through a comparison of national interest



in realist terms and the literature on state identity. In addition, the distinct theories on the state
will allow establishing legitimacy and the process of legitimation as an important characteristic
of the state and the construction of its identity.

Finally, this project surveys the indirect effect of language and state rhetoric on state
identity and action to analyze the legitimation process involved in reconciling Western
commitment with the Eastern outreach program in the 1970s in Germany through redefinition
and reinterpretation of security, power and reconciliation. Grasping the process involved in the
creation of identity and reality will help investigating the German case study. It will also
emphasize the salience of external reconciliation through foreign policy that has been
underemphasized in the study of reconciliation.

Highlighting the processes and mechanisms associated with identity creation will help
ward off critique that identifies the circularity of the identity argument. State identities precede
state interests that are constructed through interaction and process mechanisms. This paper will
focus on these mechanisms of identity construction that allow the state to strive for legitimacy
and adapt to novel realities. Lastly, this paper will shed light on the effect of international
responses or generally international factors on state identity and the legitimation of identity and
policy. This paper contends that German state identity is reshaped by the reinterpretation of
security and reconciliation in the post-WWII context. The act and process of legitimation plays a
significant role in shaping, reinforcing and transforming state identity. While Germany
experiences multiple identities during the late 1960s and early 1970s, the prevalence of Brandt’s
Ostpolitik can be explained by the superiority of Brandt’s argument and presentation that linked
Ostpolitik to greater notions of the German future of unity, freedom, and cooperation. Capturing

the sentiment and a historical moment conducive to change, Brandt was able to transform



Germany’s relationship with the East and the West between 1967 and 1974 against opposition
from the United States government. His legacy paved the way for increased détente between East

and West and the reunification of Germany in 1990.

Literature Review: State agency and legitimacy

The state has been the most widely studied, yet most widely neglected concept in
political science. While the state has become the central figure in the study of political science
and international relations theory, its substance has been left relatively unexplored. There are
three basic approaches to the state that can be summarized as Weberian, Marxist and pluralist.
The Weberian view today is mainly understood as a statist approach that seeks state autonomy
from society. The Marxist approach entails the dissolution of the state for greater society and
social groups and the Pluralist approach maintains that the state plays a role in political life, but
competes with other organizations for shaping political outcomes.

The various theories on the state can be sketched on an axis that characterizes the
theories’ relative distance to state and society respectively. On a coordinate system, theories are
characterized with a “state value” and a ““society value” that describes whether theories aim at
strengthening the state or dissolving the state for the sake of society. For practical purposes,
society embodies all diverse social groups, including private corporations, interest groups,
economic class etc. This allows an understanding of the state-society relationship throughout the
different viewpoints. Assessing the theories’ relative distance to state and society can allow for a
better understanding of the state as an agent of action in political science. Does the state exist

independent from society, embedded in society or does the state exist at all? While the answers



to these questions are beyond the scope of the present paper, they are important in understanding

foreign policy making and orientation.

State-Society “Values” !
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The accumulation of literature on the state and its relevance in policymaking and political

outcomes in general suggests that scholars have attempted to moderate their assumptions and

embrace a middle way. The Neo-Weberians have shifted toward a more autonomous state

(Evans, Rueschemeyer, & Skocpol, 1985), while scholars such as Joel Migdal have proposed a

“state-in-society” approach (Migdal, 2001). Approaches that seek to identify the make up of the

state rather than its position or role cannot easily be matched on the state-society spectrum.

: A“High state” value denotes a theory’s believe in state autonomy, while low state reflects a theory’s
understanding of a non-unitary state. High society, on the other hand, reflects a theory’s understanding of
society’s autonomy, while low society can be understood as a theory’s attempt to marginalize society in
understanding the “state-society complex”. This list of authors and philosophers is by no means
completes and is only suggestive of the trend in the state-society complex and its effect on state agency.



Including discussions on the personhood (Wendt, 1999, 2004), the ‘“ontological status”
(Ringmar, 1996).

The aim of surveying theories on the state in this paper is threefold: to establish
analytically the state as an agent, shed light on the connection between state and society, and
emphasize the importance of legitimacy in the very definition of the state and the constitution of
state identity. This paper seeks to establish the state as an organizational actor that interacts with
society, as Wendt holds the “state needs a society” (Wendt, 1999).

While many authors throughout the last century have relied on Weber to design their
definition of the state, they have overemphasized the rational legal authority aspect in Weberian
thought and underemphasized legitimacy aspects of the Weberian account, thereby distancing the
state from society.

Weber provides a widely acknowledged definition of the state that regards the state as a
“compulsory association, which organizes domination” (Weber, 1965, p. 25). Weber’s
characterization of the state does not allow for alternative sources of power: The state “has
combined the material means of organization in the hands of its leaders....the state has taken
their position and now stands in the top place” (Weber, 1965, p. 25). This has led to an
understanding of the Weberian state as a bureaucratic insulation and isolation of the state from
the society and other players in society. Weber further characterizes the state with the “monopoly
of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory” (Weber, 1965, p. 25) [italics in
original]. He emphasizes legitimacy as a necessity for the domination to persist and the state to
be effective, which is indicative of Weber’s commitment to viewing the state in its relation to

society, an oft-neglected aspect of Weberian philosophy on the state.



As an early challenger of the centrality of the state, Watkins argues that the scope of
political science should not be limited to the state, but expanded to an investigation of all
associations that are linked to the problem of power and thus pose a threat to individuals’
freedom. Watkins challenges the centrality of the state by comparing its role in society to other
types of private organizations, including religious and economic associations.

States and private associations can be assessed through the “degree of approximation to a
common limit” of concentration of power, autonomy and political sovereignty that can never be
attained due to competition from other organizations in society (Watkins, 1934, p. 6). He defines
autonomy defined as complete “independence of all external and uncontrolled human forces” as
another concept within the common limit that is only realized in the form of the. The only
autonomous state can be found in the form of the international society.

While Watkins describes autonomy as a limiting concept, he alludes to the fact that
associations cannot be independent from the greater society. Watkins suggests an autonomy view
of the state, undermining the state’s centrality and peculiarity in political science, but
simultaneously links these ideas to societal constraints posed on organizations by arguing that th
e “particular sphere of influence would nevertheless form an inseparable portion of a more
comprehensive whole”. Thus Watkins expresses a position that is to a certain extent similar to
the pluralist view of the state based on his assumption that “no insuperable gulf separates the
state from the so-called voluntary associations” (1934, p.:63), but that also understands the
embedded nature of state and society as described by other scholars (Migdal, 2001).

The relative American statelessness as described in Nettl’s comparative analysis of states
in continental Europe, Britain and the United States has led to a commensurate stateless

scholarship on the state with a shift of the center of political science scholarship to America in



the 20" century. Pluralists have increasingly reduced the state to interest groups and individuals
in society and highlighted the centrality of society over the state. They claim that the state is far
from a united and rational actor, it is rather made up of different sensational bureaucracies and
organizations each with their own agenda and set of goals. Foreign Policy can thus be seen as a
result of a bargain between different organizations and agendas. The state is a loose set of
ordered preferences and an aggregation of individual preferences.

Individualists, in particular, reduce states to the individuals operating within the structure
and their interactions. In his analysis of the Cuban Missile Crisis, Allison provides an
individualist and pluralist perspective on the state, where he suggests to focus on bureaucracies
and individuals within the state rather than the unitary state actor (Allison & Zelikow, 1999).
Allison argues that bureaucratic politics in particular play an important role in interpreting
foreign policy and he describes government action as “a result of bargaining among players
positioned hierarchically in the government” (Allison & Halperin, 1972, p. 43). The Bureaucratic
Model implies that there is not one single unitary actor, but rather many actors. Similarly,
government decisions are not made by single rational choice but through a process of “pulling
and hauling” (Allison & Halperin, 1972).

Not all of pluralist writing dissolves the state in complete nothingness, but rather reduces
the role of the state to a competitor in the system with other social organizations, as proposed by
Watkins. As foreign policy is a result of competition between different groups in society, the
state does not seek a position of legitimation within society. State legitimacy becomes obsolete
in the pluralist agenda.

Within the Marxist school of the concept of the state, the instrumental viewpoint places

the state as reflective of the interests of the dominating class within society, while the
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structuralist view expresses that the state represents the power relations in society (Block, 1982).
Marx and Engels postulate, “The modern state power is merely a committee which manages the
common business of the bourgeoisie”. The structuralist view, in particular, can be understood to
reflect a fusion of the Weberian and pluralist view of the state, where the emphasis is on
structure, but the state remains the collection of individuals in society and their interests (Wendt,
1999). Marx saw stateness more widespread in continental Europe, but excluded the United
States and Great Britain from his postulate of overthrowing the state. Postmodernists, such as
Ashley have dissolved the state as a central point of reference for the greater process that creates
agents through discourse (Ashley, 1987).

The state experienced a revival beginning in the 1960s and 1970s through Neo-
Weberians who aimed at bringing the isolated state that the Weberian definition suggests back
in. As an early critic of the stateless approaches, Nettl criticizes Watkins’ “limiting concept of
the state” that marginalizes the concept of the state from the study of political science,
establishes the supremacy of the state over other organizations, but fails to analyze the
interaction with other organizations in society, namely between “nation, territory or sovereignty
in law” (Nettl, 1968, p. 562). There may be case for “bringing it back in” (562), Nettl argues, if
the state can serve as an operating variable pointing out quantitative and qualitative differences
between societies, where the degree of stateness can help specify the different politics in
societies (588). Nettl offers a distinction between degree of stateness between continental
Europe, Great Britain and the United States, among which continental Europe has developed the
highest form of stateness. As Marx and Engels pointed out, Nettl observes a high degree of
stateness in societies with a unitary society and non-federal structure, such as in continental

Europe.
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Nettl suggests that politics can be defined as a “social area of normlessness” (588). The
process of political action is thus concerned with the establishing of norms for society and gain
legitimacy, the political arena creates a vacuum that “contenders” fight for filling with their own
norms. But if state norms or morality are prevalent, the norm-filling function is limited to
expression of political interests.

Nettl thus argues for binging the state back in and understanding the state not only as
government, but also in its connection to nation and society to operationalize the state as a
variable. Thus, Nettl suggests a view of the state that both isolates the state as an autonomous
organization that is distinct in character from other types of associations, but interacts with
society through its ‘norm filling’ function. Nettl’s approach can be related back to the initial
Weberian definition of the state and the connection to legitimacy and is a genuine attempt to
bring back the state as defined by Weber.

Weberians and Neo-Weberians, on the other hand, have interpreted the insulation of the
state by separating state from society and elevating the state to an organizational actor that holds
rational-legal authority independent from society. While Weber suggests that the essentials of a
state are grounded in concentration of power, “monopoly of the use of force” and “men
dominating men”, he also puts great emphasis on the legitimate character of the state and does
not suggest a complete abandonment of society (Politics as Vocation, 23). Despite the
importance given to the concept of legitimacy in Weberian philosophy, Neo-Weberians have
surprisingly ignored legitimacy and separated the state from society (Seabrooke, 2002).

Evans, Reushemeyer and Skocpol, the prominent neo-Weberians in advocating the
isolation of the state, challenge the stateless pluralist and structural-functionalist perspectives

wide-spread in the 1950s and 1960s in the United States and argue for “bringing back in the
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state”. The authors claim that the state can only be effective in state action when it achieves
complete autonomy from societal groups (Evans, et al., 1985, pp. 3-37). Despite their attempt to
reintroduce the state in Weberian terms (9), the authors describe a viewpoint that distances itself
increasingly from the Weberian state that not only emphasizes the centrality of the state, but also
the importance of legitimacy and a state-society relation. They define state autonomy as states
that are not constrained by people or societies or refrain from reflecting demands or “interests of
social groups, classes and society” (1985:9). They maintain further that state capacities and
autonomy can be assessed through the dominance of the state over opposing groups in society
(Evans, et al., 1985, p. 9)2.

Stephen Krasner provides a “statist” approach to the study of foreign policy that assumes
a distinction between state and society and supports the state autonomy perspective laid out by
Evans et al (Krasner, 1978). The objectives sought by the state cannot be reduced to a set of
private interests or understood in societal terms. Krasner analyzes U.S. policy on American raw
material to underscore the statist agenda that purports to view the state as distinct in its interests
driven either from material objectives or ideas about how societies should be structured, that
Krasner characterizes as the ‘national interest’. He further reduces the state to the officials in the
White House and State department (1978). Statist approaches to the state purport state autonomy
and isolation from society and other organizations. The state is viewed as a peculiar type
organization with interests and identities independent from society and interest groups,
characterized as the national interest (Keohane, Nye, & Hoffmann).

Joel Migdal suggests a “state-in-society” view, which treats the state as embedded in

other structures and analyzes the interaction between the state and other social forces (Migdal

? Other theories such as structuralist, rationalist, historical-institutionalist and culturalist approaches share
with Evans et al the neo-Weberian approach to state autonomy, namely the separation of state and society.
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1997). This view does not only capture differences between states and the rise of diverse
identities within a state, but it also allows understanding the state within the international system
and the transformations that are imposed on the traditional definition of the state. While
Migdal’s analysis of the state-in-society view challenges the Weberian definition that stresses the
centrality of the state, Migdal is, in reality, arguing with Neo-Weberians as presented above.
Weber’s ideal types of legitimacy allude to Weber’s understanding of state-society relations.

While critics, such as Joel Migdal, point out that attempts to anthromorphize the state are
within the greater state-centered theories of the state (98). This can, however be challenged by
interpreting the recent move to the ontological question of the state more carefully. Scholars in
this approach (Ringmar, 1996; Wendt, 1999, 2004; Wight, 2004) assume a central role to the
state, but nonetheless move away from statist approaches by investigating the content of the state
rather than taking its existence as a priori.

Wendt suggests that the commonality of theorists of the state rests in their view of the
state as a “useful fiction or metaphor” (Wendt, 1999, p. 196). Erik Ringmar suggests that the
pluralist and statist agendas purport the same view, but at different distances. He holds that
scholars ought to study the “ontological status of the state” through the “meta-narratives” that
define it. The state can be challenged by novel views through “formative moment”, the
equivalent of an identity crisis of the state that are settled through “rhetorical battles” through
which contenders challenge each other (Ringmar, 1996). Ringmar alludes to the personhood of
the state by ascribing subjectivity both to the state and man and in a comparison of the
development of both man and the state.

Wendt deals with the personification of the state by suggesting that the state cannot be

reduced to its individual parts. This paper’s view of the state is similar to Wendt’s “synthetic
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definition” of the state as both an organizational actor and its inseparable connection to society
(Wendt, 1999, p. 197). Wendt further posits the a priori nature of the state to society or the
international state system, which assists in developing his synthetic view. Wendt argues
elsewhere that state intentions are intentional (Wendt, 2004).

Similarly, Jackson and Nexon argue that the units of the international system precede the
system. While attributes of states, such as preferences, and the self-help system can change as a
result of interaction, the entities themselves are not altered as a result of interaction (Jackson &
Nexon, 1999). Viewing states as “conceptual or ontological primitives” can help escape the
structuration problem transforming states to objects outside of the process.

The social embeddedness approach advocated by recent neo-Weberians and Migdal can
be related to both the Weberian institutional insulation and legitimacy that plays a significant
role in the definition of the state. Weber asserts that the conceptions of legitimacy, the “inner
legitmations of domination”defined as “traditional”, “charismatic” and “legal” ‘“are of great
significance for the structure of domination” (23). By acknowledging the centrality of legitimacy
in the structure of the state, Weber reveals his view of an inter-connection between the state and
society. Social action is interpreted through a belief (Vorstellung) in the existence of a legitimate
order. Weber establishes that social orders are legitimated through the principle of tradition,
“affectual attitudes”, a rational belief, legal recognition and validity (130).

Seabrooke illustrates in his analysis of state and legitimacy that states enhance their
effectiveness by becoming embedded with the society while retaining some “institutional
autonomy” (2002). He criticizes the neo-Weberian (a la Skocpol) views on the basis of equating

state autonomy with state isolation from other social groups. This interpretation suggests an
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autonomous and independent state to increase effectiveness of rule. The author concedes that
there is a relationship between social embedded nature of states and state legitimacy

Weber suggests that “the state is a relation of men dominating men” (Weber, 1965, p.
23), but ““ a relation supported by means of legitimate (i.e. considered to be legitimate) violence”
(Weber, 1965). This emphasizes the importance that Weber attributes to legitimacy and actions
that are considered to be legitimate by the people. The bureaucratic insulation and monopoly of
force can only become meaningful in Weber’s philosophy if they are understood in relationship
to Weber’s legitimacy and the importance of negotiation between people and the state.

Only the Weberian view and to a certain extent the pluralist view allow for the state to
assume centrality in politics and society. The Marxist draw out the state, while the
postmodernists do not believe it exists in the absence of its discursive production. This paper
argues that the Weberian view of the state should be complemented by Weberian legitimacy that
emphasizes state-society relations. If states are subjects in the international system or society-at-

large, what are their interests and how are these defined?

Identity Reconsidered:

Contrary to the essentialist account of identity that views identity as inherent, fixed and
universal, constructivist accounts of identity have argued for a more context-dependent definition
of identity. Charles Taylor has argued that identity is deep and foundational rather than
accidental or fleeting. Taylor further argued against the naturalist viewpoint when he sought to
establish that its relation to an outside framework that defines the “good life” and a moral

foundation for the men to act defines the self (Taylor, 1989).
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Others have emphasized the relationship between individual identity and collective
identity and acknowledged the importance of process in identity configuration. Bloom puts forth
the process of socialization of the individual into norms of society (Bloom, 1990). Hall explains
that collective and individual identity are not merely co-constituted, but also mutually
reinforcing (Hall, 1999). Contrary to the functional approach to identity that views identity as a
product of structure (Gellner & Breuilly, 2006), Hall further explicates that while structure
constraints, it does not determine the behavior of social actors and aggregates (Hall, 1999).

Goft and Dunn point out that identity has only recently found its way into international
relations theory circles when the post-Cold War era increasingly experienced conflicts based on
ethnic and social identities (Goff & Dunn, 2004). There is no agreement on an analytical
approach to the study of identity. Rather than being constant, identities are contested and
constantly adapting to the environment, identities are furthermore relational and “defined against
an other” (Goff & Dunn, 2004).

Some scholars have suggested that the usage of identity as a concept in IR must be
accompanied by commensurate analytical rigor. The absence of a concrete and unifying
definition of identity has made identity increasingly susceptible to criticism. Abdelal et al
propose an analytical framework to the study of identity and introduce novel methodological
approaches to the study of identity. The authors suggest that identity should be treated as a
variable in social psychology and political science alike to allow the measurement of the content
of identity and control for causal mechanisms. The authors propose a diverse pool of analytical
tools to assess identity as a variable, including experiments, agent-based modeling and cognitive
mapping (Abdelal, Herrera, Johnston, & McDermott, 2006). None of the described methods,

however, capture the breadth of the identity concept. They rather control the environment and
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hold factors constant to isolate identity as a variable and factor, which runs contrary to the co-
constituted nature of identity purported by process-oriented constructivist IR scholars.

Brubaker and Cooper suggest a complete abandonment of the usage of identity in the
different subfields of social sciences. The authors claim that the social sciences have exhausted
the word “identity” to render it meaningless (Brubaker & Cooper, 2000). The authors criticize
“soft constructivism” for making the term identity too all encompassing through its claim of
identities being fluid, constructed and multiple. Brubaker and Cooper advocate that “If identity is
everywhere it is nowhere” and suggest to move “beyond identity”. By distinguishing between
identity as a “category of practice” and a “category of analysis”, the authors suggest to move
beyond static notions of identity construed within analysis, but analyze the processes and
mechanisms involved to avoid to reinforce terms and boundaries upon groups who may self-
identify as an ethnicity, race or nation-state (Brubaker & Cooper, 2000). Focusing on process
helps isolating the problem associated with Brubaker’s category of analysis that imposes
boundaries on identity. Understanding legitimation of identity can help illuminate the
construction of identity within a process of acceptance and dismissal of competing identities.

Margaret Somers proposes to introduce a narrative understanding of identity. Criticizing
the growing essentialist accounts of identity, she suggests to incorporate the dimensions of “time,
space and relationality” (italics in original) into the research of identity (Somers, 1994). The
“narrative identity and relational setting” allows to re-conceptualize agency towards its social
embeddedness and constitution through the environment. Social identities are constructed within
time, social space, narrativity. Somers argues that incorporating narrative accounts to the study
of identity allows social scientists to account for deviations in social action. She further warns

that categories for studying identity often predict inadequately the causal power of identity, by
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explaining that people with similar or the same attributes of social identity will not move to
commensurate similar action. Their action rather depends on the relational setting or narrative

identity (Somers, 1994).

National Interest or State Identity?

Rationalist theories, including realism and liberalism, treat identities as exogenous,
determined by structure and outside of the agents, rather than endogenous. Interests are
predetermined and do not depend on the particular situation or interaction of the actors. In realist
thought, the security dilemma and absence of a supranational polity in the international system
creates an environment of anarchy, in which states act based on their own self-interest to secure
survival (Herz, 1951). National interest of states is derived by the self-help and anarchic nature
of the international system. Fundamental national interest lies in the protection of “physical,
political, and cultural identity against encroachments by other nations”. Sovereign nations are in
competition for power and their national interest is thus defined by a minimum of survival
(Morgenthau, 1952, p. 972).

The national interest is thus defined by the international system, particularly by the
distribution of capabilities and power among the great powers. The national interest is assessed
objectively through state officials who interpret the distribution of power (Waltz, 1979). Realists
maintain an empiricist notion of the national interest that allows state officials and policymakers
to objectively weigh the distribution of power among the great powers to inform state action. In
the realist view, state action and interest can be studied by identifying rational alternatives to

state action and assessing the likelihood of choosing one policy option over another, which in
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turn must be tested against the actual facts. The policymakers’ statements are viewed as a direct
reflection of the character of the state (Morgenthau, 1952).

Realists view state action in an unproblematic light. The distribution of power can be
objectively assessed, which allows an objective understanding of reality and state action in
response to the distribution of power. This can further be related to the belief in an objective
independent reality that rationalists maintain. State interests are based on material calculations
and identities are not malleable or do not change over time. Mearsheimer, for instance, argues
against the liberal notion that institutions shape behavior by averring that “institutions have
minimal influence on state behavior” (Mearsheimer, 1994, p. 7). This notion of state interest
relies on an empiricist notion and the ability to observe national interest and the distribution of
power objectively rather than through a process of interpretation.

The conception of the national interest is too all encompassing in realist accounts to
explain state action adequately. It falls short of understanding the precise content of national
interest or state action, and rather purports general claims about what states should do in the
international environment defined by anarchy and self-help. Sondermann explains that the
concept of the national interest, despite its lack of clarity will persist to serve decision makers in
justifying policies and structuring situations and making decisions in the first place. For the
citizen, in turn, a diversified conceptualization of the national interest can help judge policies
more adequately (Sondermann, 1977).

Tucker holds that “the realist position deals with the perennial conditions that attend the
conduct of statecraft, not with the specific conditions that confront the statesman” (Tucker, 1961,
p. 197). Realism thus does not provide a set of tools for the statesman to select policy, but it

rather limits the policy options available to the policymakers. “Good policy” is defined as policy
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that seeks to “enhance or preserve the security of the state”. Realists view the state as a “unified,
purposive, utility-maximizing actor” (Bueno de Mesquita 1981, 87-92). Identity and interests of
the state are determined a priori, before the state enters interaction with others states. In realist
theorizing, the state represents a core assumption and point of departure of analysis.

Kratochwil concedes that the concept of the national interest remains salient despite its
“fuzzy” nature (Kratochwil, 1982). According to Kratochwil, the national interest cannot be
assessed through the underlying phenomena defining states, such as the international system,
(descriptive function) but rather national interest must be understood in terms of the justification
and evaluation of action and interest in specific circumstances. The former function of national
interest, descriptive, produces “unchanging” ground that determines general guidelines for action
and interest, while the latter function of national interest, normative, allows a “field-
independent” understanding of state action (Kratochwil, 1982, p. 3).Kratochwil’s interlinkage
between state action and public opinion situates his analysis in language philosophy rather than
along positivistic accounts of understanding state action.

The traditional realist account cannot help understanding adoption of certain state
policies over others, but it only provides a post factum interpretation of state action in terms of
security and self-help without analyzing the specific circumstances of policymaking.

Morgenthau’s understanding of national interest, whilst implying that “interest is defined
as power” and “universally valid” for all states, also concedes that political action in a particular
period and environment depends on the political and cultural context that determines policy
formulation. This suggests that the concept of national interest can be applied to concrete

situations and environments in which policy is formulated.
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Wendt’s criticism of realism allows a reformulation of national interest as mentioned by
Morgenthau above. State interest is thus not determined by the anarchic nature of the
international system, state interest depends rather on the “intersubjective understandings and
expectations of self and other”. A state can have multiple “relational” identities that in turn
provide the “basis of interests” (Wendt, 1992, p. 398). “ A fundamental principle of
constructivist social theory is that people act toward objects, including other actors, on the basis
of the meanings that the objects have for them.” (Wendt, 1992, p. 396).

Wendt argues that the national interest depends on the variety of interests that the state
adopts contingent on cultural and historical realities. State identities and interests are socially
constructed through the interaction with the international system. While Wendt concedes that the
existence of pre-social interests runs contrary to his overall argument of construction of interests,
he ascribes certain “objective” interests that states pursue in addition to the subjective interests
that arise from interaction. These objective interests include physical survival, autonomy,
economic well-being and collective self-esteem (Wendt, 1999, pp. 235-236)’.

Wendt emphasizes the salience of the creation of meaning and interpretation of these
objectively pre-defined interests, but ignores an important feature of the state-society complex
that could be defined as the negotiation of legitimacy that cannot be related to objective state
interests as defined by Wendt. The state-society complex is inherently defined by the problem of
legitimacy, but cannot be explained adequately by the objective interests presented by Wendt. In

his analysis, state interests are constituted in relation to the international system. While Wendt’s

3 Physical survival is defined as the “survival of the state-society complex”, where the meaning of
survival can vary historically and socially. Autonomy is characterized by the control over resources, while
economic well being is viewes as the “maintenance of the state’s resources, and collective self-esteem
refers to the group’s desire to feel positive about itself with regard to potential others in the international
system. This can be most closely related to a positive collective memory or narrative. All these objective
interests are more precisely defined and interpreted through structure and interaction.
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account is an adequate starting point for the critique of realism, Wendt’s analysis is limited in its
consideration of domestic factors in influencing foreign policy. He considers states as unitary
actors, albeit different from the unitary actors in rationalist accounts.

Wendt suggests that the constitution of states as “people of the international society” is
neglected in the theories of the state (Wendt, 1999, p. 195). Not only do academics
anthropomorphize the state, but also citizens and policymakers alike ascribe human-like
attributes to the state. But Wendt succeeds in establishing the prevalence of the state as a “real
actor” in the analysis of international relations by giving the state a “body” against the claim that
states can be reduced to individual parts, and “life” to identify national interests and state
identities (Wendt, 1999, p. 197). Adler similarly seeks to establish constructivism as the middle
ground between rationalist and interpretivist approaches to international relations. He claims that
collective understandings of the world shape the material world, where the material world does
not disappear but is contingent upon the ideas and meanings ascribed to it (Adler, 1997).

Identities precede interest in the study of international relations. States derive interests
according to their identity, their narrative of a self against an other, historical experiences with
the specified “other”. Interests are derived from state identities and social context, rather than
being readily available to be deployed (Reus-Smit 22). Similarly, Finnemore suggests that
“Interests are not just out there waiting to be discovered, they are constructed through social
interaction” (Finnemore, 1996, p. 2).

Thus the international environment of anarchy does not determine state interests, but
rather foreign policy is derived from a state’s identity. Foreign policy represents the states’ self-
understanding and moral values on the global stage and is a boundary producing political

performance. _In his analysis of Russian identity through a constructivist account, Ted Hopf
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contrasts interest and identities by ascribing material value to the former and “social congnitive”
to the latter. An interest therefore, an immediate material interest, can best be understood through
the social context and practice. The identity is defined against an “Other” (Hopf, 2002).

Devatak and True demonstrate that foreign policies are not merely defined by national
collective identities, but rather by the state’s self-perception and social state identity (Devetak &
True, 2006). The Australian state does not view international institutions as constitutive of its
own identity and reflects a lesser commitment to international norms through its foreign policy,
while New Zealand defines itself in terms of international norms and rules and constitutes its
identity against the international environment, which is reflected in the New Zealand’s
cooperative foreign policy with regard to international norms (Devetak & True, 2006). The
authors conclude that self-perception of states are more determinant of state action and foreign
policy than the “use of power” and traditional security and power interests.

Like other social groups, states can be understood to have an “external and internal”
dimension to their identity (Katzenstein, 1997). Katzenstein describes the state identity as
primarily external, while he notes that the national identity is internal. (State identities are
internalized through governance systems)

Banchoff notes that the content of state identity can be analyzed through legal norms that
are reflective of the state’s situation of itself within its environment, its relational narrative
towards the international system (T Banchoff, 1999). Public opinion about a country’s
international role can further serve the same goal. Banchoff concedes that research on content of
state identity adequately requires eclectic analysis. Kassianavo describes state identity and

3

foreign policy as co-constitutive, where identity can be studied as a “variable” influencing

foreign policy and foreign policy produces identity in turn (Kassianova, 2001). Foreign policy
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further serves as a “process of self-definition” and as the principal mechanism of self-
identification of the state producing boundaries of we-ness and otherness. Kassianavo further
explicates that on a political level, this can lead to the creation of an external threat trough the
other. In Russia, the author explains, the other has always been the West (Kassianova, 2001). In
Germany, the other has altered between the East and West throughout history due to its
geographic location on continental Europe and its “nightmare of coalitions” that has historically
been used to describe German foreign policy.

Increasingly scholars have tried to fill the empirical gap in the literature concerning
national interest and state identity. Keohane et al adopt an institutionalist approach in
interpreting the influence of the institutional environment in the wake of the Cold War on
strategic calculations of actors on the world stage (Keohane, et al., 1993).

Finnemore defends a systemic view of state identity, state identity cannot be explained
solely through domestic politics, but international norms define and values of “good and bad”.
This normative international context influences decision makers in policymaking and shapes
state identities. Norms are subject to change and can produce a transformation in state identities.
“States are socialized new norms, values and perceptions of interest by international
organizations” (Finnemore, 1996, p. 5). Overemphasizing the role of international organizations,
or the international system in general, Finnemore suggests moving away from the state as the
point of departure in analysis and conduct of political science. While Finnemore denotes her
work as “constructivist”, it is debatable to what extent her systemic account of the international
system and state interests can be regarded as constructivist.

Koslowski and Kratochwil provide an empirical account of the relationship between state

identity and material changes. The authors discover that there was a transformation in the
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political practices deligitimizing the Eastern European communism before the changes in the
material world occurred, namely the fall of the Soviet Empire (Koslowski & Kratochwil, 1994).

Katzenstein’s volume suggests a sociological view of national security that allows social
structures to be causally determinant and that structures may affect state interests and identities
(Katzenstein, 1996). Katzenstein et al propose that national security can be understood in the
security environments in which states are embedded that are not just defined by material
realities, but rather an institutional and cultural environment (Katzenstein, 1996). The authors
challenge the conventional conception of national security and aver that state interests do not
exist independently, but “are constructed through a process of interaction” (Katzenstein, 1996, p.
2).

Community exists at the international level, security and community leads states to
redefine view of power and security as put forth by realist scholars (Adler & Barnett, 1998).
Members of a security community have “shared identities, values and meanings” (Adler &
Barnett, 1998, p. 31). Banchoff makes an argument for a constructivist account of German
foreign policy in the wake of the Cold War. He explains that realist and liberal theories fall short
of interpreting the continuity in German foreign policy amid the transformation of the
international system. Neorealist theories that hold that state decisions and interests are formed by
the distribution of power in the international system do not hold water in the case of German
foreign policy that did not regroup as a consequence of the newly formed distribution of power
(T Banchoff, 1999).

Weldes argues against the realist conception of “national interest”, while acknowledging
the importance of the concept in understanding state action and the international system. She

further suggests that the national interest can serve as a basis for state action, legitimacy and
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support for state action. She proposes an understanding of national interest in terms of its “social
construction”, where the content of national interest is produced through shared meaning that
helps state officials interpret the situation of the state within domestically and internationally
(Weldes, 1996). Weldes criticizes the realist accounts that place emphasis on security and power
as the sole purposes of natio