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FOREWORD

Professor Nadia Mahmoud Mostafa’s Approaching the Discipline of
International Relations: Competing Paradigms and Contrasting
Epistemes is an important contribution to the growing body of knowl-
edge in the field of IR. This volume forms the culmination of several
works of a school of thought at Cairo University’s Faculty of
Economics and Political Science under the leadership of Mostafa, a
prolific author in Arabic and an award-winning scholar. Mostafa’s
approach, continuing the inter-paradigm debate in international rela-
tions theory, has been to focus on providing an “Islamic perspective” to
the study and analysis of IR, that is an identifiable school of thought
with an emphasis on the “civilizational” component. Mostafa’s work
comprises a series of publications mainly in Arabic associated with this
perspective, and a series of graduate studies which include some distin-
guished doctoral dissertations. Basically, it presents an Islam-based
epistemological approach, in the sense of, as Mostafa tells us in the
introduction to Part 1v, an “Islamic civilizational paradigm,” not
merely an “Islamic paradigm” [emphasis mine].

The work is rich and informative tracing the evolution and funda-
mental premises of this school of thought from its origins almost forty
years ago. And I am fortunate to have witnessed its development
through conferences and workshops organized in Cairo which I was
invited to attend, as well as to have been a thesis committee member for
some of the School’s numerous doctoral students. Given the critical
nature of the questions Mostafa and her research team have examined
and continue to address, as well as their significance, I have often sug-
gested, even insisted, that these contributions should not be limited to
their local sphere or published in Arabic alone, but rather be more
widely known, with the objective of informing an English-speaking
readership of the contribution and findings of Mostafa and her team, as
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FOREWORD

well as acquainting them with the School’s publications. The transla-
tion of this work from Arabic into English in my opinion adds
significantly to current literature on IR as well as to the inter-paradigm
debate in international relations theory.

Mostafa’s book is an essential component of critical International
Relations Theory (IRT), as developed by such notable authorities as my
former professor Robert Cox. Though Cox is not mentioned in the ref-
erences, Mostafa's book is indeed a confirmation and development of
his contribution and the general thrust of critical IRT.* Interestingly,
Chapter 11 in Cox’s intellectual autobiography (2013) is entitled
“Civilizations and World Order.”* But differently from Cox’s focus on
political economy, Mostafa emphasizes the significance of a “cultural
perspective.” Differently also from Edward Said’s classic Orientalism,?
Mostafa situates her emphasis on a cultural perspective within a wider
interest in non-material factors of IR and the importance of compo-
nents such as values and identity. But whatever differences with other
(critical) contributions, epistemological issues are shared and concep-
tual/methodological concerns respected. For instance, Mostafa does
not avoid the nagging dialectical relation between the “constant” and
the “changing” in Islamic principles and practice. Instead, she insists
on the analytical link among the three basic components of Islam’s epis-
teme, history/practice, and evolving thought. As she tells us in Chapter
8, “In fact, we cannot separate the foundational sources (the sources of
the worldview and episteme, i.e., the Quran and Sunnah) from history
(practical experience), and thought (systems of values, priorities of
interest, and responses to international changes).”

This delving into such Islamic specifics does not distract, however,
from the book’s main objective: the link to the wider IR discipline.
Given its cultural emphasis, the book indeed reflects the rise of interest
in values and identity, and joins IRT works associated with Social
Constructivism. For as employed in the book, the “Islamic perspec-
tive” is not reduced to a narrow religious one but used in the sense of a
wider “civilizational” approach. This is indeed the name of the
Research Center where she and her team meet and dialogue. Chapters
8,9,and 1o are very explicit and detailed in this respect. Specifically in
relation to IRT, these chapters insist on two cardinal aspects: (1) the
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primacy of a normative approach and the significance of non-material
factors in IR; and (2) in terms of international actors, the book empha-
sizes the importance of transnationalism based on the Ummah or
global Muslim community rather than a state-centric approach.

Moreover, contrary to the view expressed in many explicit critical
perspectives, this book’s “civilizational” approach is not a monologue.
On the contrary, it details standard IRT approaches and inter-para-
digm debates. In fact, no less than half this book — chapters two to seven
— is a presentation of these various debates and a discussion of their
general propositions as well as their epistemological premises, as
evidenced by its over 340 notes. And many of these notes are not lim-
ited to mentioning references but also offer detailed comments. Nadia
Mostafa has indeed done her homework. As a result, and differently
from some critical publications, this book promotes inter-school
debate, to counter IR bias/partiality.

Asthe book’s basic premise and its raison d’etre, how real is this par-
tiality in contemporary IRT - supposedly universal by definition? Does
this IR field continue to be — as Stanley Hoffmann asserted more than
forty years ago —an “American Social Science,” with all that this char-
acterization implies? What do more recent findings tell us?

Even before seeing Mostafa’s present book, I wanted to explore if
Hoffmann’s characterization of the field still persists.* Consequently, I
embarked on my own content analysis of two influential handbooks by
major publishers: the Oxford Handbook of International Relations
and Sage’s Handbook of International Relations.s As we know, such
handbooks are both influential syntheses of knowledge in the field and
also visible signposts mapping the field's future, even directing it. In
relation to what Mostafa tells us, what do these major overviews/syn-
theses tell us about the current state of IR?

These two handbooks are composed of 77 chapters, totaling 1649
pages, by 91 authors, heavyweight in the field. Their research is truly
impressive, at least quantitatively, being based on 7762 references.
Qualitatively, however, these references tell a different story. Scratch-
ing beyond the surface shows that the field has not evolved beyond
Hoffmann’s characterization of IR more than 40 years ago as an
“American Social Science.” Content analysis data of both handbooks
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show some modest evolution in IRT, but the discipline is still very much

American-based — epistemologically, conceptually, and methodologi-

cally. Here are some examples:

. Many authors still speak in the first person: essentially, Americans
addressing Americans (e.g., “our” foreign policy). If the author’s
name was to be anonymous, there would be no difficulty for any
reader to know where the author is from and who their primary
audienceis.

. IR is represented as a discipline which primarily Americans — or
Anglo-Saxons — contribute to. The discipline is shown as revolving
around the US, whereas the world outside there is beyond the
water's edge — as Hoffmann’s 1977 article says, “a relative zone of
darkness.”

. Despite the large number of sources used, they are usually unilin-
gual and mostly American sources. If “foreigners” are cited, they
are usually those who have published in American journals or col-
laborated with American institutions. IR speaks English, and
principally with an American accent.

. The discipline is not only American-centric, but, even worse, verges
on being incestuous. For instance, as even some North American
scholars have lamented, authors dealing with similar topics but
publishing in different U.S. Journals (e.g., Journal of Conflict
Resolution vs. International Security) rarely quote each other.
Thus, American academic tribes and cartels and their mutual neg-
lect/narrow debate are brought in this supposedly universal field.
Any potential breadth of vision is sacrificed.

No wonder that the cold war was described as the period of

the “long peace,” when the longest war in the post-1945 period,

the Iran-Traq one 1980-1988, had taken place. Moreover, IRT was

busy splitting hairs between Neo-Realism/Neo-Liberalism and their
different branches when the Berlin Wall was falling and the USSR was
collapsing.

The required methodological replication supports Mostafa’s basic

premise about this partial aspect of IRT, confirming past and present
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analyses: dominant IR Theory still suffers from such high realm of nar-
rowness/parochialism in relation to contemporary global complexity,
and consequently fails in its mission as a universal discipline. One can
go further and state that IRT is still partial in the double sense of the
word: incomplete and biased. As a result, the unavoidable question is,
as Lenin put it in a different context: what is to be done? A mandatory
prerequisite step is to work for IRT universalization by bringing in
other perspectives, especially from the marginalized Global South.
After all, this Global South constitutes a “core” not only in global
resources but also in central IR issues such as governance and state-for-
mation/deformation.

This is why this book is important, as it contributes to the furthering
of this objective, starting with Mostafa’s commitment to a “scientific”
approach, in terms of respect for rigor and openness. This commitment
is explicit all along, right to her discussion of this Islamic/civilizational
perspective. Interestingly, this scientific commitment reminds me of
one of my classes in primary school where the religion teacher insistent-
ly attracted our attention to Islam’s absolute respect of science and
science-based knowledge. He used to quote one of the early admoni-
tions by the archangel Gabriel to Prophet Muhammad, igra@’ (read),
which eventually became the title of Surah 96 in the Qur’an. Similarly,
the French surgeon Maurice Bucaille also thought it important to
remind us of the Qur’an’s respect for science by documenting Islam’s
great progress in astronomy.® Mostafa’s scientific commitment is the
more needed in the present context, a context too often dominated by
both the hijacking of Islamic slogans by some violent groups and the
prevalence of Islamophobia. In presenting the “civilizational perspec-
tive” to widen and deepen the debate on IRT, Mostafa’s book thus
offers some clarification about the relationship between Islam and
science.

This “scientific” approach is also based — as scientific canons
require — on openness. As Mostafa explicitly states in the introduction
to Part1v:

... I do not claim that my conception of the Islamic civilizational paradigm
is the only one available, nor the most original one. Rather, this conception
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only reflects my personal experience with the construction of an Islamic
paradigm in IR. The proposed paradigm represents an open and interactive
system, whose supporters neither consider it to be perfect, nor absolute.

The main objective of this civilizational paradigm then is an open
and inclusionary IR discipline. An early contributor to this perspective,
the late Mona Abul-Fadl, expressed it well: an IR discipline as an open
ground where East meets West. This objective is not yet attained.
Though IR schools have multiplied, this was not translated into multi-
plicity of basic paradigms. We are still dominated at best by a Western-
centric paradigm, frequently an American-based one.

Whether we accept all or only part of this book’s contribution, we
can still agree that this is an important publication, indeed a milestone
on the inter-paradigm debate in IR. It adds to the critical approach and
joins such specific fields as Critical Security Studies and Foreign Policy
Analysis.” The book really widens/deepens the overall debate on the
required globalization of IRT and offers operational guidelines.® It thus
suggests enlarging the IRT agenda by inviting us to bring back universal
history. Specifically, it advises us to research what we can learn from
examining patterns of Islamic history, including: characteristics of
Islamic empires, original Islamic capitalism, impact of early trade diffu-
sion and transnational interconnectedness, potentially distinct modes
of Islamic sovereignty, and socialization and governance.

While pondering this agenda and even adding to it, this book will
already encourage many of us to reconsider their epistemological pen-
chant and conceptual lenses. In this respect, the IR discipline and its
“inter-paradigm debates” will not be the same after reading Mostafa’s
Approaching the Discipline of International Relations: Competing
Paradigms and Contrasting Epistemes.

BAHGAT KORANY

Professor of International Relations and Political Economy
at the American University of Cairo (AUC) and

Homnorary Professor at the University of Montreal

JUNE 2020
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AUTHOR'S PREFACE

This study aims to introduce my own account of International
Relations Theory. By no means do I claim to give ¢he definitive account
of the field. Rather, I give an account that reflects my own biases, and
collective as well as individual experiences, which have been gathered
over a four decade long journey involving comparative critical theoriz-
ing in the field of international relations (IR)."

That journey initially started from the mainstream domains of IR,
i.e., from the Anglo-Saxon and Euro-Latin (especially French) litera-
ture in the field, which I was introduced to mainly while preparing for
my Master’s and PhD theses (1972-1981)* and during the early stages
of individual research conducted into the theoretical aspects of the dis-
cipline (1981-1986).3 Then a crucial transitional second stage set in as [
participated in the “Project of International Relations in Islam” (1986-
1996), which was to articulate a perspective that for me was formative.
The Project was a collective and multidisciplinary endeavor that
engaged with “Western theories and paradigms,” explored the need for
the construction of a comparative Islamic paradigm in the field of IR,
reflected on the nature of that paradigm, including concepts and main
assumptions, eventually contributing to the early stages of that para-
digm’s construction.*

The journey continued and its third stage (1996-2016) saw me gain
experience in teaching and theoretical research, as well as supervising
graduate theses. This culminated in the maturation of my hitherto
developing critical perspective of the positivist paradigms and theories
dominating (to deliberately avoid calling them “Western”) academia,
as well as crystallization of a notion and construction of an IR para-
digm from a comparative Islamic civilizational perspective. The
teaching and supervising role as well as its resulting valuable experi-
ence created a space for further examination, granting me a broad
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overview of the state of the discipline and its developments, whilst
allowing comparison in relation to the “Islamic Civilizational
Paradigm of International Relations”3 and new critical theoretical
approaches that have been on the rise particularly since the late 1990s.°

As the Islamic Civilizational Paradigm was clearly at this point mov-
ing beyond the foundational stage associated with the “Project of
International Relations in Islam,” T had to face the next and doubly
complex challenge of developing it further, keeping abreast of emerg-
ing critical approaches in the field whilst maintaining a comparative
outlook in relation to these and the Islamic paradigm. A major task was
to critique and challenge the dominant positivist paradigms, a highly
taboo subject because of the near universal acceptance of their validity
and central tenets, especially the realist paradigm. Seminars as well as
annual conferences, hosted by the Department of Political Science,
were an outlet allowing the paradigm to engage with and challenge
existing dominant paradigms, with the Islamic paradigm always
receiving its share of debate and criticism — published records of the
conferences and seminars attest to that.

As much as this study captures the historical development of Inter-
national Relations as a discipline from its embryonic to its present state,
it also attempts to critically engage with it from within. Analysis and
inquiry focuses on matters pertaining to the pedagogy, content, and
learning methods in the discipline, raising, thereby, multiple questions:
How is IR being taught? What is being taught in IR? How can IR be
studied? What is the content of IR that needs to be studied? Put differ-
ently, the study attempts to inductively reveal the theoretical diversity
and multiplicity which is prevalent in the field of IR. By unraveling rel-
evant aspects as well as examining the depth of the revision process
which the dominant IR Theory has undergone, the study sets the stage
for the introduction and the experience of a (non-Western) civiliza-
tional paradigm in IR. Thus, the overarching purpose and aim of this
study justifies its approach to the state of the field, which analysis is
pursued in four main parts.

Part 1 provides a methodological introduction to theorizing; its
essence, its importance, and the reasons behind the plurality and diver-
sity of theories. Chapter 1 attempts to explain the meaning and
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importance of theorizing, whereas Chapter 2 explores the differences
between theoretical frameworks and the importance of approaching IR
by calling upon paradigms and paradigm debates, as well as epistemo-
logical differences and their impact on theorizing.

Part 11 explores the first three great debates of the IR discipline,
reflecting on the development of IR Theory from the stage of a dom-
inant paradigm, through the stage of competing paradigms, to the stage
of the crisis of a “divided discipline.” Here, analysis covers three major
points, corresponding to the following three chapters: Chapter 3
addresses particular features of the three great debates, from the dom-
inant paradigm to competing paradigms; Chapter 4 treats the relation-
ship between IR Theory and the end of the Cold War, from the stage of
fluidity to the stage of a discipline in crisis; and Chapter 5 looks into the
particular features of competing paradigms’ debates, mainly the divide
within the discipline.

Part 111 examines the crisis of a post-dominant paradigms-IR disci-
pline and the rise of critical theoretical approaches, reflecting, thereby,
on the prospects of an epistemological turn in Western theorizing.
Chapter 5 maps these critical theoretical approaches, while looking at
the criticisms they direct at positivism and Western centrism in the
field. The common defining features of critical theoretical approaches
are the focus of Chapter 7.

Finally, Part v maps the problematics raised by a comparative
Islamic Civilizational Paradigm of International Relations and its var-
ious aspects in three chapters. Chapter 8 defines the characteristics and
sources of an Islamic Civilizational Paradigm. Chapter 9 examines the
different assumptions of an Islamic Civilizational Paradigm compared
to those of Western paradigms. Lastly, Chapter 1o identifies the
agenda and maps the issues addressed by an Islamic Civilizational
Paradigm in IR. The chapter also highlights aspects of criticism directed
at the paradigm and at the prospects of its application.
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NOTES

1.  Anelaborate account of the story behind my approach to International
Relations theory can be found in Al-‘Alaqat al-Dawliyyah fi ‘Alim
Mutaghayyir: Mangzirat wa Madakhil Muqaranab [International
Relations in a Changing World: Comparative Paradigms and
Approaches], ed. Nadia Mahmoud Mostafa (Cairo: Hadara Center for
Political Studies, 2016). The introduction (in volume one) to this three-
volume work explains how it came about and what it aims to achieve.
The three-volume work is comprised of seventeen studies taken from
master’s and doctoral theses authored by students of mine with research
interest in international comparative theorization. These studies pertain
to one of six main themes, of which extend a number of issues and topics,
including: concepts (power, elites, civilizational change, civilizational
relations), actors (states, alliances, peoples, and transnational and reli-
gious movements), international processes (wars, integration,
international change, and rivalry), interdisciplinary areas and
approaches (international political economy and international political
thought), new theoretical trends, post-positivist and post-realist
(globalism, cultural dimensions, normative dimensions, and new levels
of analysis), and theoretical and practical issues (revolution, interna-
tional public opinion institutions, American strategy toward the Arab
world, and the formation of civilizational consciousness). The three-
volume work was originally intended for Arab academia. Itaims to
explain the necessity of participating in a critical review of the state of the
IR discipline, while also providing Arab academia an Islamic
civilizational perspective on IR. This present work is a translation of the
introduction (found in volume one) of the three-volume work. Its
issuance is meant to fulfill a pivotal goal, that of providing Western
academic circles exposure to an Islamic perspective of the IR discipline
(especially those in Western academic circles who, over the past two
decades, have been critical of Western-centric bias in the IR discipline
and who have called for the participation of non-Western and Islamic
perspectives). I should note that the lack of Western academic exposure
tonon-Western theories on IR has not been because of the nonexistence
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of such theories; rather, it is due to several factors, including language
barriers. The current work will thus enhance such exposure and fulfill
several mutual academic objectives.

See the theoretical introductions in: Nadia Mostafa, “Al-Siyasah al-
Kharijiyyah li-Charles De Gaulle fi dhul al-Jumhariyyah al-Khamisah”
[The Foreign Policy of Charles De Gaulle During the Fifth Republic]
(master’s thesis, Cairo University, 1976); “Siyasah Faransiyyah Tijaha
Azmatal-Sharqal-Awsat (1967-1977)” [French Policy Towards the
Middle East Crisis (1967-1977)] (PhD diss., Cairo University, 198 1)
(specifically, the dissertation chapter entitled, “Dawr al-Quwa al-
Thanawiyyah Tijaha Sira‘at al-“Alim al-Thalith” [The Role of Minor
Powers Towards Third World Conflicts]).

The author’s writings in this area include: “Muqadimah fi Dirasat al-
‘Alagatal-Dawliyyah” [An Introduction to the Study of International
Relations], (unpublished manuscript, 1981); “Nazariyat al-Nazm wa
Dirasatal-‘Alagat al-Dawliyyah” [Systems Theory and the Study of
International Relations], (unpublished manuscript, 1983); “Nazariyat
al-‘Alagat al-Dawliyyah: Bayn al-Manzir al-Waqi‘Twa al-Da‘wah ila
Mangzir Jadid” [International Relations Theory: Between the Realist
Paradigm and the Call for a New One), Al-Siyasah Al-Dawliyyah,no. 82
(1985): pp. 54-82; “Hawl Tajadud al-Thtimam bi al-Iqtisad al-Siyasi al-
Dawli” [On the Renewed Interest in International Political Economy],
Majalat al--Uliim al-Ijtima‘iyyab 14,n0. 3 (1986): pp. 15-42;
“Mugqadimah fi Nazariyat al-‘Alagatal-Dawliyyah” [An Introduction
on International Relation’s Theory] (unpublished manuscript, 1992).
The studies produced during this project were published as a twelve-part
series. See Nadia Mostafa et al., ‘Amal Mashri® al-Alaqat al-Dawliyyah
[The Project on International Relations in Islam] (Cairo: International
Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996). The studies in this series include:
Nadia M. Mostafa, Al-Mugadimahb al-Amabh li al-Mashra‘ [An
Introduction to the Project on International Relations in Islam], vol. 1
(Cairo: International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996); Saif
AbdelFattah, Madkhal al-Qiyam [tar Marja‘t li Dirasat al-*Alaqat al-
Dawliyyab fi al-1slam [Introduction to Values: A Referential
Framework for the Study of International Relations in Islam], vol. 2
(Cairo: International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996); Ahmad
Abdelwanees et al., Al-Madakbil al-Manbajiyyab li al-Bahth fi al-
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‘Alaqat al-Dawliyyabh fi al-Islam [Methodological Introductions for the
Study of International Relations in Islam], vol. 3 (Cairo: International
Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996); Mostafa Manjoud, Al-Dawlab fi al-
Islam: Wahdat al-Ta‘amul al-Kharijt | The State in Islam: The Unity of
Foreign Action], vol. 4 (Cairo: International Institute of Islamic
Thought, 1996); Ahmad Abdelwanees, Al-Usil al-‘Amabh li al-*Alagat
al-Dawliyyab fi al-Islam ft Waqt al-Silm [ General Foundations of
International Relations in Islam in the Time of Peace], vol. 5 (Cairo:
International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996); A. Sakr, Al-‘Alaqat al-
Dawliyyab fi al-Islam fi Wagqt al-Harb: Dirasat li al-Qawa‘id
al-Munagamab li Str al-Qjital [International Relations in Islam in the
Time of War: A Study of Rules of Engagement], vol. 6 (Cairo:
International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996); Nadia M. Mostafa,
Madkhal Minhajili Dirasat Tatawur Wad* wa Dawr al-*Alim al-Islami
fial-Nizam al-Dawli [Methodological Introduction for the Study of the
Position and Role of the Islamic World in the World Order], vol. 7
(Cairo: International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996); Ola Abou-
Zeid, Al-Dawlab al-Umawiyyah: Dawlat al-Futiihat [The Umayyad
Caliphate: The Age of Conquest (661-750 CE)], vol. 8 (Cairo:
International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996); Ola Abou-Zeid, Al-
Dawlab al-‘Abasiyyah: Min al-Takhalli ‘an Siyasat al-Fath ila al-Suqiit
[The Abbasid Caliphate: From Abandoning Policies of Conquest to its
Downfall (750-1258 CE)], vol. 9 (Cairo: International Institute of
Islamic Thought, 1996); Nadia M. Mostafa, Al-“Asr al-Mamlizki: Min
Tasfiyat al-Wujid al-Salibt ila Bidayat al-Hajmab al-Awribiyyab al-
Thaniyyah [The Age of the Mamluks: From the End of the Crusaders
Presence to the Beginning of the Second European Assault (1258-1517
CE), vol. 10 (Cairo: International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996);
Nadia Mostafa, Al-‘Asr al-‘Uthmani: Min al-Quwab wa al-Haymanah
ila Bidayat al-Mas’alab al-Sharqiyyah [The Ottoman Caliphate: From
Power and Dominance to the Start of the Eastern Question], vol.11
(Cairo: International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996); Wadoudah
Badran, Wad‘ al-Duwal al-Islamiyyab fi al-Nizam al-Dawli fi A‘qab
Suqiit al-Khilafah | The Position of Islamic States in the International
Order after the Fall of the Caliphate (1924-1991)], vol. 12 (Cairo:
International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996). A seminar was later
held to discuss the projectin 1997. Its studies were published in two
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volumes in N. Mostafa and S. Abdelfattah, eds., Mashri‘ al-“Alagat al-
Dawliyyab fi al-Islam: Bayn al-Usil al-Islamiyyab wa Khibrat al-Tarikh
al-Islami | The Project of International Relations in Islam: Between
Islamic Fundamentals and Historic Experience] (Cairo: Cairo University
Center of Political Research and Studies, 2000).

The “Islamic Civilizational Paradigm of International Relations,” also
referred to as “the Egyptian School of an Islamic Civilizational
Paradigm” (written in capital letters), is the name given to the academic
effort exerted by the Egyptian political science scholars working on con-
structing and developing an Islamic Paradigm of International Relations
(IR). This is to distinguish these efforts from other efforts in the field that
work on developing an Islamic perspective, theory, or paradigm, which
will be referred to in small letters.

This study represents a culmination and further development of three
previous studies I had presented during consecutive stages of comparing
between Western paradigms and an Islamic paradigm in light of the state
of the art. See: Nadia M. Mostafa, “‘Amaliyat Bina’ Manzur Islami li
Dirasatal-‘Alagat al-Dawliyyah: Ishkaliyyat Khibrat al-Bahth wa al-
Tadris” [The Process of Building an Islamic Paradigm for the Study of
International Relations: Problems of Research and Teaching
Experience], in Al-Manbhajiyyab al-1slamiyyah fi al-“Uliam: Haql al-
“Uliam al-Siyasiyyah Namiidhaj [Islamic Methodology in the Social
Sciences: The Case of Political Science], eds. Nadia M. Mostafa and Saif
AbdelFattah (Cairo: Al-Hadara Center for Studies and Research and the
International Institute of Islamic Thought, 2002); “Ishkaliyyat al-Bahth
wa al-Tadris fi Ilm al-‘Alaqat al-Dawliyyah min Mandhiir Hadari
Mugqaran” [The Problems of Research and Teaching International
Relations from a Comparative Civilizational Paradigm], in Figh al-
Tahayuz: Ru’yah Ma‘rifiyyah wa Da‘wabh li al-1jtihad [Figh of Bias: An
Epistemological Perspective and a Call for [jtihad] (Cairo: International
Institute of Islamic Thought and Dar Al-Salam, 2016), pp. 319-394;
“Ishkaliyyat al-Bahth wa al-Tadris fi ‘Ilm al-‘Alagat al-Dawliyyah min
Manziir Hadari Muqaran” [The Problems of Research and Teaching
International Relations from a Comparative Civilizational Paradigm], in
A.Bashaetal., Al-Manhajiyyah al-Islamiyyah [ The Islamic
Methodology]| (Cairo: Markaz al-Dirasat al-Ma‘rifiyyah wa Dar al-
Islam, 2010), 2:817-914. Other theoretical studies with an essentially
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comparative critical character have preceded this study and branched
from it. We will refer to them in their places in the study consecutively.
These studies include: “Globalization and the Study of International
Relations,” “Redefining the Political,” “The Debate on the Dialogue
among Civilizations and the Relations between Them,” “International
Change and Global Democracy,” and “The History and the Study of
International Order and International Political Thought.” These studies
also concurred with other studies in both theoretical and applied dimen-
sions, activating and implementing comparative theoretical frameworks
in the study of current international issues.
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PART I

INTRODUCTION: THEORIZING
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS






1
PATTERNS OF THEORIZING AND REASONS FOR
THEORETICAL DIVERSITY AND PLURALITY

During the pinnacle period of the behavioralist school in the 1960s and
1970s, IR literature focused on defining theories according to their pat-
terns, types, and criteria of classification.” As for post-behavioralist
literature, it paid attention to the importance of theorizing and the
distinction between theories and paradigms, using, in the process,
paradigms (or the distinction between grand and small theories) as an
approach to depict the evolution of the discipline.> By the end of the
twentieth century, a state of methodological and theoretical fluidity
dominated in the field of IR, as a consequence of a sharp increase in the
number of writings and publications on theory.3

The evolution of the discipline of International Relations over more
than fifty years has been deeply attached to the changes and trans-
formations at the international and global levels. Theory can, there-
fore, be regarded as a product, and theorizing as a multi-level process
that produces diverse theoretical products, which differ in their episte-
mological, ontological, and methodological aspects—aspects that lie at
the heart of the philosophy of science and the theory of knowledge (the
nature, origin, and scope of knowledge).

Hence, there are multiple approaches to the study of IR Theory and
various ways to comprehend the conception and significance of theor-
izing. Therefore, I argue that a good starting point when teaching — or
conducting research in — IR Theory, and IR in general, is to raise at least
two fundamental questions: What is the essence and significance of
“theory”? How is theory related to reality?

These questions serve different important goals: first, to introduce
the essence of theorizing as an ongoing process and, secondly, to dis-
cuss the development of the discipline and reasons behind that develop-
ment. One important conclusion out of this should be that science is not
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rigid. That is why a “methodological introduction” to the study at
hand seeks to provide answers to these questions and to explain why it
is important to raise these questions to begin with. Suggested here is
that all theoretical courses should address these or similar questions.
Considering my teaching experience over the past two decades, I
believe that the need for raising these questions is mainly justifiable by

weak and confused methodologi-
cal awareness”; one which is clearly manifest in the following:

what can be described as students

* A dominant belief among Arab and Muslim students that science is
a Western universal achievement, and that we, Arabs and Muslims,
are mere consumers of this science, because we did not, and cannot,
produce scientific knowledge.

e A weak general awareness of the significance of theoretical study,
whether from Western or non-Western perspectives, thus under-
mining the role of theory in depicting, understanding, explaining,
and coping with the changing realities of the world.

* Alack of comparative critical sensibility, which results in the failure
to raise questions such as: Why do theories differ? What is meant by
objectivity or bias? Are academic perspectives necessarily unbiased?
When does a certain paradigm or theory become dominant? Is it
possible to introduce theoretical contributions from non-Western
perspectives? What kind of contributions can these be?

* An inability to relate “theories” to real “issues” of IR; that is, the
lack of awareness that science serves “a function or several func-
tions” and that non-Western civilizational circles can also produce
useful knowledge.

This impression about the students’ lack of methodological aware-
ness has been stimulated, shaped, and consolidated over many years of
teaching and interaction with graduate and postgraduate students at
Cairo University, a conclusion usually arrived at after asking them a set
of inductive questions.*

The purpose behind raising these questions at the beginning of each
theoretical course that I teach has been to draw the students’ attention
to some crucial points:
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e Theoretical study is not an abstract or philosophical study that is
detached from reality. Rather, it aspires to a profound understand-
ing of reality and to the serving of common good and human
interests. Hence, theoretical study is neither an unbearable burden,
nor a useless luxury.

o Theoretical study is an evolutionary and multi-approach process. It
involves different paradigms and epistemes that produce various
theories, which address different aspects (actors, concepts, pro-
cesses, and issues).

o Thereisneither a single general theory of IR, nor are the various the-
ories of IR universal in nature. These theories are the products of the
“Western” civilizational experience and, hence, reflect the particu-
lar historical experience of the victorious powers of the two world
wars, since the foundation of IR as an independent, modern social
science. As Scott Burchill, Andrew Linklater,’ and Steve Smith¢
indicate, the political circumstances surrounding the early days of
the discipline had their impact on its content, evolution, aims, and
objectives, both in application and in theory. Later, this fact became
a subject of criticism from within Western academia, that is why the
Western academic body cannot be considered as a unitary whole.

In the study at hand, four fundamental methodological steps are
suggested to answer the aforementioned questions in a way that allows
for the promotion of the theoretical awareness prerequired for a sys-
tematic, critical, and pluralist academic study of IR from comparative
civilizational paradigms. These four steps will be addressed in the
following four major points, throughout chapters 1 and 2: first, the
essence and significance of theorizing; second, the differences between
theoretical frameworks and the significance of the paradigm debates
approach; third, the essence of contrasting epistemes; and fourth, the
impact of epistemological differences on theorizing.

I.I THE ESSENCE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THEORIZING

When I ask my students how they see and describe ongoing global
events, [ do so driven by a belief that an inductive approach allows them
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to understand the meaning and significance of theorizing and how it is
conducted. Students provide different definitions of international rela-
tions and describe the state of the world in variant ways. Their answers
draw attention to aspects that need to be highlighted while teaching.
Here, I draw on James Rosenau who made a distinct contribution in
this regard.” According to Rosenau, world affairs are complex, and
they change at a rapid pace, especially during periods of transforma-
tion. This makes it difficult, and even impossible, to comprehend all
that is going on in the world, especially as it involves multiple actors
and various patterns of cooperative and conflictual relations and inter-
actions, let alone a plethora of global issues with infinite details
(military, economic, cultural, etc.). This makes change the sole invari-
able truth in our world, and the only way to overcome the difficulties
associated with this fact is through theorizing and theory-making.
Literally, everyone engages in a theorizing process, once one observes
world affairs. One finds oneself forced to make choices and to select the
most important details to be observed (according to one’s own prefer-
ences), while eliminating others. According to Rosenau, the selection
process associated with observation is the first stage of theorizing,
because selections are not made randomly, but are based on the
observer’s perception of what is meaningful. Yet, mere observation is
insufficient for theorizing. Explanation is an essential second stage of
theorizing and it requires two further subsequent steps to be taken: (1)
Asking oneself, what does the observed signify?; and (2) Contempla-
tion and verification that help upgrade the product of theorizing in such
a way so as to give it an explanatory capacity. These two steps lead,
hence, to more abstraction.

The transition from observation to conclusion and explanation
means that historical facts and current events remain void of any
inherent meaning, until we give them meaning. This is, according to
Rosenau, what theorizing is all about; to reach broad meanings,
generalizations, and rules by focusing on specific events. Itis, therefore,
important that scholars reveal their theoretical background. This
makes it possible for them to identify sources of error, in case later
developments in reality invalidate their findings or explanations.®
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Rosenau’s major argument is that theorizing is a reflection of real-
ity, and that there is no such thing as unbiased theorizing. Observers
of the same events make different assumptions and arrive at different
conclusions. Each of them has their own experience that affects their
choices, preferences, definitions and, accordingly, the explanations one
suggests. Rosenau argues also that the highest level of abstraction in the
theorizing process is the level at which an all-inclusive paradigm
emerges; one that integrates various theories and offers a general expla-
nation of causes and effects. For example, many theories are derived
from the realist or the pluralist paradigms, they all share the main
givens, hypotheses, and assumptions adopted by their corresponding
paradigms. These paradigms are closed intellectual systems that do
not come to ruin just whenever a few examples contradict their basic
logical assumptions.

In short, Rosenau argues that adopting a certain paradigm helps
researchers give a meaning to ongoing world developments. Hence,
debates between the proponents of different paradigms, when explain-
ing the same phenomenon, become inevitable. Rosenau believes that
paradigms guide scholars through the processes of asking questions
and finding answers. If a researcher is not aware of the necessity of
abiding by a paradigm, they will be the victim of endless confusion and
distraction. By giving attention to everything, the researcher becomes
incapable of extracting any meaning from a permanently chaotic inter-
national scene.

Although advocating the essentiality of paradigms, Rosenau con-
cludes, in defense of a pluralist perspective, that no single paradigm is
true, while others are false, and that no paradigm is better than others.
Rather, in some cases, some paradigms merely seem to be more useful
than others, depending on the hypotheses that need to be tested.

Besides, different ways of understanding and explaining reveal
differences between theoretical frameworks. One of the main teaching
approaches to explaining theoretical diversity and the relationship
between theory and reality is to ask students questions about the poss-
ible explanations of specific historical or current events, such as: How
can the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union be
explained? How can the Second Gulf War (the Iraqi invasion of
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Kuwait) be explained? How can the war in the Balkans be explained?
How can the 9/11 events be explained? How can the American aggres-
sion on Iraq in 2003 be explained? How can the impact of the growing
Chinese influence on the world order be explained? Listening to differ-
ent answers to these questions, along with being introduced to readings
explaining different findings with reference to various theoretical
frameworks,? can lead students to — inductively — uncover the meaning
and essence of theoretical diversity and how it leads to different (some-
times competing and contradictory) explanations of the same reality.
Here, Rosenau and Durfee argue that facing the challenges and diffi-
culties of teaching abstract IR Theory requires rethinking theory
beyond mere sophisticated abstract articulations of the world. In
other words, theories are better understood when applied to specific
issues, and when specific incidents are explained differently from
various theoretical perspectives.

It is useful to note that critical theorists — as will be further elab-
orated on in Part Il - offer a totally different understanding of theoriz-
ing. On the one hand, they consider reality to be a reflection of the
researcher’s ideas, perspectives, and values. Hence, to them, develop-
ing different perspectives on “reality” is not a matter of paying
attention to different aspects of a complex phenomenon or emphasiz-
ing certain details, while leaving out others. Rather, different perspec-
tives on reality are the product of a disagreement on the existence of this
reality, both in its entirety and in all its details. On the other hand, they
consider dominant thought and theory to be a direct derivative of auth-
ority and power balances. Therefore, theorizing is not only a matter of
finding better ways to understand reality and to solve its problems with
the help of a theoretical framework, nor is it a matter of distinguishing
between correct or false paradigms. Rather, it is a matter of under-
standing how theorizing reflects the practical goals of the centers of
power and authority and serves their interests.™

I.2 PARADIGMS AND THE PARADIGM DEBATES
AS AN APPROACH TO THE STUDY OF IR THEORY

» <« » <«

“Paradigm,” “school of thought,” “perspective,” and “image” are all
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vocabulary used interchangeably when addressing pre-theory, or what
is also sometimes referred to as grand theories. Ever since the establish-
ment of the discipline, the history of theorizing in IR has been
approached in different ways, and one of them is the approach of
“paradigms” and the paradigms’ great debates.™

A paradigm is a dominant perspective on the nature of international
phenomena as perceived and described by most theorists during each of
the phases of the development of IR. It indicates a common stance on
the main characteristics and aspects of international phenomena, on
the questions to be raised, and the ways in which international phe-
nomena need to be addressed. Some scholars, like Rosenau, consider
paradigms as lens, through which we look at the universe around us.*3
They also argue that theorizing is the way to organize our comprehen-
sion and perception of the complex and overlapping issues of the
international arena.

To other scholars, including Mona Abul-Fadl, approaching a disci-
pline without having a paradigm is just like starting a tour without a
guide or a map, because paradigms, according to her, serve different
functions: they determine what belongs to the discipline and what falls
outside its scope, identify the most crucial issues that deserve to be
subjected to analysis, determine the units of analysis, and set the rela-
tionship between values and reality.™ “Paradigms” have been used as
tools to classify theorizing efforts in IR according to two criteria: (1)
their fundamental ontological assumptions about the way in which the
world is structured, and (2) their methodological assumptions, includ-
ing the research methods and tools.

At different phases of the history of international politics, different
major paradigms dominated the discipline of IR, before losing ground
to some newly emerging paradigm that had directed its criticisms
towards them. This succession has given rise to heated (great) debates
between the proponents of the major successive paradigms. That is
because, due to their different epistemological, philosophical, and
ontological foundations, paradigms come up with different answers to
the questions on the nature and methodology of IR. While some IR the-
orists emphasize the significance of the paradigm debates approach for
teaching or explaining the evolution of the discipline, others express
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reservations about this approach.’s Arguments of the advocates of a

paradigm debates approach to IR can be summed up as follows:

The paradigm debates approach is a tool for comparatively map-
ping perspectives and discussions; hence, it allows researchers to
take stances and to select their own paradigm. This is something
totally consistent with one of the main goals of postgraduate
studies.

Approaching the paradigm debates from a more holistic perspec-
tive, by reflecting on the similarities between apparently different
paradigms, opens room for the introduction of new alternative
paradigms, whether they belong to the same or to a different epi-
steme. This applies to my own experience, in which the identifica-
tion of epistemological similarities between the different Western
paradigms justified, at least partially, the introduction of a com-
parative Islamic Civilizational Paradigm of IR.

Emphasizing differences among paradigms explains the existence of
different and multiple theories that tackle the same subject. There is
no single theory of power, conflict, integration, or state; nor is there
a single theory on the relationship between economics and politics,
culture and politics, etc.

In addition, this approach can help us answer important questions:
What is the difference between theories of national interest, interest
as derived from Shari‘ah (Islamic moral and legal teachings), and
global interest? What is the difference between theories of jihad
(broadly defined as striving — whether morally, spiritually, or physi-
cally — toward that which is good or of benefit and with the aim of
pleasing God), theories of holy war, and theories of national wars as
distinct theories in IR? What is the difference between hegemony,
balance of power, and smart power? What is the relationship
between power, wealth, and knowledge?

The paradigm debates approach helps scholars to link international

transformations to changes in theorizing; hence, it bridges the gap

between theory and reality. That is why Rosenau and Smith believe that

paradigms are not merely different perspectives on different worlds. To

10
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both, paradigms are different perspectives on specific aspects of the
same world. These perspectives vary in importance and degree of
endurance depending on the current global developments, which are
also sophisticated, complex, and rapidly changing.
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2
CONTRASTING EPISTEMES AND
THEIR IMPACT ONTHEORIZING

Why do paradigms differ? Is it because they constitute different per-
spectives on the same world? Or, rather, is it because they constitute
different perspectives on different worlds, as “the world” is not “out
there” (i.e., it does not have a separate existence from those who seek to
understand it)? The answer to the first question is in the affirmative,
because of the ontological and methodological differences between the
paradigms. The answer to the second question is also in the affirmative,
because of the epistemological differences between the paradigms.

Of special significance is a comparison between the (Western) posi-
tivist episteme and the normative value-based episteme (including the
Islamic episteme). Therefore, introducing “the model of contrasting or
comparative epistemes” to IR Theory responds to an interest in the
impact of the theory and philosophy of science on knowledge produc-
tion; an interest that has developed from inside, as well as outside,
Western academic circles.

Whereas reflecting on the state of the field pre-necessitates introduc-
ing the concept of “paradigm,” speaking of schools that are critical of
positivism in general and introducing a comparative Islamic Civiliza-
tional Paradigm in particular should go hand in hand with uncovering
the impact of epistemes on IR. Students receive knowledge about politi-
cal science in an academic milieu dominated by the positivist-realist
paradigm. Their intellectual formation treats critical and Islamic
knowledge, on the one hand, and positivist knowledge, on the other, as
separate domains. This may explain their bewilderment and sense of
alienation that I observe once I mention an Islamic Civilizational
Paradigm of IR to them. In addition to that, there is a general weakness
in the students’ consciousness of the significance of theoretical study in
general, not to mention the lack of awareness of the importance of

T4



Approaching the Discipline of International Relations

epistemes and how they are related to the philosophy of science and
sources of knowledge and how they impact social and political theoriz-
ing (both positivist and critical) within the Western circles. This is
because the philosophy of science and sources of knowledge do not
only explain the differences between the contrasting civilizational
paradigms (Western and Islamic), but they also initially explain the epi-
stemological and methodological differences within the Western circle
(secular positivist, non-positivist, and non-secular as well), as will be
further elaborated on in the third part of this study. Put differently, one
cannot grasp the evolution of the discipline through the paradigms’
great debates approach (the three great debates, the competing para-
digms debate, or the debate between Western versus non-Western
paradigms) without understanding the fundamental causes and mani-
festations of epistemological differences, and not only the ontological
and methodological differences between paradigms.

What is the meaning of “episteme”? What are the most important
types of epistemes in political science (comparative or contrasting,
competitive or alternative epistemes)? What are the main character-
istics of each one of them? How do their differences influence the
paradigms and theories of political science? I do not intend to dig deep
into these epistemological aspects, as my purpose here is just to draw
attention to their impact on theoretical plurality and diversity in IR.

In this regard, it is useful to refer to some studies that have clearly
addressed the general methodological problematics arising from the
impact of different epistemes on comparative paradigms (Western and
Islamic) in social sciences and humanities in general, and in IR in par-
ticular. These studies also reflect on some theoretical implications of
these differences.! They also underline the epistemological differences
among the Western paradigms; positivist and critical, as the latter criti-
cizes Western epistemological and theoretical centrism.>

2.I THE ESSENCE OF CONTRASTING EPISTEMES

Here, I limit my analysis to the contributions of three Muslim scholars
who directed their criticism to positivist Western thought and its impli-
cations for the nature, concepts, and paradigms of the discipline. While
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departing from an Islamic background, early Muslim scholars’ criti-
cism of positivism preceded that of the growing critical Western
approaches in political theory and IR Theory, and even in social
sciences and humanities in general. As for the political science commu-
nity of the Faculty of Economics and Political Science at Cairo
University, it became attentive to the Western revisionist movement
thanks to the early efforts of both Hamed Rabei and Mona Abul-Fadl,
then to the “Project of International Relations in Islam,” which was
launched in the mid-198os.

First, [ will introduce Abul-Fadl’s perspective on the significance of
the comparative study of Western paradigms and the debates among
them, in which she reflected on the impact of different epistemes on the-
orizing, and paved, thereby, the road for the establishment of an
Islamic paradigm. Then, I will refer to the most important comparative
aspects of both epistemes, mainly their characteristics and sources.

Abul-Fadl defines an episteme as the basic values and beliefs on
knowledge, existence, and their sources. She also defines a paradigm as
the structure of dominant discourse regarding the cognitive and nor-
mative system that regulates the process of thinking in a specific field,
thus setting the scope, boundaries, concepts, worldviews, beliefs,
values, and theories of that specific field.

Abul-Fadl asserts the nexus between epistemic differences and para-
digm debates. She stresses that revisiting the field of political science by
calling upon the paradigm debates is a tedious and challenging form of
study, yet it is the most capable of revealing the meaning of diversity
and difference in the field. To her, this approach is quite useful as it
paves the way to introducing a contribution from within our Muslim
circle; a paradigm expressive of our intellectual heritage and experi-
ence. It is time for Muslim scholars to take part in the debate over the
state of the discipline, and they are expected to identify the opportun-
ities opened up by the field’s evolution that make it possible for
alternative paradigms to emerge. This is because those who pursue an
alternative world view should thoroughly comprehend the essence and
content of the dominant view. They should critically observe the con-
tributions of the “Other” with an eye on introducing their own
alternative contribution. Considering paradigm debates leads, in fact,
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to the identification of the elements of homogeneity in a certain disci-
pline and determines the prevalent degree of consensus on its scope,
themes, values, and rules.?

Regarding the characteristics and sources of the two epistemes, |
refer to Abdelwahab Elmessiri, Mona Abul-Fadl, and Ahmet Davu-
toglu. In “The Figh of Bias,” Elmessiri perceives episteme as a set of
implicit and explicit values embedded in the means of thinking and
research. These values indicate human biases and personal inclina-
tions and are, in turn, the result of a conscious (or unconscious)
selection process where some values are embraced and others are
excluded. Elmessiri believes that epistemes influence individual behav-
ior, societal attitudes, and knowledge production. He uses an inductive
and comparative methodology to gradually convey this definition to
scholars and students so as to uncover “biases of science,” or the sub-
jectivity of theorizing. By discussing three sets of everyday life scenes
from different parts of the world, he draws the attention to three impor-
tant aspects of the impact of epistemic differences: the influence of
civilizational values on individual behavior; the dominance of the
Western civilizational societal patterns; and the bias in favor of a
materialist episteme against a normative non-positivist, non-material-
ist one.’ In a materialist episteme, the whole universe (including man
and nature) turns into material objects, with no sanctity or sacredness,
as interests and utility become the ultimate goals. The materialist
episteme stands in stark contrast to an alternative value driven, non-
positivist, non-materialist episteme.

Elmessiri defines the characteristics of the Western episteme as fol-
lows: It is a rationalist, materialist, and utilitarian episteme. It upholds
the materialist monism doctrine, which started by advocating that man
is the center of the universe and then moved on to claim that man and
nature are identical, as both are subject to a linear evolution process
that pursues equilibrium and moves constantly forward on a non-
reversible track.® Elmessiri notes that this materialist episteme declared
the death of God in the name of man, then the death of man in the name
of the unity of nature. This episteme knows no sacred and no absolute,
it knows no telos but pleasure and utility. It glorifies the material to the
detriment of man. It favors the public over the private, the tangible and
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quantitatively measurable over the qualitative, and the rationalist/
objective over the subjective.

When Elmessiri’s work on “The Figh of Bias” was published in
1992, he utilized the depiction “Western” episteme. At that time, the
dominant episteme in the West was the positivist, secular, and material-
ist episteme indeed. However, since the late 1980s, a critical perspective
had been gradually making its way to social theory, political science,
and international relations (as will be discussed later on).” By calling the
materialist, positivist episteme “Western,” Elmessiri seemed to be
ignoring the outcomes of the revisionist attempts that had originated
from within the West itself. It is worth noting that although these
attempts have generated a non-materialist normative tendency critical
of positivism, they remain in fact confined to a secular world view, and
it is only over the last two decades that they have begun to become
influential.® Elmessiri’s conception of bias was criticized for neglecting
the Western revisions of the subjectivity/objectivity problematic. It was
also criticized for not offering an alternative perspective. However, his
later contributions, reflecting on the concept of “the human,” would
provide the missing alternative from an Islamic perspective.?

Therefore, one might argue that Mona Abul-Fadl’s preoccupation
with contrasting epistemes (almost coinciding with Elmessiri’s preoc-
cupation with bias in the early 1990s) was a more balanced and inte-
grated contribution. Abul-Fadl’s attempt at “contrasting epistemics” —
without labelling one as Western and the other as Islamic — had its
significance for political analysis as follows: Abul-Fadl’s approach of
contrasting epistemes mainly focused on re-identifying the detailed
characteristics of contemporary social theory in search of alternative
perspectives to the dominant discourse. To Abul-Fadl, the contrasting
epistemes refer to the Islamic tawhidi* episteme and the abstract secu-
larist or “humanistic/naturalistic” episteme, where tawhid refers to the
assertion of the oneness of God. The components of both epistemes
constitute, in turn, a ground for two historically adjacent cultural
types. The median-culture type represents a type where contrasts meet
around a balance that regulates the relations between the whole and the
part, the absolute and the relative, the static and the dynamic. The oscil-
lating culture type dominates social theory, oscillating between spirit
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and matter, without having objective guiding principles or being able
to reach a point of equilibrium.**

In her approach, Abul-Fadl attempts to overcome the typical stereo-
type that advocates a complete dichotomy and an inevitable confronta-
tion between a superior classical Evangelical West (Greek —Roman and
Jewish — Christian) and an inferior Muslim East. Therefore, Abul-Fadl
stresses the complex relationship between normative cultural systems
and historical civilizational groups or types. She considers the twinning
between the historical West and the oscillating culture type to be tem-
porary and accidental, neither necessary nor authentic. This explains
why Abul-Fadl abstains from using the term “Western” to describe the
secularist, humanistic episteme. By the same token, societies that
happen to exist within the Islamic civilizational basin and to have
historically belonged to the median culture type, have been formed
according to fundamental principles that can be understood and
adopted by other societies as well. Hence, a correlation between the
median culture type and the historical Islamic society endures only as
long as this organic bond between the fundamental principles of the
episteme and the society remains intact, and vice versa.

Understanding this flexible relationship between the original ideal
model and the historical real-life model makes the overriding of histori-
cal dichotomies and stereotyped polarization possible. Dichotomies
and polarization are serving nothing but deepening disputes, confiscat-
ing history, and limiting the chances and potentials of liberty and
responsibility.

Ahmet Davutoglu, while sharing the same epistemological stance of
Mona Abul-Fadl, adopts also a critical attitude towards political
science. His work provides a comparative analysis of Islamic and
Western epistemes, revealing, thereby, the different influences that
these two epistemes have on the construction of concepts and com-
parative theories in social sciences in general, and in political science in
particular.’> He compares the two epistemes in terms of sources and
characteristics. According to Davutoglu, the positivist epistemology is
based on the basic assumption that man is the master of the universe
and its most important element. This epistemology stimulated the
emergence of philosophies advocating the centrality of man in the
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universe and the centrality of nature; philosophies that were influenced
by the ideas of Aristotle, Locke, and Kant on knowledge and reason
leading to the outbreak of another epistemological-normative-social
revolution in social and political theories. The outcome has been a com-
prehensive secularization of knowledge, life, thought, and science, and
the dominance of the philosophy of individualism; a philosophy that
upholds the hegemony of human will over the universe. This philos-
ophy denies the existence of a transcendental will; a belief that is core to
the Islamic sources of knowledge.

Davutoglu believes that, unlike the Islamic episteme, secularization
stimulates inner conflicts and contradictions that ruin man’s inner
equilibrium. In the Islamic episteme, there is only one God and, hence,
one truth and one life. This belief promotes solid inner consistency sup-
ported by the coherence between the theory of knowledge and the
Hereafter, on the one hand, and between values, sociology, and politi-
cal science, on the other. Therefore, the Islamic perspective’s refusal of
the separation between ontology, epistemology, and axiology achieves
inner consistency that rejects secularized thought, life, and science.

Davutoglu’s main hypothesis maintains that conflict and discrep-
ancies between the Islamic and Western thought are not a result of mere
historical differences. They are mainly the outcome of their different
philosophical, methodological, and theoretical backgrounds, attribu-
table to their different worldviews with their various ontological,
epistemological, and axiological aspects.

Considering this view, the epistemological foundation of social
sciences explains how Western academic production is neither objec-
tive nor universal; that is because it reflects a set of epistemological
biases. Academic production departing from any other episteme is no
exception and the Islamic paradigm is indeed not an exception either.
Hence, Western and Islamic academic production differ because their
epistemological backgrounds differ. Scholarly interest in the epistemo-
logical aspects of social and political sciences began in the early 1980s
in Western and Islamic academic circles, however, it has not been until
the fourth great debate that it started to become visible within the
Western academic circles of IR."3

Since the early 1980s, the “Islamization of Knowledge” project has
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focused on contrasting epistemes, because criticizing Western thought
in its entirely and its epistemological foundations was a basic step
towards the foundation of Islamic social sciences.’* Mona Abul-Fadl
built on these efforts to introduce an Islamic Civilizational Paradigm in
political science.s

The purpose of this methodological introduction is not the mere
acknowledgement of the existence of contrasting epistemes or the rec-
ognition of their general impact. Rather, intended is also to reflect on
the possibilities of theorizing from comparative paradigms that have
different epistemological backgrounds, and to consider where to place
these paradigms in the discipline of IR, which is currently witnessing its
fourth debate that is distinguished, among other things, by an episte-
mological debate between positivist and critical schools of IR (as will be
further elaborated on in the third part of this study).¢

2.2 THE IMPACT OF EPISTEMOLOGICAL
DIFFERENCES ON THEORIZING

The impact of epistemological differences on the theoretical study of
political science and IR can be summarized as follows:

a) Epistemological differences have an impact on the very concept of
science, and its sources, methods, and tools. They also have an
impact on the concepts of objectivity, neutrality, and the role of
values in science and the boundaries of the word “scientific.” This
impact shows clearly in two of the four great debates of IR: the
debate of behavioralism versus traditionalism, and the debate of
positivism versus reflectivism. It also manifests itself in the rise of a
comparative Islamic Civilizational Paradigm.

b) Epistemological differences explain differences between paradigms,
or between “analytical models,” as designated by Elmessiri.’”
They also explain the rise of new critical post-positivist theoretical
approaches that counter the dominant positivist paradigms.®
Positivists and post-positivists disagree over epistemological points
of departure, the dialectic of power and knowledge, and the purpose
and role of science.
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¢) Comparative or contrasting concepts are key manifestations of the
difference between the Western positivist, partial, reductionist, and
materialist episteme, on the one hand, and the normative, compre-
hensive, and ethical episteme (including an Islamic one), on the
other hand. Concepts are basic elements in the construction of theo-
retical and intellectual paradigms, acting as reservoirs of values and
means of intellectual exchange. It is precisely for this reason that the
inaccurate use of concepts can lead to intellectual miscommunica-
tion. Also, concepts have their general civilizational context; that is,
they reflect the prevalent understanding of the human being and
their role in the universe, the acknowledged ways of knowledge
acquisition, and the sources of this knowledge, be they reality or
divine revelation.™

Here, I will focus on important conclusions drawn by Abul-Fadl,
Elmessiri, and Davutoglu.

According to Abul-Fadl, the oscillating culture type associates con-
cepts of matter and cause with tangible scientific experiences, exclud-
ing metaphysics and celebrating reason. Ethical knowledge, if not
reachable as “scientific knowledge,” is simply discarded as passionate
dogma of no significant scientific value. Consequently, social sciences
concluded that conflict is the principal driving mechanism of social
order (psychologically, economically, and politically).>°

According to the oscillating culture type, the concept of conflict is
based on hegemony, dominance, and submission. This type regards
power as a core value and a life goal, and conflict as driven by either
material interests or utilitarian idealism. However, conflicts are not
terminated once these interests are achieved, because conflict is a per-
manent state and a basic feature of natural and social orders.

In the median culture type, the concept of conflict is differently
constructed. That type, however, does not express an idealistic view on
eternal universal harmony. Rather, it admits that tadafu‘ (repellence)
and positive deterrence correct the imbalances in social order and drive
it back towards equilibrium. Deterrence is the value, and tadafu‘ is a
temporary situation; a means and not an end. Tadafu‘ is a Qur’anic
term that refers to all kinds of opposite social interactions that lead to
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mobility; to adjustments or changes in positions. Tadafu* serves the
function of bringing social systems back to just equilibrium and, hence,
guarantees the continuation of life on earth.

Based on this, the concept of tolerance also has contrasting connota-
tions in the two cultural types. In the oscillating culture, human
differences stimulate conflicts and necessarily lead to confrontation
and disputes, thus belittling universal ideals of diversity, pluralism, and
interdependence. Conflict outweighs other core societal values such as
liberty, individualism, and tolerance. By contrast, the median culture
recognizes human differences, diversity, and interdependence as legit-
imate and essential. It advocates diversity in accordance with tawhid as
a comprehensive view of human being, universe, life, as well as the ori-
gin of cognitive, belief, and value systems (dominated by the values of
tawhid), ‘umran (promoting growth and prosperity on earth),>" and
tazkiyyah (self-righteousness).** The tawhidi philosophical anthropol-
ogy stems from diversity and difference within the framework of unity
and interconnectedness.

As for Elmessiri, the concept of “progress” is a very important prod-
uct of the Western episteme. It is the main pillar of the modern
materialist (Western) episteme and is considered by the modern West-
ern civilization as the final end and referral point. The defining feature
of the concept of progress, as produced by the Western episteme, is that
it refers to a linear, one-way, universal process that is inevitable and
unstoppable, presuming the prevalence of a single human history
(rather than a shared humanity among different civilizations and
diverse histories). Therefore, what fits a certain civilizational or histori-
cal formation is necessarily suitable for all other formations. Western
societies are the culmination of this universal process of progress,
where human knowledge grows and accumulates to increase human
control of the surrounding environment.>

Elmessiri criticizes this conception as it lacks any profound refer-
ence to teleology; lacks any reflection on the purpose of progress or
lacks any ethical content. By being self-referential, progress sets itself as
its own reference, means, and end. Augmenting utility and maximizing
pleasure are the only criteria of progress, taking no account of ethical
and religious particularities. According to Elmessiri, this conception
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sets progress as a natural global law and the West as the most advanced
civilization in the world. But the most serious consequences of accept-
ing this conception are the recognition of Western superiority,
universality, and morality as a fact, and the endorsement of the West-
ern episteme and civilizational experience as the ideal model. This
recognition and endorsement lead to the generalization of theories and
concepts in various sciences, especially social sciences, without con-
sideration of cultural particularities, thus excluding the non-Western
Other from any scientific or historical records.

As for Ahmet Davutoglu, he asserts that secularism has a long his-
tory in Western civilization, yet it has been subject to reformulations
over centuries. The epistemological and axiological nexus between
Western civilization and secularism has influenced the evolution of
ideas, theories, and political institutions. It has had its ramifications on
Western political science, particularly what concerns the justification
for the existence and purpose of political regimes (also international
relations). It also affected the evolution of Western views, especially the
view of the state as a divine institution, and the adherence to secularism
in defense of the state’s autonomy against the Church, leading event-
ually to the emergence of the concept of “nation-state”; a concept that
stands in stark contrast to the idea of the Islamic state.

Davutoglu argues that the state of nature was used to justify the
existence of the state and other political and social orders. He perceives
this justification as the outcome of the centrality of nature to empirical
knowledge, and the dominance of the humanistic and secular tendency
in dealing with knowledge and the essence of science and existence.
Davutoglu believes that Islamic axiological normativism is central to
Islamic political theorizing and a reflection of the tawhidi episteme,
thus playing a significant role in the justification for the existence and
purpose of the state. He regards this comparison between the two epi-
stemes as representing politically significant theoretical and cultural
endeavors. The Western challenge to the Islamic civilization is not a
matter of alternative entities and institutions being created or a certain
historical formation being challenged, but a challenge to a comprehen-
sive world view that is capable of generating an alternative political
culture so long as the epistemological, ontological, and political aspects
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remain interconnected in culture, as well as in social and political
conceptions.

This previous analysis provides tools to critically analyze many
dichotomies that emerged as an outcome of the dominance of a single
episteme: reason/revelation, matter/value, science/religion, constant/
variable, part/whole, relative/absolute, man/nature, man/God, objec-
tivity/bias, and universality/particularity. These epistemological dicho-
tomies have their ontological and methodological implications on
theorizing and science. In fact, putting these dichotomies under scru-
tiny, by attempting to develop them into integrated systems, defies the
accounts of the uniqueness and universality of this positivist methodol-
ogy, and falsifies the claims labeling it as scientific, objective, and
unbiased.

But if multiple epistemes exist, epistemological biases must arise.
Bias is inevitable and does not contradict the “scientific” nature of
social sciences and humanities. Therefore, not only can we criticize the
dominant positivist episteme’s claims to universality, hegemony, and
sole validity, but we can also introduce a comparative, or alternative,
theoretical contribution in social sciences that originates from an epi-
steme that is critical and opposite of positivism. This happened already
during the epistemological revision experienced by the discipline in the
late 1980s. Still, how does an Islamic critique of positivism differ from a
normative, yet secular, critique of positivism? An answer will be
delivered in Part I of this study. Here, I will sum up the conclusions of
my methodological introduction:

o Theorizing can be hierarchically ranked from top to bottom as
follows: episteme (pre-method), paradigm (guiding model), theory,
and research method.

o The (systemic) relationship between the epistemological, ontologi-
cal, and methodological aspects differs from one paradigm to the
other. For instance, different definitions of power and its essence
influence the patterns of power distribution and how power rela-
tions are managed and for what purpose.

e The existence of multiple and diverse civilizational paradigms is
traceable to the existence of multiple epistemes.
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e The multiplicity of paradigms explains the existence of different
theories on the same topic, be they theories from within the same
episteme or from different comparative, contrasting, and compet-
itive epistemes.

e Any paradigm can study whatever phenomena by resorting to
systematic scientific methods or tools, because being “scientific” is
not a monopoly of behavioralism and positivism. Paradigms offer
different explanations of results, but also different understandings
of “science” depending on their epistemological differences. There-

2

fore, social sciences do not produce “facts,” science is a process
laden with implicit and explicit biases, and comparison and cumu-
lative criticism are the bases of every new trend in science. Hence,
scientific methods are expected to minimize, but not to eliminate,

the effects of bias.

It follows that this study is principally concerned with finding
answers to some main questions: How should we teach and conduct
research to address novelty in the discipline and in reality? This concern
is shared by many scholars and has been repeatedly expressed via vari-
ous approaches in all the subfields of political science. Theorizing is
basically a Western effort that is undergoing a phase of transformation
and crisis. How should we comprehend that? And how is an Egyptian
school of political science expected to take part in this transformation?
Why isn’t there an Arab discipline of political science? And what about
an Islamic civilizational paradigm?

For clarification, I refer to two different perspectives that can be
found in one of the publications of the Department of Political Science
at Cairo University.>* Chapters of this published book were written in
the aftermath of the American aggression on Afghanistan and Iraq that
has had vast repercussions on the world order and on our Arab region.
Here again, I assert the connection between theory and reality.

On the one hand, Mostafa Elwi analyzed the crisis of theorizing in
IR, and he affirmed that the discipline was basically Western, and that
theorizing was only a tool for understanding ongoing events but did not
precede action in any way. Elwi denied the existence of non-Western
theories of IR and argued that other non-Western cultural paradigms
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had not crystallized yet. He also stated that IR Theory was mainly an
achievement of the Western mind and admitted that although diversity
and multiplicity had been characteristic of our world, this diversity was
not reflected in theorizing as should had been.>s

On the other hand, Heba Raouf emphasized that new trends in
social theory, along with transformations in the types of phenomena
studied by political scientists, required a paradigm shift in order to reas-
sess the boundaries, scope, and content of political science.*® Yet, this
shift had to be needs-based, because developing a national academic
theoretical framework that criticized the dominant international
(Western-centric) production was not an end per se, but a means for
change. Raouf argued that it was the real context, rather than pure the-
oretical research, that stimulated the need for conceptual change for
concepts to be able to serve as an effective means to change. She raised
several questions: How could theory change reality into a more just and
free world? How could we develop our own perspective and introduce
it globally as our own contribution to political theory? How could we
manage to develop a critical perspective that redefined “the political”
and opened up a space for research projects, methods, and issues that
could benefit our Ummah and assist it in overcoming its crises? Raouf
raised many questions and called for an answer from a national school
concerned with the development of pedagogy and scholarship in politi-
cal science. Raouf putit this way: “This demonstrates how important it
is to have multiple and novel perspectives and schools, [...] so that the
content of what they (the students) study becomes expressive of the
new world they live in [...] and for us to be proactive and not just to
wait for some post-modern schools here or there to instruct us on how
to tailor theoretical studies to fit them for our own societies.”*”

NOTES
1. Seeforexample: Elmessiri, “Figh al-Tahayuz” [Figh of Bias]; Hamid

Abd al-Majid, Al-Wazifah al-*Aqidiyyab li al-Dawlab al-Islamiyyah
[The Religious Function of Islamic State] (Cairo: Dar Al-Tawzi® Al-

27



DEEANCE S

NADIA MOSTAFA

Islamiyyah, 1993), pp. 23-48; Saif AbdelFattah, “Bina’ ‘Ilm Siyasah
Islami” [Constructing an Islamic Political Science], in Silsilat Bubiith
Siyasiyyab [Political Research Series] (Cairo University: Centre for
Political Research and Studies, 1988); Nasr Arif, “Muqadimah”
[Introduction], in Qadaya al-Manhajiyyab fi al--Uliam al-Islamiyyab wa
al-Ijtima‘iyyab [Issues of Methodology in Islamic and Social Sciences],
ed. Nasr Arif (Cairo: International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996),
pp- 7-15; Mona Abul-Fadl, “Islamization as a Force of Global Cultural
Renewal: Relevance of Tawhidi Episteme to Modernity,” The American
Journal of Islamic Social Sciences 5,n0. 2 (December 1988): p. 163;
Mona Abul-Fadl, “Paradigms in Political Science Revisited,” pp. 1-15;
Mona Abul-Fadl, “Contemporary Social Theory: Towards Tawhidi
Projections in the Principles of Theorization and the Need for an
Alternative,” Islamiyyat Al-Ma‘rifah 2,no. 6 (September 1996):

pp- 69-109; Ahmet Davutoglu, “Al-Falsafah al-Siyasiyyah” [Political
Philosophy], in Hadha Huwa al-Islam [ This is Islam], trans. Ibrahim al-
Bayoumi Ghanem (Cairo: Maktabat al-Shuriiq al-Dawliyyah, 2006).
See for example: Milja Kurki and Colin Wight, “International Relations
and Social Sciences,” in Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki, and Steve Smith, eds.,
International Relations Theories: Discipline and Diversity, 3rd ed.
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), pp.14-3 5.

Abul-Fadl, “Paradigms in Political Science Revisited,” pp. 1-15.
Elmessiri, “Figh al-Tahayuz,” pp. 61-77.

Ibid, pp. 24-55.

Ibid, pp. 56-60.

The second part of this paper addresses the epistemological aspects of
the Western critical approaches that criticized the positivist episteme.
One of the foundations of the “IR in Islam” project in the late 1980s was
recalling of values and norms, and the search for non-Western para-
digms in the discipline. This was manifested in one of the constitutive
studies of the project.

Elmessiri, “ Al-Namadhaj al-Ma‘rifiyyah al-Idrakiyyah wa al-
Tahliliyyah” [Cognitive and Analytical Paradigms], in Al-Manhajiyyah
al-Islamiyyab [Islamic Methodology|, Ahmad-Fouad Basha et al., eds.,
vol. 2 (Cairo: Markaz al-Dirasat al-Ma‘rifiyyah wa Dar al-Islam, 2010),

pp-795-816.

28



IO.

II.

I2.

13.

14.

15.

Approaching the Discipline of International Relations

The term tawhid (here in the adjectival form, tawhidi) refers to the
Islamic monotheistic concept meaning “the indivisible oneness of God.”
Abul-Fadl, “Contemporary Social Theory,” pp. 69-109.

See: Davutoglu, “Al-Falsafah al-Siyasiyyah”; Davutoglu, “Al-
Namadhaj al-Ma‘rifiyyah al-Islamiyyah wa al-Gharbiyyah: Tahlil
Mugaran” [Islamic and Western Paradigms: A Comparative Analysis],
Islamiyyat al-Ma‘rifab 6, no. 22 (October 2000): pp. 11-34. The two
sources are translated to Arabic from the English publication of his work
Alternative Paradigms: The Impact of Islamic and Western
Weltanschauungs on Political Theory (Lanham, MD: University Press of
America, 1994), which is based on his PhD dissertation (in German).
See for example: Ralph Pettman, Reason, Culture, Religion: The
Metaphysics of World Politics (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2004).
See for example: Fathi Malkawi, ed., Nahi Nizam Ma‘rifi Islami
[Towards and Islamic Episteme] (Amman: International Institute of
Islamic Thought, 2000); Mohammed Amezian, Al-Manbhaj al-ljtima‘t:
Bayn al-Wad‘iyyab wa al-Mi“yariyyab [Social Methods: Between
Positivism and Normativism| (Herndon, VA: International Institute of
Islamic Thought, 1981); Louay Safi, The Foundation of Knowledge: A
Comparative Study in Islamic and Western Methods of Inquiry
(Malaysia: International Islamic University and International Institute
of Islamic Thought, 1996); Nasr Arif, “Taqdim” [Introduction], in
Qadaya al-Manhajiyyab [Issues of Methodology|, ed. Nasr Arif,

pp. 7-15; Elmessiri, “Al-Namadhaj al-Ma‘rifiyyah al-Idrakiyyah wa al-
Tahliliyyah,” 2:795-816.

See preamble of Nadia M. Mostafa etal., Fi Tajdid al-Uliam al-
Ijtima‘iyyah: Bina’ Mangir Ma‘rifi Hadari (Al-Kbhibrab wa al-Fikrah)
[On Renewing the Social Sciences: Constructing a Civilizational
Epistemological Paradigm (Idea and Experience)] (Cairo: Civilization
Center for Political Studies, 2016). See also Nadia Mostafa, “Bina’ al-
Manzir al-Hadari fial-‘Ulam al-Ijtima“‘iyyah wa al-Insaniyyah”
[Constructing a Civilizational Paradigm in the Social Sciences and
Humanities], in Al-Tahawwiil al-Ma‘rifi wa al-Taghiyir al-Hadari:
Qira’ab fi Mangimat Fikr Muna Abii al-Fadl |[Epistemological
Transformation and Civilizational Change: A Perusal of Mona Abul-
Fadl's Thought], ed. Nadia Mostafa et al. (Cairo: Civilization Center for
Political Studies, 2ot 1), pp. 21-77.

29



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

27.

NADIA MOSTAFA

See for example: Dunne, Kurki, and Smith, eds., International Relations
Theory: Discipline and Diversity; Elmessiri, “ Al-Namadhaj al-Marifiy-
yah al-Idrakiyyah wa al-Tahliliyyah,” 2:795-816.

Elmessiri, “ Al-Namadhaj al-Ma‘rifiyyah al-Idrakiyyah wa al-
Tahliliyyah,” 2:795-816.

See: Dunne et al., International Relations Theory: Discipline and
Diversity; Viotti and Kauppi, International Relations Theory: Realism,
Pluralism, Globalism and Beyond, p. 2.

Ibrahim al-Bayoumi Ghanem et al., Bina’ al-Mafahim: Dirasabh Ma‘rifiy-
yah wa Namadhij Tatbiqiyyah | Construction of Concepts: An
Epistemological Study and Applied Examples] (Cairo: International
Institute of Islamic Thought, 1998).

Abul-Fadl, “Contemporary Social Theory”; see also a thorough analysis
in Mona Abul-Fadl, “Naht Manhajiyyah li al-Ta‘amul ma“ Masadir al-
Tanzir al-Islami: Bayn al-Mugadimat wa al-Mugawanat” [Towards an
Islamic Methodology of Dealing with Sources of Islamic Theorizing:
Between Introductions and Capabilities], in Al-Manhajiyyab al-Islamiy-
yah,no. 13 (Cairo: International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1996).
Social and economic development.

Purification of the self.

Elmessiri, “Figh al-Tahayuz” [The Figh of Bias], pp. 74-77.

See Nadia Mostafa, ed., ‘Ilm al-Siyasah: Muraja‘at Nazriyyah wa
Manbhajiyyab [Political Science: Theoretical and Methodological
Revisions] (Cairo University: Department of Political Science, 2004).
Mostafa Elwi, “Al-Harb ‘ala al-Traq wa Azmat al-Tanzir fial-‘Alaqat
al-Dawliyyah” [The War on Iraq and the Crisis of Theorizing in
International Relations], in ‘Ilm al-Siyasah: Muraja‘at Nazriyyah wa
Manbhajiyyah [Political Science: Theoretical and Methodological
Revisions], ed., Nadia Mostafa (Cairo University: Department of
Political Science, 2004), p. 324.

Heba Raouf Ezzat, “I‘adat Ta‘rif al-Siyasi” [Redefining the Political], in
Ilm al-Siyasah: Muraja‘at Nazriyyah wa Manhajiyyab [Political
Science: Theoretical and Methodological Revisions], ed., Nadia
Mostafa (Cairo University: Department of Political Science, 2004),

pp. 413-422.

Ibid., pp. 421-422.

30



PARTII
THE PARADIGM DEBATES:

FROM DOMINANT PARADIGMS TO
THE CRISISOF THE DISCIPLINE

31






INTRODUCTION

THE CONCEPT OF CHANGE, WHAT CONSTITUTES IT, WHAT IS ITS
NATURE, HAS BEEN A KEY ASPECT OF IR DEBATE. The end of the twen-
tieth century witnessed IR Theory literature capturing much more
significant analysis of change than it had done during the early decades
of the century. Specifically, the paradigm debates approach demon-
strated that IR as a discipline was both dynamic and responsive to
international changes and global transformations. During its early
days and subsequent evolution IR remained strongly concerned with
issues of war/conflict and peace in connection to the great powers, and
preoccupied with addressing two specific questions: How to define
international relations? And how to study them?

Theoretical literature, including that of the founding Western
schools, attests to the fact that continuous change is the only invariable
aspect of international relations and of IR theories. In other words, IR
history is marked by scholarly disputes across various successive para-
digms, with debates developed in parallel with and in response to
various dimensions of global change. This connection further demon-
strates the significance of the paradigm debates approach. The compet-
ing nature of the paradigms, with one or other dominating, and/or the
emergence of new paradigms, are all indicators of IR responding to
either a state of stability or a state of change and transformation in
international and global affairs.

This study does not intend to delve deeply into the details of para-
digm debates in terms of either content (agents, actors, processes,
issues, and the relationship between internal and external aspects) or
methods of research. The aim here is to map major paradigms; to trace
the phases and essence of the evolution of the debates between them;
and to describe the state of the debates since the end of the Cold War till
the current phase of theorizing (also sometimes referred to as the crisis
of the discipline). In other words, this part of the study focuses on the
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problem of monopoly versus diversity, and the position of the episte-
mological and geographical non-Western Other in the theorizing
process, thus questioning the validity of claims advocating the univer-
sality of IR Theory.

The major phases of the evolution of Western theorizing can be
summed up as follows:

e The dominant Western positivist realist paradigm as a starting point
of an epistemological essence.

e A growing rivalry between the realist paradigm and other positivist
paradigms.

» Ontological, theoretical, and methodological revisions emerging
from within Western academic centers. These revisions reached
their peak after the end of the Cold War, leading IR to be designated
as a discipline in crisis.

o The rise of Western and non-Western critical revisions in the first
two decades of the twenty-first century.

Here, I put my methodological introduction to the test and I exam-
ine whether the discipline of IR has witnessed a division, a crisis, or
rather diversity. These three terms are not synonymous, and each one
of them carries specific implications for the essence, origins, and role of
science. My analysis in the following part will tackle three issues: the
three great debates; the repercussions of the end of the Cold War on
theorizing in IR; and the characteristics of the great debates and their
significance to the state of IR.
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3
THETHREE GREAT DEBATES:
FROMDOMINANT PARADIGMS TO COMPETING PARADIGMS

A close examination of the history of the discipline reveals that Western
theorizing in IR has evolved from the initial phase characterized by the
existence of dominant paradigms, throughout the three great debates,
to the phase of competing paradigms (the inter-paradigm debate),
characterized by the absence of a dominant paradigm.* The rise of
major paradigms in IR has eventually coincided with transformations
in the world order, including the interwar period, post-WWII times,
and post-Cold War era. The Western perspectives on international
relations since the beginning of the twentieth century until the end of
the Cold War have developed throughout different phases: diplomatic
history; political idealism during the interwar period; realism in the
post-WWII period; behavioralism in the 1960s; and post-behavioral-
isminthe 1970sand 198o0s.

Alongside the three major paradigms (realism, liberalism, and
behavioralism), Marxism is considered a fourth major paradigm.
Great debates took place between consecutive dominant perspectives
of IR during the transitional periods from one phase to another. The
three great debates are: (a) Idealism versus traditional realism in the late
1930s and early 1940s, (b) Realism versus liberalism in the 1970s, then
realism versus Marxism in the 1980s, and (c) Traditionalism versus
behavioralism (1960s and 1970s). While the first two debates focused
on the content of major assumptions and hypotheses of each paradigm
(What?) (such thematic and ontological aspects as the drivers of inter-
national relations, actors, issues and processes, and the relationship
between internal and external aspects), the third debate focused on
methods (How?).

Theoretical literature used different vocabulary to map these
debates: paradigm, image, and perspective.> More importantly, the
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impact of global changes on the different perspectives remained ident-
ifiable in the conclusions or introductions of academic research papers
and the impact of viewing complex and sophisticated international and
global phenomena from multiple perspectives remained noticeable as
well.

A dominant paradigm in a specific period reflects the nature and
features of international relations during this period; hence, a new
paradigm arises as a reaction to critiques directed at the precedent
dominant paradigm that prevailed during a different international con-
text. Dominant paradigms are usually criticized for their failure to offer
valid descriptions of and concrete explanations for new international
phenomena.

Three major events marked great-power interactions in the twen-
tieth century: WWI, WWIL, and the end of bipolarity without an armed
fight. Three major questions were often raised in this context: Is it a
new era? What is its impact on theory? Did theory in any way affect, or
atleast predict, the big event? In fact, answers to these questions always
revolved around great power politics, namely relations between the
rival Western centers of power. During the early phases of this
discussion, other non-Western actors (the South, the Third World)
were neither mentioned in this discussion nor invited to it, despite
claims of universality of the discipline. Afterwards, however, a 