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The Anthropomorphic Fallacy in International Relations Theory and
Practice

Por Carlos Escudé
Investigador Principal del CONICET y
Director del Centro de Estudios Internacionalegy d
Educacion para la Globalizacién (CEIEG),
Universidad del CEMA, Buenos Aires.

ABSTRACT

A headline of the Venezuelean daiyNacionalista published June 16, 2008, read:
“Venezuela se negd a seguir de rodillas ante laps@ones del gobierno
norteamerican A few weeks before, on May 8, president Hugo w&zhimself had
said that Venezuela “would not watch crossed-arnt&dénezuela no se quedara de
brazos cruzadd} while Bolivia was driven into territorial desiegration by imperialist
forces.The image of Venezuela with her arms crossed ibsvenliness and
negligence, whilst the image of it on its kneekumiliating. They both generate
outrage and the need to set things “right”. Thisrisy an example of the often
unnoticed practical and theoretical consequencésecdinthropomorphic language we
all use when referring to states in terms of (faaraple) "weak" and "strong" actors
who "suffer”, are "honored", are "humiliated”, hayeide" and aspire to "glory". This
language obscures the fact that, oftentimes, wheeak state challenges a strong one at
a great cost to itself, we are not witnessing ao epcourage (as might be the case
when a weak individual challenges a strong ond)rdther the sacrifice of the interests,
welfare and sometimes even the lives of multituafgsoor people, to the vanity of their
elite. The very fact that this is being obscurezkbs the value structure of international
relations theory, which is not only not value-frbat often has totalitarian values
unintendedly built into it.

" NOTA: Las opiniones expresadas en este trabajaslbautor y no necesariamente reflejan las de la
Universidad del CEMA.



Introduction

This paper deals with the often unnoticed practaeceal theoretical consequences of the
anthropomorphic language that we all use whenniafgto states in terms of (for
example) "weak" and "strong" actors who "sufferg éhonored"”, are "humiliated",
have "pride" and aspire to "glory". Among other sequences, this language obscures
the fact that, oftentimes, when a weak state angéle a strong one at a great cost to
itself, we are not witnessing an epic of couragent@ht be the case when a weak
individual challenges a strong one), but ratherstherifice of the interests, the welfare
and sometimes even the lives of multitudes of peaple, to the vanity of their elite.
The very fact that this is being obscured biases/élue structure of international
relations theory, which is not only not value-frbat often has totalitarian values
unintendedly built into it.

Indeed, the development of international relatiass social science is made ever more
difficult (if not hopeless) because this is a figldvhich we are the prisoners of
language. The structure of language itself ofterrd@nes modes of thought that
condition our theoretical frameworks and their pplimplications in diverse ways, to
the point of placing a specifically linguistic litrto knowledge. For instance, it is
difficult to think without metaphors and analog{éke a state's "suffering"), yet

thinking with metaphors and analogies can eas#y ko fallacies with serious
unintended consequences

Indeed, when we speak of states we frequently engagrhat E.H. Carr has called "the
fiction of the group-person”, and as a consequence, unknowingly, we oftentadop
attitudes toward states and their policies thatldibe fitting for individuals but are
clearly unsuitable vis-a-vis institutions and goléns who are in turn responsible for
the rights and interests of individuals. This igetof first-rate theoreticians, politicians,
journalists, and the man-in-the-street alike: weagage, often unwittingly, in the
fiction of the group-person. Yet to deal with thats as if it were a person, abstracting
its relations with its citizens or subjects, isutintendedly incorporate a totalitarian bias
into theory. On the other hand, to highlight thiatien between a state and the
individuals under its care, avoiding the lattersbi@normously limits our modeling
capacity in interstate relations.

Nevertheless, | will argue that the modeling cayagénerated by the state-as-person
fiction leads to both theoretical fallacy and notive pitfalls. The state-as-person
fiction puts us in a frame of mind whereby we spoebusly tend to think of the
accumulation of state power within the interstafgtesm as the "natural” goal of states.
Looking at this phenomenon from a normative pofntiew, | argue that to some extent
this frame of mind has often fed back into the d@mbs of many an elite, becoming a
self-fulfilling prophecy. On the other hand, loogiat the same phenomenon from a
theoretical perspective, this frame of mind termdstiscure the empirical fact that the
major objective of states is often not the accutimeof state power within the
interstate system, but the maximization of citinezifare, or alternatively, the
consolidation of domestic power for a certain sitacture, elite or individual. The
natural flow of thought stemming from the statepasson fiction leads the mind away

YE.H. CarrThe Twenty Years' Crisisondon: Macmillan, 1962; page 149.



from the individuals to whose service the stataushbe dedicated, under liberal
democratic assumptions.

Needless to say, these three basic types of digetives can at times converge in
terms of what the adequate foreign policies neéaletheir successful implementation
might be, but this will not always be the case, aftentimes the policies needed to
maximize state power within the interstate systeighitrturn out to be the very opposite
of those needed to maximize citizen welfare. Onatier hand, all three types of state
objectives coexist in a state's policy agendajrmuitably one will dominate the others,
so that --for example-- the accumulation of stategr in the interstate system will
sometimes be subordinated to the quest for cithzfare, while sometimes it will be
the other way around. Obviously, the specific kifidelationship between these sets of
objectives in a state's policy agenda will be catedto a country's specific attributes:
its political system, its social structure, andoitditical culture, among others. To make
it even more complex, it is often impossible to sdych of these types of objectives
dominates a state's agenda, insofar as this ih¢ese be subject to flux.

Modeling hence becomes close to impossible wheaha@adon the simplistic premises
of the state-as-person fiction. Therefore, thetatt not, as has been previously
supposed, a convenient fiction that helps to maoesdity, but one that distorts reality
and our theoretical models of it, while it concamily becomes a self-fulfilling
prophecy that contributes to model reality in avpese way. Happily, the accumulation
of state power in the interstate system is notrewr has been the sole major priority
of states. Both the consolidation of domestic poavet the care of the citizens or
subjects under the care of a state have beenatlterrtypes of state objectives that
have competed with the accumulation of interstateqy as a state's primary objectives.
But, as already stated, this obvious fact has antiriues to be obscured by the state-as-
person fiction.

In turn, the anthropomorphic fallacy in interna@bnelations discourse is a linguistic
offshoot of the state-as-person fiction which igtiwg of attention and study. Even
though | will argue that it is well nigh impossilite avoid value judgements in the
construction of international relations theory, linguistic mechanism whereby we tend
to confuse the attributes and behavior of statéls thbse of individuals, as well as its
consequences for foreign policy and interstatdiogia, can be described and studied in
a value-free way. The anthropomorphic fallacy isiaiversal mechanism which has
not been explicitly pointed to in the literaturedao explore its causes and
consequences everywhere will enhance our undeiataotithe way the world works,
and might have significative theoretical conseqesras well.

Definition of the anthropomorphic fallacy

As has already been stated, the anthropomorphécyain international relations
discourse is a metaphor. Language is permeatedwégthphors, and it is almost
impossible to avoid their usage. An ad hoc clasadion of metaphors would include:

I. General metaphors (present in the structurarguage independently of the sphere
of specialization of a given discourse), and



II. Metaphors which are specific to the field ofemational relations, which can in turn
be subjected to a double classification. One diaaibn of specifically international
relations metaphors would include:

1. Organicist metaphors, which include both proparthropomorphic metaphors as
well as zoomorphic ones, and can in turn be suted/into:

a. those related with individual feelings (suchtamor"”, "pride", "dignity", etc.),
b. those related with parts of the human body pirit$ (such as "knees", "lips", "soul",
etc.), and

c. those otherwise related to the state-as-perstort.
2. Mechanicist metaphors (such as "bipolarity” |&dbae of power", "mechanisms",
etc.)?

On the other hand, a second classification of ninetiegpwould include:

1. Innocuous metaphors (a metaphor that helpsrtoepiualize through the comparison
of a concept or phenomenon with a more familiar, twoé lacking identifiable
emotional effects, as is the case of most mecltamwtaphors), and

2. Activating metaphors (metaphors with a poteribakmotional mobilization).

Given this ad hoc classification of the metaphorsfi in the discourse of international
relations, | will define the "anthropomorphic falld as an "activating organicist
metaphor". Thus, the anthropomorphic fallacy is ohseveral types of metaphors to be
found in the discourse of international relatidhss a metaphor which establishes a
comparison between a state and a living organisose/konstitutive elements (e.qg.
individual cells, arms, legs or feet) are essegtglbordinated to the whole and cannot
have a separate existence. As such, it has budtafitarian values. On the other hand,
it is as well a metaphor with a potential for thehilization of the loyalties and energies
of individual human beings.

Normative implications of the anthropomorphic fallacy

The calls for foreign policies based on nationarr", "pride", "dignity" or "glory"

are to be found, in certain conjunctures, in atisties. Obviously, concepts such as
honor, pride, dignity or glory refer to emotionallwes that are connected to an
individual's nervous system. One does not have hame feels honor. An individual
can feel honor, dignity or glory, but a collectimetity that is not endowed with a
nervous system of its own cannot. There is no shicly as "national” honor; in the best
of cases, there is only the sum of the "honorghefindividuals that make up a "nation"
or (more precisely) a country.

2 Maria Rosa Milos, a doctoral student at the Ursitgrof Belgrano, brought to my attention this
category of metaphors in international-relatiorscdurse.



The latter may not be a logically valid statemefi;ourse, if our assumption about the
"nation" is organicist, as is the case with sontalitarian ideologies. But if we do not
subscribe to totalitarian political values and wianprevent them from creeping
inadvertently into our thought, we must be awarthefessential fallacy of ascribing to
a "nation" qualities and feelings that are attrleé to individuals but not to aggregates
of individuals.

If we agree to reject organicist assumptions, themmust concede that the sacrifice of
material values necessary for the livelihood oéaple, to emotional values such as
those proposed by the anthropomorphic fallacy, tte call for foreign policies based

on values such as "national pride", "glory" or ‘ajreess") is:

1. Essentially elitist. The distribution of emotavalues is usually unequal (Khadaffi
probably enjoyed his challenges to the United Statere than the average Libyan), and
the distribution of the material sacrifices invalvie almost sure to be unequal. The
distribution of material values is also unequalcofirse. The difference lies in the fact
that because no one is fed with "dignity”, the netdeenefit obtained by the poorest
sectors of society from, for instance, a bettermential balance, is much more
important for these sectors, in terms of simplédgical survival and welfare, than the
modest share of nationalist pride that can acaukam from a foreign policy that is
willing to sacrifice material values for the sake'dignity”. Concomitantly, they will be
the ones to suffer most from the material pricel par that "dignity”. Honor, dignity,
glory and pride are inevitably more important feoge whose primary necessities are
well covered than for those who are hungry andeuttshelter, and the state is under
the obligation to serve both of these sectors oiesp fairly. The duels of honor of the
days of yore were basically an affair of gentlenmeot, of plebeians: generally speaking,
and unless they are hypnotized by indoctrinatiba,great masses had and continue to
have other urgencies, and policies designed to pi@these emotional values cater to
the vanity of the elites. This is not to say tlegyt serve only the vanity of the elite in
power. On the contrary, they frequently serve hbéhgovernment and the opposition
elite, and sometimes an aspiring counter-elite el and this is what makes it so
difficult to expose these policies as just anothied of class exploitation. This sort of
elitism is incurred in by elites of both the rigitd the left, under all sorts of social and
economic systems.

2. Consumerist. Such policies often lead, for eXagtp arms purchases that are made
at the expense of development projects, and tlagstiemore poverty and less power in
the future. Today's nationalist emotions are tomats additional subordination.

For both reasons given above, policies based oarttitgopomorphic fallacy are less
justifiable the poorer a country is. Yet empirigakkxtreme policies based on the
anthropomorphic fallacy that lead to great matesgarifices have often been adopted
by Third World countries (Libya, Iraq, Iran, Noiorea), and indeed in present days
the frequent invocation of values that emerge ftbenfallacy as a basis for policy is
much more frequent in the Third World than in thdustrialized West.

This was not always the case, of course. Untilmedecades, some of the foreign
policies of the countries of Western Europe hatkargrestige orientation (the German
expressioreine Prestige-fragbecame a bane of European foreign offices), aod su
foreign policies were justified with arguments tivaturred in the anthropomorphic



fallacy. In certain extreme cases, the anthropohiorfallacy became a metaphysical
fallacy: "eternal France", a cliché of educatioexitbooks and political discourse, is a
case in point.

Ultimately, the anthropomorphic fallacy and asswxgphenomena are finely-tuned
mechanisms used to mobilize irrational energig¢batervice of a "national” cause
(which is frequently only the cause of an elitey.Bferring to the collective entity to
which the individual belongs in language that enitical to that used to refer to the
individual's body, the sense of an identity ineoehly linked to the collective entity is
reinforced in very powerful terms. The collectivity "suffers"”, "kneels", is
"humiliated", is "glorified", "loves" its "childreh has "brethren", its provinces are each
others' "sisters", and territorial losses are pdipfeferred to as "dismemberments” (as
in the loss of a human arm or leg): these anthrapphic expressions are typical of the
contemporary Latin American political discoursed @atounded in nineteenth century
Western European literature, among several otimastiand places. Fed to citizens from
earliest childhood, they help to activate naticstadiemotions through the unconscious
identification of the collective entity with thedividual's own body. Later, when used
as a justification for policy, it is psychologicaNery difficult for the individual not to
accept a rationale which would be impeccablerigfierred to his/her own biological
body. The mechanism serves therefore to mesh vieéslef the individual and of the
collective entity into one and the same in thezeits' minds, facilitating mobilization
and making opposition to policy based on anthropgimic rhetoric appear ignoble and
criminal. Thus, the use of the masses for the mepof the elites is facilitated.

As already said, the poorer a country is, the grehe relevance of the costs of such
policies in terms of the welfare of the populacet ¥is self-evident argument is
usually obscured by the very power of the anthropminic fallacy, a power that is
enhanced by its widespread use for centuries, evene.

The historical origins of the anthropomorphic fallacy

This is interesting and paradoxical, because ttietifat "dignity” and other such
concepts are not attributes of collective entitiesof individual human beings and can
at times be at odds with the general interespnsething that became obscure in the
Modern Age, but that was clear to some ancienlizations. For instance, in his essay
about private life in the Roman Empire, Paul Vetglks us that:

Since public dignity was in truth private properitywas admitted that whoever
was elevated to public office should show it off defend it as legitimately as a
king defends his crown. No one thought of repraagi@aesar for crossing the
Rubicon, marching against his country and throwiingto civil war. The

Senate had attempted to curtail his dignity, ané$2a had made it known that
he preferred his dignity to everything, including life. Nor is it reasonable to
bIameSEI Cid for having killed the king's best setdn duel in order to save his
honor:

Likewise, in his essay about late antiquity, P8iewn tells us how, with the advent of
Christianity, the elites of the Roman Empire abamedbthe old sort of philanthropy that

3 p. Ariés and G. Duby (edsHijstoria de la Vida PrivadaBuenos Aires: Taurus 1990,; Vol. |, page 109.



had the objective of elevating the status of th#yr and thus excluded the very poor
from its benefits, and channeled their efforts talsahe latter. Christianized, the
Roman notable converted frgohilopatris (a lover of his native city) tphiloptéchoga
lover of the poor), in terms of his ethical ideagdlg

This substitution of a model of urban society tinaderlined the duty of the well-born
towards the status of their city (itself often reéel to in anthropomorphic terms), for
another based in the solidarity of the richer vigsathe poor, that took place towards
the second century A.D., illustrates to what extkatelitism of any discourse centered
on the emotional values related to the statuscollactive entity should be obvious.
Likewise, the greater compatibility of a more matkstic discourse (such as that of
early Christianity) with the ideal of social justishould be obvious too. But the private
character of the emotional benefits of policiesrgddowards values such as the
"dignity", "glory", "honor", "pride", etc., of calictive entities; the essential elitism that
underlies such policies; and the incompatibilityttedse policies with ideals of social
justice (especially in the case of countries wattyé masses of poor people), were all
obscured by the functionality acquired by the disse based on the anthropomorphic
fallacy with the emergence of "nation-states".

Indeed, the anthropomorphic fallacy would have maaleense in the medieval world.
Following John G. Ruggie's able synthesis in theext of a different discussidrthat
was a world in which:

1. There existed multiple titles to the same teryit generating "a patchwork of
overlapping and incomplete rights of governmentthia context of chains of lord-
vassal relationships.

2. Not only were there no clear boundaries betwegat would later become modern
states, but the concept of boundary made littlsesen

3. Its ruling class was continental and was ableaieel and take charge of government
from one extreme of Europe to another.

4. Property was not absolute but conditional, ¢agyvith it explicit social obligations.
On the other hand, authority was private, resigiagsonally in the holder of the
fiefdom.

5. There were "common bodies of law, religion anstom that expressed inclusive
natural rights pertaining to the social totalityrfeed by the constituent units". They
served the function of legitimizing this systenroie®

* In Ariés and Dubyop.cit pages 255-256 and 284.

® J.G. Ruggie, "Continuity and transformation in therld polity: toward a neorealist synthesis", irOR
Keohane, edNeorealism and its CriticdNew York: Columbia University Press, 1986, p. 14B.

® J.R. Strayer and D.C. Munrdhe Middle Agesath. edition, New York: Appleton-Century-Croft859,
p. 115; cf.Ruggie,op.cit. p.142.

1. Wallerstein,The Modern World System I: Capitalist Agriculturedathe Origins of the European
World Economy in the Sixteenth Centudew York: Academic Press, 1974, p. 32;X6. Ruggie op.cit.
p. 155, note 22.

% J.G. Ruggieop.cit.p. 143.



6. The constituent units of the system were coms@tleo be "municipal embodiments of
a universal community®.

Indeed, the medieval world was not "internatiorsaffiply because it made no sense to
speak of nations in that context, but it was fareriaclusive and universal than the
state system that followed. In the medieval warklthiis made no sense to
anthropomorphize a territorial unit that could alay be ruled by a prince from Aragén
and the next by a Burgundian duke; a territorial tirat might be the fiefdom of a ruler
who, in a different territorial setting, was thefier of the very prince of which he was
feoffee in the former. In such a world it made rase to engage in such metaphysical
metaphors as "eternal France", and it was perfémgigal that the coat of arms of the
English crown carry mottos in French or in any ofBeropean language. In such a
context, soldiers fought for their religion, foethking or prince, or for their very lives
and those of their kin, but not for their "fathexd# or "country”, which would have
been nonsensical concepts.

In contrast, the shift toward the modern stateesystnplied the "rediscovery from
Roman law of the concept of absolute property &dedstmultaneous emergence of
mutually exclusive territorial state formations'hiah gave a new, "modern" meaning
to the old concept of sovereigrifyThus, the medieval plural allegiances and
asymmetrical suzerainties tended to disappeahea$atchwork of overlapping and
incomplete rights of government" faded. In this wiag state, as an unambiguous
territorial unit, replaced the fief and the chamfisord-vassal relationships. The concept
of "nationhood" --the often fictitious link of cuite and kin between the people who
inhabit a territorial unit organized as a statelplkd to legitimize the new political
realities, to the extent that insofar as it is take unproblematic, the very concept of the
"nation-state" is, more than a theoretically usefscriptive category, an ideological
instrument for legitimization, and to some extese#-fulfilling prophecy as well.

Eventually, the modern state system and its majitin@zation instrument, the concept
of nationhood, became so hegemonic (in Gramscramshethat "nation-state" status is
automatically awarded to almost any existing teriat state, even the newest and most
artificial ones. As a consequence, most politicergists today do not ask themselves
whether, for instance, Ecuador is or is not a Gmdtistate. It is accepted as such if itis a
member of the United "Nations", and this is of sauwhat its dominant elite needs and
demands. And we speak of a field of "internatiae#dtions" even though most scholars
will agree that it deals mostly with "interstatelations. It is indeed curious, for
example, to read a 1992 article by John C. Gammethich the author specifies that
"scholars have emphasized (...) that the focusekubject is interstate relations”,
notwithstanding which this is practically the oplace in the paper where such a term
is used, and on that very page it is twice replasetnternational society" and
"international relations*!

"International” gained much wider currency thartémstate”, even though "interstate" is
(for this analysis) much more accurate a concept tinternational”, simply because

° J.G. Ruggiepp.cit.p. 143.

193.G. Ruggieop.cit.p. 144.

11 J.C. Garnett, "States, State-Centric Perspectares/nterdependence Theory", in J. Baylis and N.J.
Rengger Dilemmas of World Politics: International Issuesa Changing WorldOxford: The Clarendon
Press, 1992; page 64.



"international” is more mobilizing and therefore nadunctional to dominant interests
than "interstate". Thus even though a scholar neagdmscious of the fact that he or she
is not really talking about international relatipnsage commands, and the
subconscious often plays tricks as well, in sualag as to enmesh us in mental and
linguistic traps which lead to the reinforcementhd# interstate system under the
emotion-activating guise of an international systénrthermore, this linguistic
phenomenon is not limited to the realm of intemraai relations: male supremacy, for
example, has been reinforced during centuriestiiyuage habits that assume that
supremacy.

On the other hand, as soon as the concepts oati@nthe country, the state and/or the
nation-state become unproblematic, are confusedtivit government and/or the
individual statesman, and are meshed togetheeisttte-as-actor model, the
possibility of disguising government or statesmantdc policies as "nation"-centric
policies arises, and this is what actually happeméd the advent of the modern state
system. In addition, it is taken for granted (as thvel of analysis) that the "nation”
represents the citizenry, and that the problentsatfiact the citizenry fall outside the
scope of this type of theory. Thus the "nation"drae a motor for mobilization and a
justification for demanding the greatest individsactrifices, which were dressed in the
ethically alluring guise of altruism and "patriati§ although they often served the
pettiest and most unholy interests. And conconlitamith this ideological
phenomenon, political rhetoric became plagued atthropomorphic and even
metaphysical images of the "nation"-state, whictelpee yet another instrument for
legitimization and for the generation of an irratdity functional to the mobilization of
loyalties. This in turn helped to legitimize theegtifor state power in the interstate
system as the generic state's basic objectivetcasubordinate the quest for citizen
welfare to the quest for state power, at leadtatheoretical level.

The anthropomorphization of the "nation"-state aimsost an automatic process. While
John Locke legitimized the state in the new bouiggeociety in terms of the need to
protect natural individual property rights (a relaty new concept and phenomenon),
Emeric Vattel legitimized the interstate systent suired a recognizable profile with
the Peace of Westphalia of 1648, in terms of tlezlrie preserve the separate existence
of states. For Vattel, an inter-"national* commurhd international law were
necessary precisely for this reason: to protecstivereign states, just as each state and
its domestic law were necessary to protect thegighindividual men (especially
proprietors).

Anthropomorphization followed naturally. All thatas necessary was to bring back to
life an ancient tradition, easily identifiable foy example, Thucydides, for whom the
subject of history was not the individual but tledig the former being under the
obligation of caring for the "honor" of his city When, inDroit de Geng1758) Vattel
wrote about "the international law of politicalditty”, he was referring to the "liberty"
of states, i.e., he was ascribing to the statdtabute that corresponds to the
individual, who has a nervous system, a mind awillavith which to use his/her
liberty. "Liberty" was applied to the individual thin the state and to the state in the
interstate system. Thus, the anthropomorphic falisbuilt into the language of the
fields of international law and international r@at as a sort of birthmark or original

12 5ee, for example, Pericles' funeral oration. Thigys,Historia de la Guerra del Peloponesidéxico
D.F.: Editorial Porraa, 1989; page 83 (Book Il, Gtea VII).



sin. Indeed, the fields themselves were born affart to legitimize the modern state-
system, and the anthropomorphic fallacy has thattionality. The fact that the
fallacious analogy for which the state is to theistate system what the individual is to
the state, ultimately leads to totalitarianism aodtradicts the contractarian logic of
Locke and others, mattered little and deterredmefoom adopting it. After all, those
were not precisely democratic times, and even hay been, the need to legitimize the
state and to mobilize loyalties has always beeatgreéhan the need to avoid logical
contradictions and flawed thinking.

It could be argued, of course, that to speak ofliberty” of states is simply to engage
in a metaphor, just as | engaged in one above Wheate about the field's "original
sin". My reply to this has already been suggestedy definition of the
anthropomorphic fallacy: it is indeed very diffittb write or to speak without
metaphors (and this should lead to a reflectiotherimits to this type of knowledge),
notwithstanding which there are metaphors with iifi@ble consequences and
metaphors without them. The anthropomorphic faliaayternational relations
discourse is not innocuous, is not without consages, and often has had mobilization
effects and therefore, policy consequences anthpadt upon the real world.

Theoretical flaws generated by the anthropomorphidallacy

That Vattel should have spoken of the liberty ates is neither surprising nor
outrageous. But that Robert O. Keohane should gtate

an actor with intense preferences on an issue reayilling to use more
resources to attain a high probability of a favolalbesult than an actor with
more resources but lower intensity (preferenégs).

is somewhat more disconcerting, as is the factithi@ower and Interdependende.O.
Keohane and J.S. Nye reason that "poor, weak $tzassometimes impose their

policies on stronger ones because they "may be widieg to suffer"!*

Even more depressing is that Kenneth Waltz shaaddrathat:

States, like people, are insecure to the extetitadf freedom. If freedom is
wanted, insecurity must be acceptad.

"Freedom", we must remember, is a term that is ydwanconsciously endowed with
positive and noble qualities. Quite unintendedig, &bove quotation is almost a
glorification of tyranny, insofar as this "freedowf'states leads to the subjection of
masses of individual men and women who, withousatiation, are mercilessly thrown
into battle and destruction.

13 R.0. Keohane "Theory of world politics: structurahlism and beyond", in R.O. Keohane (ed.) op.cit.
1986, p. 186.

4 Keohane and Ny&ower and Interdependence: World Politics in Tréins, Boston: Little, Brown

and Co., 1977, pages 18, 19, and 53.

5 K. Waltz, Theory of International PoliticsReading MA: Addison-Wesley, 1979, Spanish-languag
edition page 165.
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Stephen O. Krasner's language (and vision) atersiile corrupt, insofar as he is closer
to understanding the normative implications, fa Third World, of his words and
concepts, and he simply does not seem to carartifisopomorphisms sometimes
reach colossal proportions, as when, for examgeels us thatthe South will have no
enthusiasm for the North's attempts to change atigwnal norms in areas such as (...)
human rights.*®. What does the "South" and its "enthusiasms" m&éh@ is the
subject of its enthusiasms or lack thereof? ObWonst the people, but the elites. A
small group of people are thus endowed by the awtith legitimacy and
representation over billions of people. KrasneostB is a monster that does not care
for human rights. That monster, however, does mogality exist, but is Krasner's
creation. In other words, with his language, Krasress metamorphosized the small
power elites who do not care for human rights bat tlo exist, into something much
bigger and more powerful that does not exist argntwaright to exist.

Yet another shocking anthropomorphism comes frarptn of Hedley Bull, when he
tells us that:

A corollary or near-corollary of this central rulie the rule that states will not
intervene forcibly or dictatorially in one anothetinternal affairs:’

Indeed, the use of the term "dictatorial” to thieimention of one state in the way
another state controls its citizens or subjectsis of the better examples of the
anthropomorphic fallacy in contemporary internagibrelations literature, insofar as it
is a way of denying the essential social compatiinieach society. If we say that state
A is "dictatorial" vis-a-vis state B because itditnly attempts to prevent human rights
violations in state B, then we are acknowledgiregright of state B to violate human
rights within its territory, and we are furthermareating state B (and indeed, all states)
as if they were organic entities where what coangsnot the individual cells (or arms,
legs, feet or fingers of the organism) but ratherwill of the totality, as it stems from
the state. Political values are clearly built ithits language. The very use of the term
"dictatorship” in a state-to-state level is, unimtedly and in the ultimate logical
instance, a justification of dictatorship at therdstic level.

Finally, going back to a previous quotation, ttesliberals like Keohane and Nye
should say that weak, poor states may be "moréngitb suffer" than strong ones is
downright astonishing and illustrates to what eke#most the entire field is caught in a
linguistic trap with perverse practical and ideadad) consequences which are quite
unintended. That an individual be willing to sufferorder to attain an objective is
usually the product of virtue. But states do ndtesuWhen we say that a state is
willing to suffer, what we really mean is that atesman or government is willing to
subject his or its people to suffering. This isalgunot the product of virtue but of vice,
and moreover it often happens while the statesrimasdif is feasting. Yet people,
including scholars and specialists in the fieldekastop to think about what "a
country's strong resolve" really means, and staradimiration of this sort of
"willingness to suffer".

16 5.D. KrasnerStructural Conflict and the Third Worlgpage 242 of the Spanish-language edition, my
translation of the translation.
7 H. Bull, The Anarchical Socief\New York: Columbia University Press, 1977, p. 70.
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It should be underlined that these are not accadeyatffes but rather the conventional
language of the field, to be found very often ia literature. John C. Garnett, for
example, tells us that "although B may be weakan #, it may be more determined
(...) which may make it more powerful in terms ofiical effectiveness*® Examples
could be cited endlessly in every language. It cofmam diplomatic practice and spills
over, without critical examination, into this pseestientific field that is caught in
numerous language and mental traps. In this wasgtriational relations theorists play
into the hands of tyrants. Their language is funmal to their interests, insofar as a
weaker state's greater "willingness to suffer” emofc "quest for freedom" is taken as a
matter of fact. Insofar as we have incorporatedsthte-as-person fiction, we do not
grasp the often gruesome real meaning of thesestinading words.

Thus, even for most scholars, the Vietham war wesndest between two
anthropomorphic entities, the United States andrtassively mobilized Viethamese
people, and this tends to generate admiration thiver latter instead of pity, which
would surely be the more befitting sentiment if &feame of mind were citizen-centric
instead of government or state-centric. Likewiseomplished U.S. Latinamericanists
have said to me that they regretted that Argeritased in" to Britain under the
Menem government. In their minds, Argentina andéamiare two anthropomorphic
entities. They generously side with the underdog tihey do not stop to think about the
consequences of a continuation of abnormal tensitimee South Atlantic in terms, for
example, of Argentina's country risk index, investrihand development opportunities
and, specifically, economic relations with the Epgan Community, all of which affect
the standard of living of the average Argentin&eit. Intuitively, they would have
preferred a greater "willingness to suffer", beeatl®ir mind frame in interstate affairs
is government or state-centric, and they do ndizehat this is contradictory with
their liberal democratic convictions and their gantarian political philosophy.

If First World intellectuals fall into this mentakp vis-a-vis contexts that to them are
foreign, it goes without saying that, within ThWdorld societies, governments
frequently make use of anthropomorphisms to mabilie masses, and ordinary people
(as well as intellectuals) are often deceived leypblicy implications of the
anthropomorphic fallacy. Indeed, the governmentfgeand/or state-centric frame of
mind is so hegemonic that when a government offiokes use of anthropomorphic
metaphors to generate emotions functional to Hisypdhe usually does not realize
exactly what he is doing, or where the trap lies.

Obviously, these ideological phenomena help tditegie the state (regardless of how
tyrannical) and are functional to the interestthefelites vis-a-vis their manipulation of
the masses. They are mechanisms whereby irratipimatienerated and put at the
service of allegedly "national" interests that aften nothing more than elite interests.
As has been said, they can be traced (at leasfittel's time and are built into the
fields of international law and international r@at. Since Vattel's time, however, the
West has evolved ideologically and politicallyh#s forsworn absolutism and even
authoritarianism. Yet at least some significatiggraents of its language and thought
categories have remained unchanged, sometimes¢egdinknowingly in such

18 J.C. Garnett, "States, state-centric perspectimdsinterdependence theory", in J. Baylis and N.J.
Rengger (eds.), Dilemmas of World Politics: Intdior@al Issues in a Changing Worldxford: The
Clarendon Press, 1992, page 76.
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unintended directions as the legitimization ofeetitanipulation of the masses in
foreign, usually Third World contexts.

The mechanisms that contribute to generate tlatiomality have seldom been
demythified. Although no worthy thinker has evekea seriously the pretention that
his/her "fatherland" was "eternal”, this sort oheense has been stated shamelessly
through the educational systems of most countriesg centuries, and few mainstream
thinkers have publicly rebelled against this typeiscourse. And anthropomorphisms
are much more frequent and effective linguistipsréhan metaphysical ones like the
one just cited, to the point that sophisticatedyats and theorists of international
relations fall unconsciously into their trap.

For most international relations theory developethe United States (including
neorealists and institutionalists) the state ith&interstate system what, for
individualist contractualism, the individual isttee state. The problem is that in
likening the state to the individual, we inadvethgfegitimize totalitarianism, which is
the very opposite of contractarian individualisrhisTis so because by establishing the
above analogy, we forget that while for contragtumaland liberal democracy the rights
of the individual are sacred, the only thing sa@kdut the state is its duty toward the
individuals who are under its care. The state hdwiduals underneath it, while the
individual is, speaking metaphorically, like anratof society. Hence, the individual's
position vis-a-vis the state is simply not compézdb the state's position vis-a-vis
interstate system. To assert this, of course, &ssert the political values of
contractualism, which is to abandon value-free theBut not to assert this, and to
hence go on to establish an analogy between tiadndl's relation to the state and the
state's relation to the interstate system (andgmgeall of the anthropomorphizations
that follow naturally from this operation) is topticitly incorporate totalitarian political
values and also to abandon value-free theory.

In my opinion, there is no way of escaping fronstimteresting paradox: general
international relations theory cannot be value-fiei does not explicitly endorse
"good" values and build them into its assumptidangjll implicitly and unknowingly
build in values that are functional to the powéiat e, irrespective of their contents. A
corollary to this assertion is that internatiorelations theory will inevitably be more
normative than explicative, irrespectively of tHasions of the theoreticians.

Hans Morgenthau managed to escape these contoadittecause he never forgot his
commitment to the liberal political value wherelmhile the individual is responsible
for him or herself, the state is responsible feritidividuals whom it must represent
and serve. Indeed, putting it in his own wise words

The individual may say for himselFiat justitia, pereat mundygs.)," but the
state has no right to say so in the name of thdsearve in its care?

If the state has no right to sacrifice the indidtifor the sake of justice abroad (this is
the issue that Morgenthau had in mind), then mash has it got the right to sacrifice it
to satisfy the whims, vanity or ambition of an oféil or an elite. This is, of course, a

19 H.J. MorgenthawPolitics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power &whce New York: Albert P.
Knopf, 1948, page 10.
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value judgement based upon an assumption aboutthatlations between the
individual and the state should be. The assumjpi@ncontractarian one and comes
from the tradition of Hobbes, Locke, John Stuari NRousseau, Alberdi and Renan:
the state is based on an underlying, implicit damapact, and the only valid
justification for the existence of the state lieghe defense of the rights and interests of
its individual citizens. It is my contention thaktuse of the state-as-person fiction
unintendedly carries the opposite, totalitariaruagstion, whereby the individual lives

to serve the state, and that it is impossible itdlzugeneral international relations
theory without an implicit conception of the statdyich will not be value-free.

It should be noted here that | find it remarkabiat tmy reasoning on this point should
converge with that of an interpretive scholar sasiRichard K. Ashley. The
philosophical assumptions on which the presentpiadauilt, which are those of
contractarian individualism, are explicitly rejedtey Ashley. Yet this difference in our
initial assumptions does not interfere with theniifecation of the serious logical
contradictions incurred into by the neorealists mstitutionalists. On the other hand,
there is no need to recur to critical theory taitfg these contradictions: a correct
logical analysis leads to their identification frawthin contractarian individualism.
This is much more useful and convincing than desadgrom the arguments of a
contending radical perspective.

But Ashley's exercise is interesting because iteseas corroboration. Criticizing
utilitarianism and contractualism, Ashley tellsthat they threaten to fracture the
"statist" pillars of neorealist and interdependsgfrititernational relations theof.
Assuming myself as a contractualist, | would puhé other way around: the "statism"
(i.e., the conception of a state-as-actor thah&agous to the individual) of mainstream
international relations theory betrays liberal demaoy itself. Thus, | fully endorse
Ashley's conclusion on this score:

Despite its statism, neorealism can produce northebthe state capable of
satisfying the state-as-actor premises of its imional political theory. On the
contrary, by adopting a utilitarian theory of actiporder, and change,
neorealists implicitly give the lie to thadée fixe the ideal of the state-as-actor
upon which their distinctions among "levels" andittwhole theory of
international politics depentt.

And the extent of my convergence with this autlaches what to me are bewildering
proportions when he tells us that:

The history of utilitarian thought is, after alhrgely the history of philosophical
opposition to the "personalist” concept of statquieed by neorealism's
international political theory?

Indeed, the history of the political philosophywhich liberal democracy hinges is the
very opposite of the policy implications of botfe thtatism of mainstream international
relations theory and the policy implications of Hrehropomorphic fallacy. Yet despite
this philosophical tradition at the level of cigibciety, the vested interests of the state as

20 R K. Ashley, "The poverty of neorealism", in RIQeohane (ed.)p.cit. 1986, p. 227.
21 R.K. Ashley,op.cit. p. 279.
22 R K. Ashley,op.cit. p. 280.
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an absolute unit and the need to legitimize itigdanipulations of its citizenry vis-a-
vis the interstate system, have conspired to niakery difficult to identify these
contradictions, and have made a statist theorgtefmational relations functional to the
established powers.

On the other hand, it may be no accident that theeeaomena can be more easily
identified, exposed, and their contents demythifadhy, in the dawn of a new age in
which the nation-state is increasingly in crisiaraphrasing Robert W. Cox, the
anthropomorphic fallacy corresponds to a hegemstniccture of a world divided into
states. To some extent and for a variety of reagsbagpresent world order, which is
still divided into states, has evolved towards ahegemonic structure. The
management of power relations is at present mdfieudi to obscure. And we can,
rationally, identify logical flaws in our discour#ieat are the product of the historical
process that led to the present power configuratihframe of mind.

In other words, it has become more feasible totiflethe contradictions incurred by
ideologies whose function has been to legitimizertation-state, and it has likewise
become possible to identify linguistic traps andkmg-modes such as the
anthropomorphic fallacy that (while functional keetlegitimization of the nation-state
as an unproblematic concept), are contradictofgrign policies based on an honest
and true (albeit bounded) citizen-centric ratiaiyalinder contractarian assumptions.

Nonetheless, in the Third World, where statesraleéd often weak, and specifically in
Latin America, where states are often more aréfithan in some other regions and
where nationhood is more a myth than a reality atfithropomorphic fallacy is still of
great functionality to the ruling classes as atrimsent for mobilizing loyalties. It is
thus widely used, often affecting foreign and de&epolicies, and contributing to lead
them away from a citizen-centric rationality. l&snaythification is therefore all the
more relevant and all the more difficult.

Local “nationalisms” and the anthropomorphic fallacy in Spanish America

Needless to say, "nations" are always artificisddme extent, and commonality has
been built intentionally by their states in a meadhat is always substantive but varies
from case to case. This variation is of great egeand cannot be ignored. In the case of
Spanish America there is a huge contiguous land mvéh countries that share
elements such as language, a predominant religioammon Colonial heritage, and to
some extent a similar racial mixture, the sum oiclviwould be more than sufficient to
define a "nationality” in Europe. Yet continentgla®ish America is divided into fifteen
independent states. One major problem faced histbriby these states has been to
justify their independent existence, when the sinties with their immediate neighbors
have been so great. Thus, ever since independiecstates of Spanish America have
dedicated themselves, basically through their etuta systems and the military dratft,
to the generation of perceptions of differenceswhtir immediate neighbors,
generating myths about their essentially ambitan evil character, which abound in
educational texts. In this way, they have devobednselves to the destruction of a pre-
existing commonality’

2 For the Argentine myths, see C. Escuglé-racaso del Proyecto Argentino: Educacion e Idets,
Buenos Aires: Tesis/Instituto Di Tella 1990, andEScudé, "Contenido nacionalista de la ensefianfa de
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This commonality had to be replaced by a new drag, lad ideally to be limited to the
borders of the state. Thus, another problem tlesetistates have had to cope with has
been their internal heterogeneity, since the ethnétcultural differences that do exist
many times cut across boundary lines. A stateHikeador, for instance, is made up of
two sharply different regions, the coast anddieera (or mountain). The second of
these regions is inhabited by a state-less nati@eQuechua-speaking Andean Indians,
who are basically the same as their cousins ifPdravian and the Bolivian Andes. For
more than a century and a half, the Ecuatoriae $ta$ devoted itself to the task of
attempting to convince the Indian population of @héto region that they have more in
common with the mestizo population of the Guayamdgion than with their cousins
from Cuzco. Concomitantly, the Peruvian state lea®tkd itself to teaching the Cuzco
Indians that they have more in common with the megtopulation of the coastal Lima
region than with the Quito or Bolivian Indians. 3ome extent, something similar
happened in Argentina, where an inhabitant of Baekices has objectively more in
common with an Uruguayan than with an inhabitarthefArgentine province of
Corrientes; where an inhabitant of Corrientes hagenrm common with a Paraguayan
than with an inhabitant of the Argentine provinégajuy; where an inhabitant of Jujuy
has more in common with a Bolivian than with anabitant of the Argentine province
of Mendoza; and where an inhabitant of Mendozanha® in common with a person
from central Chile than with an inhabitant of Busrfdres.

Hence, differentiating themselves from their neimish and neutralizing perceptions
about existing heterogeneities within the territofyeach state, have been
complementary tasks of artificial nation-building the Spanish American states. In
this task, the anthropomorphic fallacy has beearred to continuously. The
educational texts of these states have constaftiyred in anthropomorphic terms to
the pseudo-nations that they attempt to consolidlates generating an identity between
the individual citizen and the artificial colleotiventity. The task of local "nationalisms"
has been to hide and destroy the realities ofaigetl Spanish American commonality
(which could have been the ground for a less aifnationhood), and of local
heterogeneity (which could have jeopardized thalltration"-building efforts).

This has been (and continues to be) functional¢driterests of local elites, because of
several reasons. The need for independence ofar@sh American state from another
does not emerge so much from the interests of gleaiples, but from those of their

local elites. Local "nationalisms" are construdiederve the interests and vanity of
these elites, very often at the expense of thelpeaino as a consequence have suffered
the burden of expensive arms races that have detrd their already low living
standards. Thus, frequent recurrence to anthrogamwjustifications for policy in

terms of glory, honor, dignity and pride, supporbgdmyths about the dangers posed by
ambitious if not evil immediate neighbors, are ooly fallacious in their logical

structure but often conceal the very material skelfinterests of military corporations

that demand huge budgets, sacrificing economicldpreent and the welfare of the
masses. Although progress with the contemporanfg@®of Latin American

integration might eventually neutralize these Istanding historical phenomena, the

geografia en la Argentina, 1879-1986", in A. Boedwl J. Falindez (edsMalvinas Hoy: Herencia de un
Conflicto, Buenos Aires: Puntosur 1989.
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anthropomorphic fallacy continues to be used fes¢hpurposes in Spanish America,
sometimes seriously distorting foreign and deferalizies™

Furthermore, there are other associated and comeplamy uses to the anthropomorphic
fallacy that have been hinted to in the previoudise. In Spanish America, the

"nation” is not the only object to be treated aopimmorphically. With considerable
frequency, so is the territory, and this takesouhé realm of irredenta, another
phenomenon that leads to foreign policy irratidiedi not only in Spanish America.
This use of the anthropomorphic fallacy is veryiknto the one whereby there is a call
to material sacrifices for the sake of honor omrglavith the difference that in this case
(at least in Latin America) it is the land masgeéasl of the "nation" what acquires the
attributes of a living organism.

There are many examples of the use of this sdmgdistic mechanism for irredentist
mobilization throughout the Argentine literaturefoneign relations. For example, one
author (who was motivated by geopolitical consitlerss vis-a-vis Chile, the arch-
enemy of Argentine territorial nationalists) sadtpoor Patagoniadntinued being an
empty and abandoned land, the perennially casteasidmber of the Argentine
family".?> This language has the function of rallying supgorthe geopolitically-
inspired Patagonian cause (encouraging populatidrirevestment policies), using the
emotional trick | have described. As a consequefieee people stop to think that to
postpone the development of Patagonia is a grawe ieit means underutilizing
Argentine resources (that should be used to giweéAtigentine people the best possible
standard of living), but that Patagonia is not ad-m-itself, and that it is the people,
and not the territory, who are endowed with riginisl interests: the territory is merely a
resource of the people and for the people. Therettss discourse a curious (and
indeed frequent) inversion of values: the prioistyiot placed on the individual, and not
even on the people (as a collective entity), buthenterritory. This is the logical
consequence of thinking of the very "nation" inlmapomorphic terms: the territory is
like the nation's body, and Patagonia or Falklaral¥ivias become the equivalent of an
arm or a leg. Not investing in Patagonia become®tjuivalent of letting a foot
gangrene; it thus becomes irrelevant that the tnvest might happen to be the worst
possible allocation of resources from an econorarsective.

Moreover, the anthropomorphic fallacy can also $eduo justify aggressive foreign
policies. Indeed, in the first decade of thé' Zkntury, some of the most interesting
Latin American uses of this fallacy are associatedenezuela’s policies of challenging
the United States rhetorically and of interveninghe affairs if neighboring contries.
For example, a June 16, 2008 headline of the &y EI Nacionalistaread:
“Venezuela se negd a seguir de rodillas ante laeps@gones del gobierno
norteamerican A few weeks before, on May 8, president Hugo w&rhimself had
stated that his country “would not watch crossedet” (“Venezuela no se quedara de
brazos cruzadd} while Bolivia was driven into territorial desiegration by imperialist
forces.The image of Venezuela with its “arms” crossedrie of slovenliness and
negligence. It is a call to action, maybe evenrtosa On the other hand, the image of

% political discourse is particularly affected bjstphenomenon, and speeches of leaders are often an
anthology of anthropomorphisms,

%5 C. Escudél.a Argentina, ¢ Paria InternacionalBuenos Aires: Belgrano 1984, pages 118-119. The
author cited is Miguel Angel Scenna, "Argentina{€hel secular diferendo", PartTipdo es Historia

No. 43, Nov. 1970, page 10.
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the country on its “knees” is deeply humiliatinggénerates outrage and the need to set
things “right”, as the Chavez government supposhkek/done.

These linguistically-activated emotions, that saomes become embodied in foreign
policy with disastrous and even criminal conseqasnprobably would not be avoided
if international relations theorists were keenlyaagvof the anthropomorphic fallacy as a
phenomenon that hinders our understanding of dajesumatter and projects itself into
policies. Interests are usually more powerful ttiaory, philosophy and/or ideology,
and the sort of emotional reaction that is enccenldny the anthropomorphic fallacy
would continue to operate in the world. Nonethelddbeorists were more careful with
their words, tyrants such as Saddam Hussein wduléhst not have been encouraged
by brilliant Ivy League professors who issugti et orbithe "empirical, value-free"
statement that claims that "poor, weak states neaydre willing to suffer". The
unavailability of such pseudo-scientific nonsenseld make a big difference from time
to time.

If, furthermore, theorists dedicated themselvasnieeiling this mechanism for the
mobilization of emotions and loyalties, the ratilityeof political life, both domestic
and interstate, might in the long-run be enhanaad,humanity's chances for survival
increase.

Conclusions

The identification of the anthropomorphic fallasyaf normative, explicatory, and even
epistemological value insofar as this fallacy:

1. Is a type of metaphor conducive to flawed thagkand to the generation of
emotional behavior functional to the mobilizatidnayalties toward the state, whose
identification and policy consequences can andlghoel the object of empirical study.
In this sense its identification and study can ielpxplain some foreign policies that
make use of this mechanism through which suppogymbolic objectives linked to a
society's collective self-esteem is generated. @mitantly, its identification can be of
normative use, helping to prevent the formulatibpalicies based on this sort of
emotional manipulation for the sake of objectiveat iare usually not truly citizen-
centric but are disguised as such by elite interastl by a government or state-centric
frame of mind.

2. Is related to totalitarian and organicist asstiong about human nature and about the
relation between the individual and the state itedvertently creep into international
relations theory.

3.1Is found both in political and in theoretical discse. A situation is thus created
whereby allegedly value-free international relagidimeory unintendedly helps to
legitimize totalitarian polities and their elitergimg foreign policies.

Nonetheless, although the identification of thenemppomorphic fallacy and of its policy
implications are relevant for all of these reasansust be pointed out that the use of
anthropomorphic language, the unproblematic charadtthe state for mainstream
international relations theory, and the normatiaelications of these linguistic and
conceptual problems, can be said to lead to atdigeal fallacy only insofar as, by
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rejecting organicist assumptions, we implicitlyesplicitly adopt contractarian
assumptions. Hence, the very identification of ghenomenon in international
relations discourse is an eloquent proof of thé tlzet philosophical assumptions are of
necessity built into the very logic of internatibnalations theory.

The anthropomorphic fallacy and the state-as-pefisban from which it stems is
present in most international relations theoryluding the neorealist,
interdependentist, institutionalist and dependeli@eature. It seriously flaws most of
the present-day thinking on the subject. Howevtsreffects are more serious vis-a-vis
the neorealist approach to the study of world jpslitbecause this model's founding
assumption is that the accumulation of power ioinemost objective of the generic
state in the interstate system, and both the a&fgerson fiction and the
anthropomorphic fallacy have consistently serveenphasize this assumption,
subordinating alternative but equally relevantestaials in the formulation of foreign
policy (such as citizen welfare or the consolidatid domestic power) at the theoretical
level.

Indeed, anthropomorphization and the state-as-péistion naturally lead to the realist
assumption that the quest for power will be theegierstate's foremost objective in the
interstate system. Yet this is clearly not empllycaue in many cases. Foreign policies
are often formulated with citizen welfare in mihd oftentimes, they are formulated
with the aim of consolidating a domestic power cinee, for the benefit of either an
individual statesman or an elite.

All three types of objectives are usually presard foreign policy agenda, but which is
the predominant objective to which the others almsdinated will make an important
difference. This is clear when we consider the flaat although there are some
intermediate foreign policy objectives such asibradl security” that can be justified
both in terms of the accumulation of state powet iarterms of citizen welfare, the
amount of national security that a state will bluysi foremost priority is the
accumulation of power will usually be greater themat it will buy if its foremost
objective is citizen welfare. The state-as-persctioh and the anthropomorphic fallacy
obscure this basic normative dilemma, to the pibiait even liberal theoreticians use
language such as a weak state's greater "willirsgteesuffer” than a strong one, without
realizing the often deeply perverse meaning ofrahrapomorphic collective being's
alleged readiness to accept sacrifice.
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