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 Getting the End of the Cold War Wrong Ted Hopf

 John Lewis Gaddis

 To the editors:

 Gaddis has done the field of international relations theory a great service by pointing
 out that its practitioners were unable to predict the peaceful end of the Cold War.
 However, I believe that Gaddis has misdiagnosed the problem, and that therefore he

 has suggested solutions that are unlikely to produce better predictions for theories of
 international relations in the future.

 Gaddis argues that the stock of theories available to scholars was lacking in the
 kinds of theories that could have permitted the prediction of peaceful Soviet imperial
 collapse. Moreover, the methodologies implied by these theories were obstacles to
 understanding the complexities of international politics and Soviet domestic devel-

 opments. His recommendation is that students of international relations must expand
 their theoretical repertoire to encompass non-linear causal relationships and insights
 from all the disciplines within world politics-behavioralism, structuralism, and evo-
 lutionism. Gaddis' recommendations should be welcomed in any case, because, if

 followed, they would enrich the field of international relations. But I do not believe

 they address the problem for which he offers them, because the failure to predict
 how the Cold War ended was not a product of inadequate theorizing or constraining

 methodologies. Indeed, the problem is far more fundamental, because its roots are

 sociological. American social scientists did not look at the problem and then attack it

 with inappropriate theories and methods; they simply failed to look at the problem
 at all. And the reason they did not raise the now- obvious questions is that the
 research programs within which they worked did not have room for such ""revolu-

 tionary" science. A kind of intellectual hegemony was exercised by American aca-
 demic institutions, foundations, and governmental agencies, a hegemony which de-
 terred the investigation of questions such as how a peaceful imperial decline might

 occur within the Soviet empire. If what I argue is true, then the kinds of theoretical

 and methodological "improvements" suggested by Gaddis, while perhaps welcome
 on other grounds, will not affect the prospects for better predictions in the field of

 The author would like to thank Michael Desch, Matthew Evangelista, and Karl Mueller for their
 very helpful comments. He is grateful to Kevin Clarke for both research assistance and advice.

 Ted Hopf is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Michigan.

 John Lewis Gaddis is Distinguished Professor of History and Director of the Contemporary History Institute
 at Ohio University. During the 1992-93 academic year, he served as Harmsworth Professor of American
 History at Oxford University. His most recent book is The United States and the End of the Cold
 War: Implications, Reconsiderations, Provocations (Oxford University Press, 1992).

 International Security, Vol. 18, No. 2 (Fall 1993), pp. 202-215
 ?D 1993 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
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 international relations in the future, because it is not methodology that is at fault

 here, but instead, the constraints of "normal" science.

 GADDIS'S IDENTIFICATION OF THE PROBLEM

 There are several anomalies in Gaddis's description of the problem. For example,

 Gaddis correctly points out that virtually nobody predicted the peaceful demise of

 the Soviet empire but, having argued that particular kinds of methods were to blame,
 Gaddis fails to ask why those who were not behavioralists or structuralists fared no

 better than those operating with the objectionable methodologies. His evidence,

 contrary to his argument, shows that predictive failure was distributed evenly across
 all theoretical approaches and tools; thus relying "upon stargazers, readers of entrails,
 and other 'pre-scientific' methods" (p. 18)1 might not have guaranteed a significant
 advantage over more scientific methods, Gaddis's recommendation notwithstanding.

 Moreover, Gaddis (p. 10) uses the predictive failure of research programs to argue
 that these theories have failed because they did not predict the particular outcome in

 which he is interested, i.e., the peaceful end of the Cold War and the dissolution of

 the Soviet empire. Even Gaddis's seemingly generous criterion for testing these

 theories, that they need make only "probabilistic" predictions about the end of the
 Cold War (p. 18), misses the point. If none of these theories implied dependent

 variables that included either of these two events, then it is unfair to argue they have

 been tested in any meaningful way. The aims of these theories were not, as Gaddis
 asserts, to "forecast the future of the Cold War" (pp. 10, 53). Instead, the vast majority

 of international relations theories dealt with "predicting" war and peace, or cooper-
 ation and conflict, but not the character of the Cold War endgame, or the future of

 the Soviet empire. The real puzzle is: why did no theory or research program develop

 that would raise these questions?2
 Second, since virtually nobody paid attention to this variable in the first place, the

 failure to predict the end of the Cold War arose not because people tried and their

 efforts were inadequate. Instead, nobody tried, not any of Gaddis's categories of
 international relations theorists: behavioralists, structuralists, or evolutionists. Again,
 this failure is not related to methodology or to theoretical level of inquiry. Even those

 theorists most distant from the methodological creed of behavioralists, those who
 argued for a new epistemology of world politics and a new research agenda, never
 raised the question of Soviet collapse.3 Indeed, these critics often called for ignoring

 1. John Lewis Gaddis, "International Relations Theory and the End of the Cold War," Initerna-
 tional Security, Vol. 17, No. 3 (Winter 1992/93), pp. 5-58. (Subsequent references to this article
 appear in parentheses in the text.)

 2. Gaddis, in a backhanded way, acknowledges the fact that scholars were not interested in his
 class of predictions when he singles out Stephen Rock as being "alone among structuralists (and
 behavioralists as well) . . . to venture clear theory-based forecasts of how the Cold War might
 end" (p. 37).

 3. For example, see Yosef Lapid, "The Third Debate: On the Prospects of International Theory
 in a Post-Positivist Era," Inter,iatiowjal Stuidies Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 3 (September 1989), pp. 235-
 254; Robert W. Cox, "Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International Relations
 Theory," Joulrinal of Interinationial Stuldies: Millenniumei1, Vol. 10, No. 2 (Summer 1981), pp. 126-155;
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 the bipolar relationship altogether. Moreover, it was not just the scholarly community

 that paid no attention to this problem. The vast intelligence bureaucracy also appar-

 ently felt no need to generate reports on the prospects for Soviet collapse. With which

 theoretical and methodological impediments were they saddled? The real puzzle here

 is why virtually nobody asked the question, not how the research of the question

 was bungled.4

 Third, the very few people who did get it right did not use Gaddis's recommended

 combination of methods and theoretical levels, but rather used the same methods as
 dozens of people who got it wrong. For example, Gaddis (pp. 25-26) cites the work

 of Karl Deutsch who, using behavioralist methods, predicted a more peaceful future
 without the Cold War in the years ahead, based on the quantified variables of literacy
 rates, agricultural work force participation, urbanization, relative income levels be-

 tween the developed North and lesser-developed South, government spending as a
 percentage of gross domestic product, and relative exposure to trade.5 There appears

 to be no relationship between choice of method and predictive success.6

 The person who got it most right was not a political scientist at all, but rather a
 macro-sociologist, Randall Collins.7 As early as 1978, he developed a theory of im-
 perial decline that included and measured quantitatively economic and military re-

 Richard K. Ashley, "The Poverty of Neorealism," International Organization, Vol. 38, No. 2 (Spring
 1984), pp. 225-286; and Immanuel Wallerstein, The Capitalist World-Economy (New York: Cam-
 bridge, 1979).
 4. While, for both practical and logical reasons, it is impossible to prove that intelligence agencies
 did not investigate this question, I would suggest that in these straitened budgetary times,
 when the agencies are facing deep cuts, they might have found a way to leak any such efforts
 to the public, especially if successful, to generate support for their programs.
 5. Karl Deutsch, "The Future of World Politics," Political Quarterly, Vol. 37, No. 1 (January-
 March, 1966), pp. 14-21.
 6. For a variety of approaches from several people who got at least parts of the puzzle to go
 together, see arguments that: the Soviet Union was going to collapse, Andrei Amalrik, Will the
 Soviet Union Survive Until 1984? (New York: Harper and Row, 1970); there would be a funda-
 mental turn in Soviet foreign policy under Gorbachev, Matthew Evangelista, "The New Soviet
 Approach to Security," World Policy Journal, Vol. 3, No. 1 (1986), pp. 561-599; Soviet GNP was
 much lower than generally believed, Igor Berman, Personal Consumption in the USSR and the USA
 (London: Macmillan, 1989); and socialist economies were doomed, in general, Naum Jasny, The
 Socialized Agriculture of the USSR (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1949) and Soviet
 Industrialization, 1928-1952 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960). These authors have
 very little in common. Amalrik, a novelist, wrote an analytical essay; Evangelista, a political
 scientist, performed a qualitative content analysis of Soviet speeches; Berman, an economist,
 wrote a descriptive analysis of the Soviet economic mechanism; and Jasny, an economist, used
 a theory of price-formation. Each made correct predictions; each did so based on quite different
 methods.
 7. Collins did not get everything correct. For example, he expected a war to precipitate Soviet
 disintegration, that this would not happen until the next century, and that the complete disin-
 tegration would take 300 years or so. Collins is very forthright in criticizing his own earlier
 predictions for their ambiguity, in Randall Collins and David Waller, "What Theories Predicted
 the State Breakdowns and Revolutions of the Soviet Bloc?" Research in Social Movements, Conflicts
 and Change, Vol. 14 (Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press, 1992), pp. 31-47. This article is also an
 excellent analysis of what its title asks.

This content downloaded from 86.133.138.224 on Sun, 29 Oct 2017 10:33:20 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 Correspondence | 205

 sources, population, and the effects of geography.8 All of these factors were related
 in an algebraic expression. By 1986, Collins was predicting for the Soviet Union

 "precipitous losses of territorial power within the next thirty years" and its fragmen-
 tation "into successively smaller states." Collins also wrote of both Soviet ethnic and
 economic overextension.9

 Fourth, while Gaddis recommends a theoretical approach that combines non-linear

 models, multiple variables, and different causal levels of analysis, complexity is
 neither necessary nor sufficient for theoretical success. Gaddis's own work, Strategies

 of Containment, contains a remarkably spare theory, almost monocausal in its simplic-
 ity, which makes very accurate predictions:10 Gaddis argued then that a U.S. admin-
 istration's attitude toward Keynesian deficit spending was a robust predictor of which

 strategy of containment that administration would pursue, symmetrical or asymmet-
 rical. In fact, after the book was published, his argument performed successfully in

 the crucially hard case of the Reagan administration. Gaddis's theory apparently
 would have only indeterminate predictions about this hawkish administration, with

 its apparently conservative fiscal views. But as soon as it became clear that the Reagan

 team was in fact a group of deficit-spending Keynesians, Gaddis's theory performed

 perfectly, predicting a "symmetrical" strategy of containment, one that would meet
 the Soviets at every spot on the globe.

 PROBLEMS WITH GADDIS'S REMEDY

 There is no reason to believe that world politics has a more complicated set of variables

 to work with than American politics, a field Gaddis has identified as more likely to
 score predictive successes through behavioralism. Is "polarity" any more difficult to

 measure than "racism?" Is it easier to get a subject to reproduce his or her level of
 racism through a questionnaire than it is to get coders to reliably reproduce who the
 great powers were in 1845?

 Moreover, Gaddis's proposed solution to the problem of fuzzy variables is not likely
 to fix it. He suggests the need to rely on qualitative measurements of indicators. But
 how does this improve matters? What would these qualitative indicators have been

 for the end of the Cold War, and how could they have been measured any more
 precisely than quantifiable variables? Popular dissatisfaction with economic stan-

 dards? With Soviet foreign policy? Elite dissatisfaction with corruption? Elite motives
 to tinker with the machinery of communism? There are three problems here. First,

 how do we know, in the absence of a theory on imperial dissolution, which variables

 8. I am grateful to Mike Desch for bringing Collins's work to my attention. Randall Collins,
 "Long-term Social Change and the Territorial Power of States," in L. Kriesberg, ed., Research in
 Social Movemenits, Conflicts and Change, Vol. 1 (Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press, 1978), pp. 1-34.
 9. Randall Collins, Weberian Sociological Thleory (New York: Cambridge, 1986), pp. 187, 196, 197-
 201. It should be noted that Collins had already given a paper in 1980 that foreshadowed his
 arguments in the book cited above. See Collins, "The Future Decline of the Russian Empire: An
 Application of Geopolitical Theory," Sociology Lecture Series, University of South Florida,
 Tampa, February 1980.
 10. John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containmenit (New York: Oxford University Press, 1982).
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 to look at? And why should the theoretically interesting variables necessarily not be

 quantifiable? Second, even if we identified the right variables, how could we ascertain
 their values? Was it possible to conduct survey research in the era of high commu-
 nism? Finally, even if we have the right variables, and are given leave to measure

 them, why would we want to measure them qualitatively, rather than quantitatively?
 How can the use of words rather than numbers improve or clarify the measurement

 of the attitudes of the Soviet public toward its relative economic status? Coding
 problems do not disappear by telling one's coders to stop using the numbers 1-5,
 and use instead whatever descriptive prose they choose. And once one instructs

 coders to use particular words to describe a respondent's answer, one has, through
 systematic categorization, begun to quantify the qualitative, and the presumed ben-
 efits of qualitative methods disappear.

 Gaddis criticizes behavioralism for not recognizing that international relations com-

 prises "clouds," not "clocks," and that therefore more qualitative methods are called
 for. (pp. 27-29 and 55). Citing Almond and Genco, Gaddis argues that there is too
 much indeterminancy in world politics to have much confidence in forecasting.1" But
 why, then, is Gaddis critical of the body of international relations theory that failed
 to predict what he considers unpredictable? I must add here, however, that Genco

 and Almond's "clouds," which are, in turn, derived from a chapter in Karl Popper's

 Objective Knowledge,12 do not produce quite the haze of indeterminancy that Gaddis
 suggests. Popper, citing Charles Peirce, noted that the world is "an interlocking
 system of clouds and clocks," so that everything in the world is at once both cloud

 and clock, implying elements of both predictability and randomness. Popper's sen-

 timents imply the need for a prudent combination of methods, so that both clouds

 and clocks may be captured through theorizing. This is quite different from Gaddis's

 position that international politics is so cloudy that applications of the scientific
 method are ill-advised.

 Finally, Gaddis retrospectively recommends which kinds of theories should have

 been used to predict the Soviet collapse (pp. 52 and 55). He suggests more attention
 should have been paid to the arguments of Michael Doyle, John Mueller, Joseph S.
 Nye, Jr., interdependence theorists, and others. He could very well be right. But how

 was the international relations theory community supposed to have known, a priori,

 which of these theories were valid indicators of the Soviet future, and which were
 not? In fact, not a single one of the theorists Gaddis cited above, at the time, even
 predicted the applicability of his or her theory to the Soviet case.

 MY ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATION, IF NOT SOLUTION

 Methodological choices did not prevent international relations theorists from making

 accurate predictions about the end of the Cold War. Different methods, therefore,
 would not have improved matters. What was necessary, however, was that scholars

 11. Gabriel A. Almond and Stephen J. Genco, "Clouds, Clocks, and the Study of Politics,"
 World Politics, Vol. 20, No. 4 (July 1977), pp. 489-522.

 12. Karl Popper, Objective Knowledge. An Evolutionary Approach (New York: Oxford University
 Press, 1972), pp. 207-241.
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 ask the question: how will the Cold War end? This question was not asked, but it
 was not asked because of sociological constraints, not methodological ones. What is
 it that we want to study? This is an ontological question of the first order. In the case

 of the Cold War, what determined that choice?13 There are many factors, from psy-
 chological to political and material.14 As the United States and the Soviet Union,
 armed with nuclear weapons, were locked in a Cold War struggle, punctuated by
 military eruptions in the Third World and crises in Europe, what scholar would not
 be attracted to war prevention as the first step in managing the superpower relation-
 ship? Directed by this logic of the Cold War, research dollars flowed from private
 foundations, government agencies, and military-industrial bureaucracies.

 From these research projects emerged the research program of the overwhelming

 majority of major research institutions in the United States, so that generations of
 graduate students produced dissertations whose fundamental aim was to illuminate
 the causes of war and peace among great powers. This research program had little,
 if any, room for projects to investigate the conditions under which the Cold War was
 likely to end, peacefully or not. Can anyone imagine a senior international relations
 scholar applying to the Carnegie Endowment in 1972 for a research grant to investigate
 the conditions under which Moscow would most likely voluntarily relinquish control
 over Eastern Europe? Predicting the end of the Cold War was an unimaginable
 research question during the Cold War. But, had it been asked, no methodological
 or theoretical barriers would have stood in the way of formulating an answer.

 Another way of looking at this problem is to see the study of war and peace as
 "normal" political science during the Cold War. Looked at from this perspective,15 it
 becomes clear that investigating how the Cold War might end, or how the Soviet
 Union might dissolve, would not be part of the daily concerns of a researcher at the
 Correlates of War Project, or a regime theorist, or a formal modeller, or a political
 psychologist. Instead, one would have had to operate outside the paradigm to ask
 such questions. And operating outside the paradigm in the domain of "revolutionary"

 13. For discussions of how it is that certain questions get asked by social scientists, while others
 are not raised, see Margaret Somers, "Historicizing Sociology: Knowledge Cultures, Historical
 Epistemologies, and Social Science Logic" (University of Michigan, June 1992, unpub. ms.);
 Sandra Harding, "Introduction: Is There a Feminist Method?" pp. 1-14, and Harding, "Conclu-
 sion: Epistemological Questions," pp. 181-190, in Sandra Harding, ed., Feminism and Methodology
 (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987); Edward Hallett Carr, What is History? (New York:
 Vintage, 1961), chap. II, "Society and the Individual," pp. 36-69; Michael Polanyi, "The Unac-
 countable Element in Science," in Polanyi, Knowing and Being (Chicago: University of Chicago
 Press, 1969), pp. 105-120; Robert N. Proctor, Value-Free Science? Purity and Power in Modern
 Knowledge (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1991), chap. 10; Paul Diesing, How Does
 Social Science Work? Reflections on Practice (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1991), chap.
 8, "Science Politics," pp. 207-241; and Dorothy Ross, The Origins of American Social Science
 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991).
 14. On the "ideological blinders" worn by scholars on both left and right during the Cold War,
 see Collins and Waller, "What Theories Predicted," pp. 44-45.
 15. For the classic statement of how science works via paradigmatic constraint, see Thomas
 Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970).
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 science is risky, as the rewards are not as certain as working within the comforting
 confines of familiar questions and tried and true methods.

 CONCLUSION

 I could not agree with Gaddis more that international relations theorists should
 include "narrative, analogy, paradox, irony, intuition, and imagination" with the more

 conventional tools of the scientific method (p. 58). I would only caution that the
 application of such instruments will produce robust theoretical predictions about an
 event only if one focuses his or her attention on that event. Generating such attention

 does not require an abandonment of available methods or theories, but rather the
 rewarding of unusual work. To increase the probability that unforeseen events will

 nevertheless be foreseen requires that precisely those research programs most dra-

 matically at variance with the mainstream should be regarded with less hostility by

 graduate advisors, publishers, peer reviewers, foundations, and other research insti-
 tutions. Instead of asking about a piece of work, "How does this fit into the current

 literature?" we should be asking, "How does this work transcend or push beyond

 the current literature, and what new questions about international politics might be
 generated if we follow this untaken course?"

 -Ted Hopf
 Ann Arbor, Michigan

 The author replies:

 Ted..Hopf's criticisms boil down to the assertion that, confronted with a sinking
 discipline, I have suggested a re-arrangement of methodological deck-chairs. I did
 have rather more in mind than that.

 Hopf and I agree completely that the field of international relations theory is

 foundering. But I never said that tinkering with existing methodologies alone would
 fix the problem. The main point of my article was that all of these approaches have
 operated within a kind of Newtonian view of "science" that most "hard" scientists
 have long since abandoned. My conclusion called for just the kind of social scientific

 "revolution" Hopf advocates, and I suggested chaos and complexity theory as the
 most promising means of accomplishing it.1

 Because international relations theory preoccupied itself with war/peace and co-
 operation/conflict issues, Hopf argues, it should not have been expected to concern
 itself with how the Cold War might end or with what the future of the Soviet empire

 might be. This position strikes me as an exceedingly narrow one for someone who

 has just endorsed a widening of perspectives. Hopf appears to find it acceptable that

 general terms like "peace" and "cooperation" came to be conceived of only within

 1. See John Lewis Gaddis, "International Relations Theory and the End of the Cold War,"
 International Security, Vol. 17, No. 3 (Winter 1992/93), pp. 53-58.
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 the specific framework of a Soviet-American bipolar hegemony.2 But theories are

 supposed to characterize phenomena across space and through time; certainly inter-

 national relations theory claimed such universal applicability during the Cold War. It
 therefore seems fair to criticize it, as I did, for having failed to achieve a standard the

 theorists themselves set.

 Can we, as Hopf seems to suggest, assess the adequacy of theories by their
 practitioners' failure to test them against reality? This interesting method would allow

 us to celebrate, as having been in the vanguard of their respective disciplines, those

 scientists who thought that the sun revolved around the earth, or that phlogiston

 theory explained combustion, or that plant and animal species were immutable. I fail
 to see, though, how it could advance the shift from "normal" to "revolutionary"
 science that Hopf began by advocating.

 Hopf cites my example of Karl Deutsch's successful 1966 forecast to support his
 assertion that there is no relationship "between choice of method and predictive

 success." What I actually argued, though (p. 26), was that Deutsch's 1966 forecast

 worked because in that instance Deutsch was prepared to depart from behaviorialism,
 not because he employed it, as Hopf suggests. Even more curiously, Hopf goes on

 to praise my own book, Strategies of Containment, as having advanced "a remarkably

 spare theory, almost monocausal in its simplicity, which makes very accurate predic-

 tions." I am glad that Hopf found Strategies to be a useful anticipation of Reagan

 administration policies, but I can assure him that the book was never intended to
 make a theoretical contribution at all; it was rather an examination of certain recurring

 patterns in the history of containment, written by a historian who was, at the time,

 quite free of both theoretical concerns and competence. And even if I had been
 consciously constructing a theory, would the fact that it made one successful predic-
 tion-there have certainly been no others-validate it?

 My call for a return to qualitative rather than quantitative description does not
 impress Hopf, since such indicators cannot easily be "measured." But is not his
 preoccupation with measurement in itself a manifestation of "old" thinking? As I

 suggested in my article,3 precise measurement is almost as difficult in the physical
 and biological sciences4 as it is in the social sciences. What we need instead is an
 ecumenical approach to the problem of characterizing phenomena. Measurement is

 only one of many methods of doing that, and not necessarily always the best one.
 "How can the use of words rather than numbers improve or clarify the measurement

 of the attitudes of the Soviet public toward its relative economic status?" Hopf asks.
 I suspect that citizens of the former Soviet Union-they would not even have to be
 theorists-could answer that question with some eloquence.

 2. A tendency to which I myself certainly contributed by characterizing the Cold War as a "long
 peace." See my article, "The Long Peace: Elements of Stability in the Postwar International
 System," ibid., Vol. 10, No. 4 (Spring 1986), pp. 99-142.
 3. Pp. 25, 27-29, 54.
 4. For an excellent discussion of why, see James Gleick's summary of Benoit Mandelbrot's
 famous "coastline of Britain" problem in Chaos: Making a New Science (New York: Viking, 1987),
 pp. 94-96.
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 Hopf criticizes me for having overlooked the point that Karl Popper's "clouds and

 clocks" metaphor suggests not a "haze of indeterminancy" but rather the coexistence

 of "predictability and randomness." I did note, however (p. 27), that "reality com-
 prises a range of phenomena extending from the determinate to the indeterminate-

 from predictable clocks to unpredictable clouds," and I subsequently reiterated that

 assertion (p. 29). Either my prose was more opaque than I had intended, or Hopf

 failed to read it carefully enough.
 How, Hopf asks somewhat plaintively, was the international relations community

 "supposed to have known, a priori, which of these theories were valid indicators of
 the Soviet future, and which were not?" Most "hard" scientists would have little

 difficulty in responding to this question, and I think few historians would either: one
 determines these things by a combination of careful observation with constant skep-
 ticism about conventional wisdom.5 Hopf still seems to want to be told which theories
 of international relations are valid, but surely our task is to find these things out for
 ourselves.6

 This last point makes all the more puzzling Hopf's complaint that "a kind of

 intellectual hegemony was exercised by American academic institutions, foundations,

 and government agencies, a hegemony which deterred the investigation of questions
 such as how a peaceful imperial decline might occur within the Soviet empire." Such
 a hegemony probably did and does still exist, but I doubt very much that it has been

 imposed upon theorists of international relations by the external authorities Hopf
 mentions. The problem, rather, is that field's own resistance to reconsideration, a

 tendency Hopf's own letter inadvertently reflects. What is needed here is more than

 just a rearrangement of deck chairs: the vessel itself is operating with a flawed design

 in unfamiliar waters under complacent command. Or, to paraphrase Pogo: "We have
 met the hegemon and he or she is us."

 -John Lewis Gaddis
 Athens, Ohio

 5. By which I mean a thorough understanding of the warnings about "normal" science raised
 in Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
 1970).
 6. Hopf's position here seems at odds with his subsequent call for "the rewarding of unusual
 work."
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