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Discipline of International Relations: Still an American Social Science?”
British Journal of Politics and International Relations 2:3 (2000), pp. 374-402.
Stephen M. Walt, “Is IR Still ‘an American Social Science?’” Foreign Policy
(June 6, 2011).

2) Tim Dunne, Lene Hansen, Colin Wight, “The End of International Relations
Theory?” European Journal of International Relations 19:3(2013), pp. 405-425.

3) David A. Lake, “Theory is Dead, Long Live Theory: The End of the Great
Debates and the Rise of Eclecticism in International Relations,” European
Journal of International Relations 19:3 (2013), pp. 568-571.

4) oA Emmanuel Navon, “The ‘Third Debate’ Revisited,” Review of
International Studies, 27:4 (2001), pp. 611-625. Brian C. Schmidt, “On the
History and Historiography of International Relations” in Walter Carlsnaes,
Thomas Risse and Beth A. Simmons, eds., Handbook of International
Relations (Los Angeles: Sage, 2013), pp. 13-21. Patrick Thaddeus Jackson
and Daniel H. Nexon, “I Can Has IR Theory?” The Duck of Minerva
Working Paper, 1. 2013 (8 January 2012), pp. 3-4.
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5) Alfred N. Whitehead, The Function of Reason (Boston: beacon Press, 1958),
p. 18.

6) David A. Lake, “Why ‘isms’ Are Evil: Theory, Epistemology, and Academic
Sects as Impediments to Understanding and Progress,” International Studies
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Quarterly 55 (2011), pp. 474-477.

7) Lake, “Theory is Dead, Long Live Theory,” pp. 568-571.

8) MG gL, o@H, “sol=al=sl v AAne] AsH 42 pp.
155-158.
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Ar2l ksl WAl 2o A A A ofn] 100 | %
o $EYolor shgsch. ey Al FAH A
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‘AAEH 71 9] 22 Alel(a medley of ad hoc hypotheses)® 7
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Fud 20 AAde ZA8 Hdste Ade WU HA 94
& Aolqltt. whebA el THESARATIAL Y HYLEA
d TAGACIEY de=Ael $AH e Eolde oY "o
I AE ol mAYA Y TIxE HAE dESE oA
ShA RS AZAACHE g Id Ao A2 72
9) AEARR]ASte] A AAE FHHeR HED dFEE, E E

é, AT $7, el BAS: Fot seicks Q) AR,
(AHA1Y, 2009).

10) Alfred N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1950), p. 25.
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European Journal of International Relations 19:3 (2013), pp. 589-608. 121}
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14) John Lewis Gaddis, “International Relations Theory and the End of the Cold
War,” International Security 17:3 (1992/1993), pp. 5-58.

15) James Kurth, “Inside the Cave: The Banality of LR. Studies,” The National
Interest 53 (1998), p. 33. AZ7} vt D=9 F7e| 3|4, Kenneth
N. Waltz, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Be Better,” Adelphi
Paper 171 (1981).
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of =RANE Ho|Zel= Wokol AZsIA 2o AARY E4L
sobs] w72 g,

Sto]EF=7h mhofgh Zdf AA®E IAEH A H(the
mechanistic view of nature)®} FTFoA $Z(the subjectivist
principlo®  F4E T 7AZH AABe ojuste 202
(the theory of matter)S X&4 Uulsk(descriptive generalization)
e atolmese) ST AT Yol we daKoz 9g o
29 2o AlARY 7AEA
4 AR A4& Ad. 2diatst
o EHo|EX off2EHH 2o AX(substance) MES AT
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>
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H
i1\

ol
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_u
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offt
rﬁ hY
H

o] AZ7 A we3 9AE A3k H(simple location)
OB ZhEghh U3 fele Zoiste] x|zto] E(the theory

of perception)?l 2t o]E 9] o|E(the bifurcation of nature), =
Ads AgET A24 2= Yrola osh= o] E(the theory of
primary and secondary qualities)e A&2 dut3} wHo] uhh
q4oz 49 AwaA £33 Aolth A oo o|ge
It 12829 AA(substance)?} <A (attribute) T Al o] H 72 E
9] ZMF9olA HA(the subjectivist bias)S 713t Ao =2 o]
& 5 ook 2o AAEY VARA Adu FEHFH A
T =2A FAL TEFE Q2 H(the fallacy of misplaced
concreteness)S MU FO|EFE= Y o{E FHGI] 9

3 F71A A Aol T(the organic view of nature)?} WA H FHF

rlr

17) oZAt) W. von Leyden, Seventeenth-Century Metaphysics: An Examination of
Some Main Concepts and Theories (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1968).
Errol E. Harris, The Restitution of Metaphysics (New York: Humanity Books,
2000). E. A. Burtt, The Metaphysical Foundations of Modern Science
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1924).
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A E}—E— o

a7fskr] fa 23

18) o] Ete] W&o 2t AAT] NeE Y=ZHow
A g 252 & 74

o] =&, “slo|Es|=gt 2o AAHe] A
flol &7 Zlolth 2 82 9] =&s
19) Alfred N. Whitehead, Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology (New
York: The Free Press, 1978), p. 157.
20) FHFH Aol i A AR tag Fx o|d3, “so|ES|
co} 2o AAZe] A A2 pp. 146-153.
21) Whitehead, Process and Reality, p. 159.
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24 wolz segchs AS ovdt aggy
o mhek ek ASl R4S £ BAH THB
e,

FolA et T AABel AARY Aun Ty
9% F 2oz FAHYnE ¥ St 19 AAES &
amel A ofsist B 44 Mz AFHU2 Hepy 2o
AABS AAZE Aane BT 2uFH Yoo YA
T3l E4Y Bgo SAU, AT 24 AARE S2A

rﬂz

l"

= AAG 49S Bk SR2E YR I (great divide)o] T
2 G2 2 AATY diEde £ Y }OOH
A F Zor Yris AT 29 AHfolA FEEH= A

H(object)o} FAH(subject)®] e, AT hx) Bel, AAst 4
so) R, Aoz 2ao] Hel, AU o|4ro] Hel, A (reality)
o o|d(ideasy®] el A% Aofe] Hel, AeAneta AL
SEHRATS, Bt e, o|ueh Bite] Hel Fo mE
2o AATY el AAF Aol Ba FAHH s A A
A8 BAZe o479 7o 14 A, AT AFEY
29 23 A, Ao F7] AFEY 749 3% A o
2o AR gEdel ZAT Aoldth. AR, Ao, A

-

o|gE, AEFY, 3] A%
RAAZ $45 o|£ol7] wEolth
2 solEdE] wEd JARY Reluat FREYd o

22) o& 3, “FAGA A FAAFolo| 5447 A p. 66.
23) Bruno Latour, We Have Never Been Modern, trans. by Catherine Porter
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1993), pp. 10-12.
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otk AAA ALT AR 47|50 5 oto] Sof
F

G20 ot 2o ARABiTste] dFt AHHY P45 B
9 FHold 4& Agnhe AL oushd, FAHA o
AR a7 BEA gtk 2 S Ao o, old A 27}

FARATGA FBEA Y 2 gz o
zoml 74Fool EAERHOEE BE 4 9t F 028
golgstdon JRsiEA vy FAYATY B9 F Z
g FAHoz Fele) w2 o7

2. TFe) FAAA o2

A AdEe AHETF AN, FHFH el

24) 1Ibid., pp. 55-59.
25) lan Shapiro, The Flight from Reality in the Human Studies (Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 2005).
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AYEE HAOl vebd JIAEY AdBE TRAAR 243
FAHA 0|20 714, oY, o, &3} 5 A2HoE WAY A
224 QQlofth £Eo4 ol2g FHAGY, FuFoH Helg
ZEANE 43 oS AR BY UFH 44 v

972 Hws,
A, oY, dol, Bat 5 A2H0R £43uA o2 TA
L R4S HolEd FuEod dug 2ERAAE £8% 4%
Aog F YEH HORE FHFI} EAERUES B
& ooled, FAFAE BEIHE AYSE oW, 19T EAE
2eo]5S HEHE S AR 47 F& 4 ook 2
o3t Qoj BE AAY Agolets o4 T olze FAY
4901 EAT 53 IRk WIY & Uk FhFols
EndolzY 441 BANE A2 HE B2 o4
FHZOOE gESE 4 e BE UZea okx

(Nicholas G. Onuf), Z&|=2]3] A& XY (Friedrich V. Kratochwil),
adAE Y E(Alexander E. Wendt)S #4920 I1Fo|Hx= LA
295 Q3L 7 2A 7)ol SE AL et
A AEY ogg FHOR FAFIY 4AL ARd wz 5
b AES S9H2 Ay A d=(Kenneth N. Waltz)¥ith29) E

26) AT FAR Aol HNtY 4AE WA G FE =, Robert
Jackson and Georg Serensen, Introduction to International Relations: Theories
and Approaches, 3rd. ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), pp.
161-177.

27) Maja Zehfus, Constructivism in International Relations: The Politics of
Reality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), pp. 10-23.

28) & WldEf 2B H Avs A, stgA 9 &4, TAAA By (23t
AL, 2003), p. 260.

29) Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999), p. 15.
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seolghe =44 adlor HYYH A Aoz, dEE =
7HE old o EAAR Aok IEVF = o Qe =2A did
o 7IAALR Hhget= EA7F ot 24 8= ATt @
wo] wgeli EAjo]7] WA FAhe HAAE oo
oOstn W dEL WxAY ALY F2E YL Ko
Hesich E oA 2AY B B9l olgo] bz A%
Ao 72 0|28 27| Wt Azs AFAse A
FolEo YAsA =AGA L] F2E FYRSD oje} =] AE
= ALgeke) tx9b 39 o] E(the agent-structure relationship)S
ggaiol FARAY 722 BT, 729 99 o2 3T
o Auagel AN A7 o4 NAEW P £Eo ° o4
&9 5 gle olSnt AEA £ (emergent property)o] &¥3}
of old F25 AU FAN AE= A4lo] Hog =7t
== 94 717 ol duAdetd AdH &4 Ad =AAA
A F2E Ad2gA AT Aer JHAYS 19 H

=7k ojg e FAAR AR wEhA =77F FoAg ot

L RS A% F79 oldBo] 45%e Bo: AL ouele,
ofd #Z Tl =7kEcl Ffdke oW HDA A A (collective
knowledge),35) A& 7] (collective memory),30) Ftha A A
(collective identity)3?) =31 Z+e& N E& E3culture)7} A =)

30) Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics, p. 1. Jackson and Serensen,
Introduction to International Relations, p. 169.

31) Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics, p.140.

32) Ibid., p. 11.

33) o3, “FAPA A AAFT] 9] 547 A, pp. 68-70.
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[Abstract]

The Subjectivist Principle and the Collapse
of IR as an American Social Science:
In the Case of Constructivism and
Postmodernism

Yi, Hyun-hwee Kyung—hee Univ.)

IR as an American Social Science has collapsed. It is because
the modern world view that grounded the fundamental
assumptions of IR has eclipsed into a complete distrust by the
effect of the second scientific revolution of the 20th century. A
metaphysical reflection on IR has not been performed throughly,
though. That is why the intellectual lag of IR has persisted
stubbornly in the IR texts and in the IR Ilectures of
Universities today. In this article, I will show vividly that the
fundamental assumptions of both Constructivist and of
Postmodern IR theories are founded upon “the subjectivist
principle” that Whitehead regarded as one part of the modern
world view. As an alternative of the subjectivist principle,
Whitehead put forward the reformed subjective principle. And
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he suggested Burke’s conception of “prejudice” as its good
realization. In order to break through the collapse of IR,

therefore, a new IR theory on the basis of Burke’s prejudice
should be devised.

Key-Words: the end of IR theory, metaphysical reflection, the

subjectivist principle, constructivism, postmodernism.
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