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PREFACE

This book follows in the footsteps of Diané Collinson’s Fifty Major Philosophers (1987) and John
Lechte’s Fifty Key Contemporary Thinkers (1994). It has been a daunting challenge to maintain the high
standards set by these authors. Like them, I provide the reader with a summary of each thinker’s work,
some biographical information where appropriate and a bibliographical guide to further reading. [ have
tried to be as objective as possible with each thinker, although I have not shied away at times from
inserting my own judgements. To assist the reader in navigating the field as a whole as well as the
particular schools of thought within it, I include a general guide to further reading at the end of the book.

This book confines its coverage to key thinkers of the twentieth century. There are a number of
other, excellent texts on classical thinkers in the discipline (listed in the general guide), and I wanted as
little overlap with them as possible. For this reason I also excluded key thinkers in nuclear strategy, and
refer the reader to John Baylis and John Garnett (eds), Makers of Modern Strategy, London, Pinter,
1991. Some duplication is inevitable, however. The last two decades have been characterised by a series
of seemingly endless arguments over the comparative merits of competing ‘paradigms’ in the field. In
the absence of consensus over the appropriate criteria for their identification and evaluation, it is fitting
to consider key thinkers in their own right, and this is increasingly the case in the field. Thus a number
of'the thinkers included in this book are also discussed elsewhere. See, in particular, Iver B. Neumann
and Ole Waever (eds), The Future of International Relations: Masters in the Making, London, Routledge,
1997; Joseph Kruzel and James N. Rosenau (eds), Journeys Through World Politics: Autobiographical
Reflections of Thirty-Four Academic Travellers, Lexington, Massachusetts, Lexington Books, 1989;
and Michael Smith, Realist Thought From Weber to Kissinger, Baton Rouge, Louisiana State University
Press, 1986. However, I have tried to minimise such duplication, some of which is inevitable when one
is writing about key thinkers in any academic field.

Despite the growing emphasis on the need to discuss individual thinkers rather than disembodied
‘schools of thought’, I follow the example of John Lechte’s volume and so divide the thinkers into
particular categories rather than simply list all fifty thinkers in alphabetical order. The categories
themselves represent the dominant schools of thought in the contemporary study of international
relations, even though there is a substantial range of views and ideas among the thinkers within them.
Indeed, it could be argued that the mark of any great thinker is his or her ability to transcend conventional
frameworks for analysis. For example, J.A. Hobson’s theory of imperialism is highly critical of many
liberal arguments concerning the merits of ‘free trade’, and was inspired by some of the ideas of Karl
Marx. Similarly, Robert Keohane is indebted to the insights of many realists, even as he has sought to
go beyond their alleged limitations. The use of categories, in my view, is not meant to place these
thinkers within some kind of intellectual or ideological cage, but to show how key thinkers, whilst they
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can be usefully slotted into long-standing traditions of thought, are rarely bound by them. A brief
introductory note precedes each group of thinkers within a particular category.

This book covers writers who have made a substantial contribution to the way we think about
international relations at the end of the twentieth century, and I have tried to ensure that the book as a
whole fairly represents the scope of the field. Thus, in addition to the traditional trilogy of realists,
liberals and radicals, I have included thinkers in emerging sub-fields, such as gender and postmodernism.
Within the three main categories, I have included one statesman who represents the political embodiment
of the category in question. Thus Henry Kissinger as the arch-realist, Woodrow Wilson as the liberal,
and V.I. Lenin as the radical. These historical figures also contributed a substantial literature on
international relations. The section on theories of the nation may be problematic for some. I believe
that in an era when nationalism is resurgent in global politics, it makes sense to include some of the best
writers on the phenomenon, even though they may not be considered as ‘international relations
theorists’ in a narrow sense. Within the three dominant categories, [ have tried to ensure some balance
between political philosophers, students of diplomacy and the use of force among states, as well as
international political economists.

Finally, it should be pointed out that most of the thinkers in this book are still thinking and writing,
so the reader should not substitute my thumbnail sketches for a more direct encounter with their work.
What follows is intended to supplement courses on international relations, and to provide some
inspiration for students entering one of most exciting and rapidly changing academic disciplines.

Martin Griffiths
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REALISM

Relations among states take place in the absence of a world government. For realists, this means that
the international system is anarchical. International relations are best understood by focusing on the
distribution of power among states. Despite their formal legal equality, the uneven distribution of
power means that the arena of international relations is a form of ‘power politics’. Power is hard to
measure; its distribution among states changes over time and there is no consensus among states about
how it should be distributed. International relations is therefore a realm of necessity (states must seek
power to survive in a competitive environment) and continuity over time. When realists contemplate
change in the international system, they focus on changes in the balance of power among states, and
tend to discount the possibility of fundamental change in the dynamics of the system itself. The
following key thinkers all subscribe to these basic assumptions in their explorations of the following
questions: (1) What are the main sources of stability and instability in the international system? (2)
What is the actual and preferred balance of power among states? (3) How should the great powers
behave toward one another and toward weaker states? (4) What are the sources and dynamics of
contemporary changes in the balance of power? Despite some shared assumptions about the nature of
international relations, realists are not all of one voice in answering these questions, and it would be
wrong to believe that shared assumptions lead to similar conclusions among them. In fact, there is
sharp disagreement over the relative merits of particular balances of power (unipolarity, bipolarity and
multipolarity). There is also much debate over the causal relationship between states and the international
pressures upon them, and the relative importance of different kinds of power in contemporary
international relations.







RAYMOND ARON

Raymond Aron was born in 1905 in Paris, the
same year as John-Paul Sartre. They were both
educated at the elite school Ecole Normale
Supérieure, which also produced such authors and
politicians as Claude Lévi-Strauss, Leon Blum,
Georges Pompidou and Michel Foucault.
Although Sartre’s name was usually much better
known, in part because Aron’s Gaullism and
staunch anti-communism made him a pariah
among French left-wing intellectuals from the
1940s to the 1970s, his reputation has risen since
his death in 1983 in comparison with that of his
old sparring partner.

Aron’s work is too complex and extensive to
lend itself to a neat summary. He was a journalist
as well as a sociologist, and the range of his
intellectual interests went far beyond the concerns
of most students of international relations. In IR,
Aron is best known for his book Peace and War,
which first appeared in English in 1966. In
addition to this book, whose discursive range and
historical depth did not make easy reading for
students in search of a master key to peer beneath
the apparent contingencies of inter-state relations,
Aron is also remembered for his incisive analysis
of the dilemmas of strategy in the nuclear age.
While it is not unfair, as we shall see, to classify
him within the realist school of thought, it is also
important to appreciate some of the main
differences between his approach to the study of
international relations and that of North American
realist thinkers.

As a French Jew who had spent some time in
Germany just before Hitler’s rise to power in the
1930s, Aron’s reaction to the rise of fascism in
Europe and Stalinism in the Soviet Union set him
apart from most French intellectuals in the post-
war era. Despite his philosophical training in the
abstract theories of history contained in the works
of Marx and Hegel, his abhorrence of utopian
thought and totalitarianism in all its forms lent an
air of critical pessimism to his writing and a refusal
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to entertain the possibility that politics could ever
be an appropriate arena for promoting particular
versions of the good life by force at the expense
of others. In 1978 he wrote that

[t]he rise of National Socialism . . . and the
revelation of politics in its dialogical essence
forced me to argue against myself, against my
intimate preferences; it inspired in me a sort of
revolt against the instruction I had received at
the university, against the spirituality of
philosophers, and against the tendency of
certain sociologists to misconstrue the impact
of regimes with the pretext of focusing on
permanent realities.!

This experience instilled in Aron a commitment
to liberalism and an admiration for the work of
Max Weber, rather than the utopianism and
historical materialism of Marx that inspired other
European intellectuals similarly disenchanted with
progressive evolutionary theories of history (see
in particular his book, The Opium of the
Intellectuals, published in 1955). A prudent
approach to the theory and practice of politics
lay in the acknowledgement of different and often
incompatible political values and therefore in the
availability and competition between divergent
interpretations/ideologies that privileged some at
the expense of others. Particular interpretations
could be critically analysed in terms of their
internal consistency, as well as their compatibility
with existing social and political structures, but it
would be utopian to believe in the use of reason
to transcend such competition.

Informed by this outlook, much of Aron’s work
focused on the nature of industrialisation and the
viability of different ways of promoting it in
capitalist and allegedly ‘socialist’ societies. He
was one of the first to argue that the Soviet model
of central planning, whilst it facilitated forced
industrialisation, was not appropriate for running
an ever more complicated industrial society.? In
principle, he defended Western, liberal capitalism
against its leftist critics as the best means of



ARON

combining economic growth with some measure
of political freedom and economic redistribution.
Whilst recognising the fact of class conflict, he
never believed in the idea that ‘the working class’
was either sufficiently homogeneous or motivated
to revolt against the inequities of capitalist society.
If capitalist societies could combine the search
for profits with some measure of welfare and
redistribution, he saw no reason why the conflict
between workers and capitalists should be zero-
sum. Indeed, he hoped that in the longer term
such societies could moderate ideological
competition, although he worried about the
dominance of pressure groups in weakening the
democratic process and depriving liberal states of
sufficient ‘steering capacity’ in the interests of
the society as a whole.

When it came to the study of international
relations rather than industrialisation per se, Aron
was inspired by the work of Hobbes and
Clausewitz. To some extent he shared the realist
view that there was a fundamental difference
between domestic and international relations, and
that this difference should be the foundation for
all international theory. For Aron, foreign policy
is constituted by diplomatic-strategic behaviour,
and international relations takes place in the
shadow of war. By this, he did not mean that war
was always likely, but that the legitimacy of
violence to secure state goals was shared among
states, and it could not be monopolised as it had
been within the territorial boundaries of the state.
In his most famous phrase, international relations
are ‘relations between political units, each of
which claims the right to take justice into its own
hands and to be the sole arbiter of the decision to
fight or not to fight’.

Of course, such an argument seems to place
Aron squarely within the realist camp, but on
closer examination Aron’s work is far more subtle
than that of, say, Hans Morgenthau or Kenneth
Waltz. Whilst he agreed with Morgenthau that
international relations was in some respects a
struggle for power among states, the concept of
power was too nebulous to serve as a master key

for understanding international relations. Similarly,
whilst he would agree with Waltz that the milieu
of international relations was a unique structured
environment, the latter did not determine state
goals. Indeed, state ‘goals’ could not be reduced
to a simple formula at all:

Security, power, glory, ideas, are essentially
heterogeneous objectives which can be reduced
to a single term only by distorting the human
meaning of diplomaticstrategic action. If the
rivalry of states is comparable to a game, what
is ‘at stake’ cannot be designated by a single
concept, valid for all civilisations at all periods.
Diplomacy is a game in which the players
sometimes risk losing their lives, sometimes
prefer victory to the advantages that would
result from it.*

In the absence of a simple formula to predict state
goals, the best one could do as a thinker, diplomat
or strategist is to attempt an understanding of
state aims and motives on the best evidence
available. Peace and War may be disappointing
for those in search of ahistorical generalisations,
since it is at best a collection of partial hypotheses
based on the ways in which states influence one
another in light of a) different historical eras; b)
the ‘material’ constraints of space (geography),
population (demography) and resources
(economics); and c) the ‘moral’ determinants
arising from states’ ‘styles of being and behaving’.®
International theory, for Aron, ought not to try
and privilege any one of these categories over the
other, but to blend all three in an historically
sensitive attempt to chart processes of change
and continuity over time in the interaction of such
‘determinants’. If this is the case, whilst it may
make sense to compare historical eras characterised
by, for example, bipolar and multipolar
configurations of power, hypotheses concerning
their relevant stability could only be tentative in
light of the fact that one cannot ignore the character
of particular states within a distinct era. Whether
the states share certain values or common interests



may be just as important as how they stand in
relation to one another on some quantitative scale
of ‘power’. Similarly, much of Peace and War is
devoted to reproducing and analysing the
weakness of a number of schools of thought that,
in Aron’s view, exaggerate the influence of
environmental factors, such as geopolitics and the
Marxist-Leninist theory of economic imperialism,
as causes of war. Aron points out, for example,
that the ‘excess capital’ of France — which
according to the theory would require overseas
colonies to be invested in — usually went to South
America and Russia rather than North Africa.
Moreover, he suggested that there was no good
reason why home markets should not expand
indefinitely to absorb any ‘excess production’ of
the advanced capitalist states. In contrast, he
emphasised traditional interstate rivalry as the
main ‘cause’ of war.

The final part of Peace and War is taken up
with the question of how the international system
has changed in the post-1945 era. Here he is
particularly interested in whether nuclear
weapons have fundamentally changed strategic
thinking about the role of force in foreign policy.
In this book and elsewhere, Aron showed a keen
awareness of just how ambiguous the evidence
was, as well as the central dilemmas facing the
strategy and ethics of statecraft in the nuclear
age.

On the one hand, he recognized that nuclear
weapons were fundamentally different from
conventional weapons in that their
destructiveness, speed of delivery and limited
military utility required that they be used to deter
war rather than fight one. For the first time in
human history, nuclear armed states had the ability
to destroy each other without having to defeat
their opponents’ armed forces. As soon as the
superpowers were in a condition of mutually
assured destruction (a condition reached by the
late 1950s), they were in a condition of what has
come to be called ‘existential’ deterrence. Each
side had the capability to destroy the other totally
in a retaliatory second nuclear strike, and the
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extreme sanction and fear of escalation were
sufficient to deter each other from ever embarking
on a first strike. For Aron, this existential condition
was secure as long as neither superpower could
destroy the other’s retaliatory capability in a
nuclear attack, and as long as no iron-clad defence
against nuclear weapons could be constructed.
The effectiveness or credibility of nuclear
deterrence did not rely on complex strategies or
doctrines employed by either side to make the
other certain of what would happen should direct
conflict break out between them. The credibility
of deterrence lay in the weapons themselves, not
in the attempts by states to think of nuclear war
in conventional terms, and Aron severely criticised
nuclear planners and game theorists in the United
States for thinking otherwise. As with his
exhortations regarding the inherent limitations of
international theory in general, Aron insisted that
nuclear strategy could never become anything like
an exact science.

On the other hand, if Clausewitz was of limited
help in thinking about the conditions under which
nuclear war could be fought and ‘won’, the greater
stability there was in deterrence between the
United States and the Soviet Union
(notwithstanding the arms race between them),
the less there was at lower levels in the
international system. The superpowers
themselves could be tempted to use conventional
weapons in their ‘proxy’ wars, unless this gave
rise to fears of escalation, and regional conflicts
would continue in the shadow of the nuclear stand-
off between the big two. Aron concluded that the
Cold War was both unprecedented and, in the
context of the ideological differences between two
superpowers armed with nuclear weapons,
inevitable.

Despite, or rather because of, the
unprecedented dangers of the nuclear era,
combined with the uncertainty that had always
characterised international relations, Aron believed
strongly in prudence as the most appropriate
ethics of statecraft. By this he meant the need to
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substitute an ethics of consequences over
conviction:

To be prudent is to act in accordance with the
particular situation and the concrete data, and
not in accordance with some system or out of
passive obedience to a norm . . . it is to prefer
the limitation of violence to the punishment of
the presumably guilty party or to a so-called
absolute justice; it is to establish concrete
accessible objectives . . . and not limitless and
perhaps meaningless [ones], such as ‘a world
safe for democracy’ or a world from which
power politics has disappeared’.®

In short, Raymond Aron must be remembered
for his sober realism and liberal pluralism as a
student of international relations and as a critic of
Cold War excesses. In addition, he remorselessly
alerted us to the limits that we can expect from
theory, the need to base our generalisations on a
deep familiarity with the contingencies of history,
and to avoid either falling into a permanent
cynicism or entertaining utopian hopes for the
transcendence of international relations.

Notes
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and Totalitarianism, London, Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 1968.

3. Raymond Aron, Peace and War, New York,
Praeger, 1968, p. 5.

4. Ibid., p. 91.

. Ibid., p. 279.

6. Ibid., p. 585.

W

See also in this book

Hoffmann, Morgenthau, Waltz

Aron’s major writings

The Century of Total War,
Verschoyle, 1954

The Opium of the Intellectuals, trans. Terence
Kilmartin, London, Secker & Warburg, 1957

Diversity of Worlds: France and the United States
Look at Their Common Problems, Westport,

London, Derek

Connecticut, The Greenwood Press, 1957

France: The New Republic, New York, Oceana
Publications, 1960

Introduction to the Philosophy of History: An Essay
on the Limits of Historical Objectivity, trans.
George J. Irwin, London, Weidenfeld & Nicolson,
1961

The Dawn of Universal History, trans. Dorothy
Pickles, London, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1961

The Great Debate: Theories of Nuclear Strategy,
trans. Ernst Pawel, Garden City, New York,
Doubleday, 1965

‘What is a theory of international relations?’,
Journal of International Affairs 21 (1967), pp.
185-206

On War, trans. Terence Kilmartin, New York, W.W.
Norton, 1968

Peace and War, trans. Richard Howard and Annette
Baker-Fox, New York, Praeger, 1968

Progress and Disillusion: The Dialectics of Modern
Society, London, Pall Mall Publishers, 1968

Democracy and Totalitarianism, trans. Valence
Tonescu, London, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1968

Marxism and the Existentialists, New York, Harper
& Row, 1969

The Imperial Republic: The United States and the
World, 1945—1973, trans. Frank Jellinek, London,
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1975

Politics and History, ed. Miriam Bernheim, London,
The Free Press, 1978

Memoires, Paris, Julliard, 1983

Clausewitz: Philosopher of War, trans. Christine
Booker and Norman Stone, London, Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1983

History, Truth, Liberty: Selected Writings of Raymond
Aron, ed. Franciszek Draus, with a memoir by
Edward Shils, Chicago, University of Chicago
Press, 1985

Modernity, and Sociology: Selected

Sociological Writings, ed. Dominique Schnapper

Power,



and trans. Peter Morris, Aldershot, Hants,
England, Gower, 1988

Further reading

‘Raymond Aron: a critical retrospective and
prospective’, special edition of International
Studies Quarterly 29 (1985).

Baverez, Nicolas, Raymond Aron,
Manufacture, 1986

Colquhoun, Robert, Raymond Aron: Volume One:
The Philosopher in History, 1905—1955, Beverly
Hills, California, Sage Publications, 1986

Colquhoun, Robert, Raymond Aron: Volume Two:
The Sociologist in Society, 1955—-1983, Beverly
Hills, California, Sage Publications, 1986

Mabhony, Daniel J., The Liberal Political Science of
Raymond Aron, Oxford, Rowman & Littlefield,
1991

Lyon,

EDWARD HALLETT CARR

E.H. Carr is best known for his book The Twenty
Years’Crisis (1946), which combines a trenchant
critique of Western diplomacy between the two
world wars with an influential framework of
analysis. Carr’s work helped to establish the terms
on which inter-national theory has been discussed
in the twentieth century, namely, as an ongoing
debate between ‘realists’ and ‘idealists’ or
‘utopians’. Carr did not begin this debate, nor did
he stake out his own position clearly within it.
What he did do was to demonstrate how two
contrasting conceptions of historical progress
manifested themselves in international thought
and practice. Furthermore, the facility with which
he combined philosophical reflection, historical
analysis and commentary on current affairs
ensured that this book remains one of the classics
in the field.

Carr was born in 1892, and he graduated from
Cambridge University with a first class degree in
Classics when the First World War interrupted
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his studies. He joined the Foreign Office and
attended the Paris Peace Conference at the end of
the Great War. He returned to academia in 1936,
when he was appointed Wilson Professor of
International Politics at the University College of
Wales at Aberystwyth. When the Second World
War broke out, he became assistant editor of 7The
Times newspaper in London. He returned to
Cambridge in 1953, where he remained to
concentrate on his research into the history of the
Soviet Union. Although his research into the Soviet
Union culminated in the publication of fourteen
books on the subject, Carr will always be best
known for his contribution to the ascendancy of
‘realism’ in the study of international relations
based on The Twenty Years Crisis.

In this book, first published in 1939 (the
second edition appeared in 1946), Carr engages in
a sustained critique of the ‘utopian’ thinking that
he argues dominated Western intellectual thought
and diplomatic practice in the inter-war years.
He suggests that all human sciences, particularly
when they are young, tend to be somewhat
prescriptive, subordinating the analysis of facts
to the desire to reform the world. The study of
international relations, he argues, was overly
influenced by a set of ideas that were themselves
products of a particular balance of power in which
Britain enjoyed a dominant role. Thus it was
committed to efforts to bring about international
peace on the basis of norms and principles which
were in fact limited to the historical experience of
domestic politics and economics in Britain, and
they could not be applied internationally in a world
divided among states with very different degrees
of power and commitment to the international
status quo. Chief among these were the beliefs in
both the natural harmony of interests (derived
from nineteenth-century laissez-faire economics)
and collective security. In particular, the latter
treated war as a consequence of ‘aggression’ across
borders.

If it were to be abolished, there would need to
be an international organisation; states would
commit themselves to the rule of law and be
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prepared to co-operate to deter and, if necessary,
punish ‘aggressors’, with a spectrum of measures
ranging from diplomacy and economic sanctions
to the use of collective force to assist the victims
of aggression. Carr argued that the faith and
optimism concerning collective security, as well
as the institution of the League of Nations which
was designed to implement it, was based on the
erroneous assumption that the territorial and
political status quo was satisfactory to all the
major powers in the international system. In a
world of separate sovereign states of unequal
power, this was unlikely ever to be the case.
Conflict among states, therefore, was not merely
a consequence of a failure to understand one
another, but an inevitable result of incompatible
aspirations that could only be dealt with on the
basis of negotiation in light of the balance of power
rather than by appealing to ‘universal’ principles
of moral conduct. He therefore dismissed the idea
that peace could result from the replication among
states of judicial or legislative processes that could
be enforced by the state within the domestic arena.

Carr recommended that scholars and diplomats
could have avoided some of the problems of the
inter-war period if they had adopted a less
idealistic and more ‘realistic’ approach to
international affairs. This approach would entail
the need to substitute rhetoric with diplomacy,
and to subordinate universal principles to the
procedural ethics of compromise between status
quo and revisionist states in the international
system.

The process of give-and-take must apply to
challenges to the existing order. Those who
profit most by that order can in the long run
only hope to maintain it by making sufficient
concessions to make it tolerable to those who
profit by it the least, and the responsibility for
seeing that these changes take place as far as
possible in an orderly way rests as much on
the defenders as on the challengers.!

Carr argued that the relationship between realism
and utopianism was dynamic and dialectical.

Although he was a severe critic of utopian thinking
in the 1930s and 1940s, he also acknowledged
that realism without utopianism could descend
into a cynical real-politik: ‘[c]onsistent realism
excludes four things which appear to be essential
ingredients of all effective political thinking: a finite
goal, an emotional appeal, a right of moral
judgement, and a ground for action.”?

There is, however, a tension between Carr’s
portrayal of the clash between realism and
utopianism, and his deeply felt need to mediate
between them. On the one hand, his discussion of
the theoretical differences between these ‘isms’
is infused with determinism (the Marxist idea that
norms and values are simply epiphenomenal
expressions of the ruling class), as well as
metaphysical dualism (‘the two elements — utopia
and reality — belong to two different planes that
can never meet’).> The antithesis between them
is analogously identified with a series of
dichotomies that Carr posits as free will versus
determinism, the relation between theory and
practice, the intellectual versus the bureaucrat and
ethics versus politics. Carr then collapses the
antinomy into an apparent dichotomy of power
and morality, the latter subordinate to the former
to have any effect. Given such presuppositions,
realism and utopianism are both unsound
doctrines, but each can only act as a ‘corrective’
to the other. But they cannot be transcended or
synthesised in thought. All one can do, it seems,
is see-saw between them, using the strengths of
one to attack the other when one of them appears
to be getting the upper hand in informing
international diplomacy and the conduct of great-
power foreign policy.

On the other hand, Carr did argue that ‘sound
political thought and sound political life will be
found only where both have their place’.*
Whatever the philosophical difficulties involved
in his argument, Carr sought to reconcile the
competing tendencies in his own diagnoses and
prescriptions for international stability. This led
to some judgements that have been criticised,
although, it must be said, with the luxury of



hindsight. The most blatant example was Carr’s
endorsement of the British government’s policy
of appeasing Germany in the late 1930s. This
was included in the first edition of The Tiventy
Years’ Crisis when it was published in 1939, but
significantly absent from the second edition
published in 1946. As William Fox observed in
his excellent examination of Carr’s views in the
late 1930s, ‘[a] good big theory does give a handle
on the long- and middle-run future, but it does
not point directly and ineluctably to the big short-
run decisions’.’

During and immediately after the Second World
War, Carr turned his attention to the prospects
for international stability that did not attempt to
predict short-term policies or diplomatic episodes.
As a man of the Left, Carr hoped that it would be
possible to learn from the Soviet experience in
social and economic planning, and he hoped that
communism and capitalism could coexist without
undue antagonism. This was based on his deep
suspicion of capitalism to promote equality
among people or states, and his belief that, for all
its faults, communism rested on the belief in a
common moral purpose that was necessary to
generate the self-sacrifice that could provide a
common bond between the weak and the
powerful. Carr was acutely aware of the dramatic
changes in foreign affairs brought about since the
French Revolution and the growth of democracy.
Mass participation in the political process could
not be sustained unless Western societies
discovered new ways to manage the market and
achieve forms of social democracy that required
intervention in the marketplace rather than naive
nineteenth-century ideas derived from simplistic
readings of Adam Smith. Notwithstanding his
own somewhat naive view of Hitler in the late
1930s, he acknowledged that the Second World
War was as much a product of revolutionary
ideology as the clash of enduring national interests.
Despite the horror of war, he argued that the
experience of fascism and communism had
contributed useful lessons to Western
democracies, particularly the need for social
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planning and international intervention to tame
the inequities of global capitalism.®

In his book Nationalism and After (1945), Carr
compared the nationalist movements of the
nineteenth century with those of the twentieth
and, as with his other books of this period, he
laments the application of ideas that may have
been applicable in the past, but which were now
obsolete. For those interested in the problems of
nationalism at the end of the Cold War,
Nationalism and After is still required reading, for
many of its arguments and analyses are as relevant
today as they were when Carr made them. In this
book, he argues that the principle of national self-
determination is no longer a recipe for freedom,
but guarantees conflict insofar as its interpretation
along ethnic lines is incompatible with the ethnic
diversity of most states. Furthermore, twentieth-
century nationalism is closely linked to the rise
of public participation in the political system,
which would lead to a dramatic rise in the number
of ‘nation-states’ if the process was not managed.
At the same time there was a clear incompatibility
between the value of national self-determination
as an expression of freedom and the waning
economic power of the nation-state to deliver
either military or social security to its people.
According to Carr, the solution was to create large
multi-national and regional organisations of states
which could better coordinate their policies and
sustain a commitment to social justice than either
Soviet-style communism or American ‘free
enterprise’. In light of the experience of the
European states during the Cold War, Nationalism
and After was prophetic in its foresight.

Carr did not write a great deal on international
relations per se after his two great works of the
1930s and 1940s. From the early 1950s onwards
he devoted his attention to the historical analysis
of'the Soviet Union, an enormous project in which
Carr tried to empathise with the problems faced
by Soviet leaders and refused to engage in a
‘moralistic’ condemnation of the Soviet political
system. He always argued, however, that
American fears of Soviet ‘aggression’ toward
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Western Europe were exaggerated, and that the
West had much to learn from the East in its own
attempts to reconcile individual freedom and
egalitarian social policies:

The fate of the western world will turn on its
ability to meet the Soviet challenge by a
successful search for new forms of social and
economic action in which all that is valid in the
individualist and democratic traditions can be
applied to the problems of mass civilisation.”

One might argue that the collapse of the Soviet
Union has not meant the end of the challenge,
merely the end of the need to confront a state
whose own attempts to meet it failed so
dramatically. Carr himself offered no blueprint
for how that challenge might be met. To do so
would have been precisely the kind of utopian
exercise he deplored.

Carr died in 1982 at the age of 90, and his
work continues to inspire debate among students
of international relations. Whilst he has been hailed
as the author of one of the most important classics
of the twentieth century, his portrayal of the
continuing theoretical division between realism
and utopianism is by no means convincing for
many scholars in the field. Some, particularly
those associated with the ‘English School” of
International Relations such as Martin Wight and
Hedley Bull, have argued that his dichotomy
between realism and utopian is far too rigid and
simplistic an attempt to distinguish between
theoretical approaches in the study of
international relations. Others have condemned
Carr’s apparent relativism, and his refusal to
defend his socialist values in a far more explicit
manner than he ever attempted. To some extent
this can be attributed to Carr’s Marxist beliefs
(themselves never elaborated in his own published
work), and his indebtedness to the work of Karl
Mannheim on the sociology of knowledge. But
whatever its philosophical weakness, Carr’s work
reminds us that however we justify our
commitment to values such as liberty or equality,
they remain abstract and somewhat meaningless
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unless they are embodied in concrete political and
economic arrangements whose reform is
contingent on a complex historical process in
which progress cannot be guaranteed.

For a profound analysis of Carr’s view on
historical progress, students can look no further
than his text What is History?, which not only
reveals Carr’s own views but remains a classic
work on the reading and writing of history. Among
other issues, Carr examines the notion of progress
in history and historiography since the
Enlightenment, noting that what began as a
secularisation of Christian teleology needed to be
continually modified by later historians, and
eventually by Carr himself, in order not to
succumb to mysticism or to cynicism, but to
maintain a constructive view of the past. In this
book Carr tries to mediate between a view of
progress as an eternal Platonic form standing
outside of history and an historically determined
goal set in the future, unformed and susceptible
to being shaped by attitudes in the present. Carr’s
early training, it must be remembered, took place
within the full flood of Victorian optimism, only
later to be reduced by the more pessimistic
realities embodied in the world wars. The decline
of England as a world power made Carr a
spokesman for his generation when he expressed
the notion that historical progress could not be
true in the Victorian sense, yet might be true in
some broader, complex sense. Carr’s own notion
of historical progress is embodied in the idea that
‘man is capable of profiting (not that he necessarily
profits) by the experience of his predecessors,
that progress in history, unlike evolution in nature,
rests on the transmission of acquired assets’.®
According to Carr, progress is not a straight line
to perfection, but it depends on the ability of
people to learn from the past, and upon the ability
of the historian to transmit that past to his or her
culture in a useful way in light of contemporary
problems. Human civilisations may rise, fall and
stagnate as different groups within society gain
and lose power, but ‘progress’ in Carr’s modified
sense can still persist. This is because as more



and more different events take place, the collective
memory of historians becomes richer. This in turn
enables them more accurately to glimpse the ever-
changing direction in which history is moving,
and even to alter that direction to a more favourable
course. We may still debate the merits of Carr’s
own modest attempts to steer the course of
international history, but there can be no doubt
that among the fifty great thinkers introduced in
this particular book, Carr remains among the
greatest of them.
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best known for his work in international political
economy. In response to those who argue that
realism is overly concerned with the politics of
military security and tends to ignore economic
forces, Gilpin attempts to reintegrate the study
of international politics (concerned with the role
of power in shaping relations among states) with
international economic forces (concerned with the
nature and dynamics of firms in the marketplace).
In addition, he is one of the few realists concerned
with change, particularly in trying to explain the
rise and decline of states over time. This has been
a growth area in the study of international
relations over the last couple of decades. It was
inspired both by the concern with the apparent
economic decline of the United States in the 1970s
and 1980s relative to Europe and Japan and by
the arguments of many liberals that the growth of
economic interdependence among states was
weakening their power and attenuating the
historical relationship between military force and
the ability to sustain state national interests.

Gilpin’s work reveals a consistent concern
with the role of power and the management of
power by the state. His first major publication
was a study of the tensions between American
nuclear scientists and the US government on
nuclear weapons policies in the 1950s. But his
most important work emerged in the mid-1970s
and the 1980s in the area of international political
economy. Contrary to those who argued that the
growth of economic interdependence was
undermining the state and reducing the relevance
of coercive military power to determine economic
influence in world affairs, Gilpin argued that a
liberal international trading order depended upon
the very factors it was alleged to be under-mining,
namely, the presence of a powerful state to
provide what have come to be called international
‘public goods’.

The basic argument is this. Markets cannot
flourish in producing and distributing goods and
services in the absence of a state to provide certain
prerequisites. By definition, markets depend on
the transfer, via an efficient price mechanism, of

12

goods and services that can be bought and sold
among private actors who exchange ownership
rights. But markets themselves depend on the
state to provide, via coercion, regulation and
taxation, certain ‘public goods’ that markets
themselves cannot generate. These include a legal
infrastructure of property rights and laws to make
contracts binding, a coercive infrastructure to
ensure that laws are obeyed and a stable medium
of exchange (money) to ensure a standard of
valuation for goods and services. Within the
territorial borders of the state, governments
provide such goods. Internationally, of course,
there is no world state capable of replicating their
provision on a global scale. Building on the work
of Charles Kindleberger and E.H. Carr’s analysis
of the role of Great Britain in the international
economy of the nineteenth century, Gilpin argues
that stability and the ‘liberalisation’ of
international exchange depend on the existence of
a ‘hegemon’ that is both able and willing to provide
international ‘public goods’, such as law and order
and a stable currency for financing trade.

The overall direction of Gilpin’s argument can
be found in his three most important works, US
Power and the Multinational Corporation (1975),
War and Change in World Politics (1981) and
The Political Economy of International Relations
(1987). The first of these is an examination of the
foreign influence of American multinational
corporations in the post-war era. Contrary to
some of the conventional wisdom that the spread
and autonomy of overseas corporate activity was
beyond the control of the US government, Gilpin
argues that their overseas activity can only be
understood in the context of the open liberal
economy established under US auspices at the
end of the Second World War. Its hegemonic
leadership and anti-Sovietism was the basis of its
commitment to ‘liberal internationalism’ and the
establishment of international institutions to
facilitate the dramatic expansion of trade among
capitalist states in the 1950s and 1960s.

Gilpin’s next two major works were written
in the context of a growing debate about the alleged



decline of the United States in international
relations, particularly in light of the dramatic
economic recovery of Europe and Japan from the
devastation of the Second World War. Although
far more attention was paid to the work of Paul
Kennedy in the late 1980s, Gilpin’s War and
Change in World Politics is an important attempt
to place the debate within an overall theory of the
rise and decline of hegemonic states in
international relations. The originality of this work
lies in its attempt to integrate propositions both
at the level of the international system and at the
level of individual states within the system.
Starting with certain assumptions about states,
he seeks to explain the emergence and change of
systems of states within a rational choice
framework. In addition, he distinguishes between
three kinds of change in international relations.
Interaction change simply refers to changing
interstate relations within a given balance of
power. Systemic change refers to the overall
governance of the system, the number of great
powers within it, and the shift in identity of
predominant powers, usually after a systemic war
involving challenges to, and attempts to maintain,
the existing distribution of power. Finally, and
most significantly, systems change refers to a
fundamental transformation of the actors and thus
the nature of the system per se. For example, one
could point to the emergence of the state system
itself in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, or
the change from empires to nation-states in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

Gilpin’s model of systemic change is based on
a number of assumptions about states that he
derives from microeconomic, rational choice
theory. This is used to postulate a cyclical theory
of change in the international system. It consists
of five key propositions:

1 An international system is stable (i.e., in a state
of equilibrium) if no state believes it profitable to
change the system.
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2 A state will attempt to change the international
system if the expected benefits exceed the
expected costs.

3 A state will seek to change the international
system through territorial, political and economic
expansion until the marginal costs of further
change are equal to or greater than the expected
benefits.

4 Once equilibrium between the costs and benefits
of further change and expansion is reached, the
tendency is for the economic costs of maintaining
the status quo to rise faster than the economic
capacity to sustain the status quo.

5 Ifthe disequilibrium in the international system
is not resolved, then the system will be changed,
and a new equilibrium reflecting the redistribution
of power will be established.'

As far as Gilpin is concerned, world history
since the Treaty of Westphalia (1648) has been a
period of systemic change within a state-centric
system, and the stability or otherwise of the
system depends upon the existence of a political
and economic hegemon. But stability is difficult
to sustain because economic and technological
change is never evenly distributed among states.
Hence over time there is an increasing gap between
the status and prestige of particular states and
the power they are able to deploy to safeguard
their national interests. Despite the need for
peaceful change in the system to manage the
process of change, Gilpin grimly observes that,
up to now, ‘the principal mechanism of change. .
. has been war, or what we shall call hegemonic
war (i.e., a war that determines which state or
states will be dominant and will govern the
system)’.? The factors that lie behind change in
the international system are largely environmental,
and these structure the array of incentives that
states have to try and change the system to their
benefit, such as population shifts and the diffusion
of military technology throughout the system.
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Although the decline of empires seems to confirm
the obsolescence of territorial expansion and its
substitution by hegemonic states (such as Britain
in the nineteenth century and the United States
after 1945), the attempts by Germany and Japan
to expand their territorial control in the first half
of this century suggest that the mode of change
remains indeterminate.

In the context of the debate over the alleged
decline of the United States in international
relations, the last two propositions deserve
particular attention. Essentially, Gilpin believes
that all hegemonies are transient because the costs
of maintaining them rise faster than the resources
available to do so. On the one hand, the hegemon
is unable to prevent the diffusion of'its economic
skills and techniques to other states. On the other
hand, the hegemon must confront the rising
expectations of its own citizens. Over time they
will privilege consumption over production and
resist further sacrifices in order to maintain the
supremacy of the hegemon on the international
stage. The combination of internal and external
factors leads to what Gilpin calls ‘a severe fiscal
crisis’ for the hegemon. It then has a limited choice
of options. If it wishes to maintain its power, it
can either confront its internal obstacles and
reverse the tendency towards complacency, or it
can attack rising powers before they mount a
challenge of their own. Alternatively, it can seek
to reduce its overseas commitments and promote
strategic alliances with other states. Gilpin
illustrates the former with reference to imperial
China, whilst in the 1930s, Britain attempted the
latter course of action. Gilpin is sceptical about
the lessons of history, however. Whilst each of
these options has been pursued with varying
degrees of success in the past, neither has been
able to prevent the onset of war to resolve the
disequilibrium of global power. In the late
twentieth century, such a conclusion raises urgent
questions about contemporary stability in the
international system and the need to discover
means other than war for managing the process of
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change, since the next ‘systemic’ war is likely to
be the last in the context of nuclear weapons.

The third book, The Political Economy of
International Relations (1987), is both a major
textbook in the field of international political
economy and a continuation of the themes
addressed in his previous work. After exploring a
range of sources of change that encompass finance,
trade and investment in the post-war era, Gilpin
concludes that the period of American hegemony
in the international system is coming to an end
and that Japan is emerging as a potential hegemon
in the international system. He believes that the
decline in American power, caused by a mixture
of internal and external forces, is detrimental to
the maintenance of a liberal economic order among
states. On the one hand, American exports of
technology and capital have facilitated the
recovery of Europe and Japan, whilst on the other
hand the costs of containing the Soviet Union
have made it difficult for the United States to
maintain its competitive edge over its rivals. In
particular, the United States became a major
debtor nation in the 1980s, whilst Japan had
accrued large capital surpluses that it had invested
in the United States. Gilpin believes that this
situation has grave consequences for the
continuation of a liberal trading system since over
time the United States will be reluctant to pay for
the public goods whose benefits accrue to ‘free
riders’ in the international system such as Japan.
Gilpin argues that the decline of US hegemony is
likely to usher in a period of ‘new mercantilism’,
perhaps even the establishment of new trading
blocs under the respective regional hegemonies of
the United States, Germany and Japan.

Thus in contrast to those who talk of
‘globalisation’ in the world economy, Gilpin
emphasises the fundamental changes in the world
economy that are a byproduct of the erosion of
American hegemony. He believes that we are now
in the midst of a transition from a long period of
liberal internationalism to one of mercantilism,
and whether the latter will be malign or benign
remains a very open question.



Gilpin’s work has been subject to a number of
criticisms, notwithstanding his novel attempt to
adapt realism to account for change in the
international system. Some writers have drawn
attention to the ambiguity and indeterminacy of
the theory, whilst others have argued that Gilpin’s
pessimism regarding the future of the international
system is based almost entirely on his ideological
predisposition for realism and that his theory of
change is little more than the application of a
social Darwinian approach to the study of
international relations.

The first type of criticism is particularly
pertinent in light of the dramatic changes that
have taken place in the last decade. Gilpin did not
predict the end of the Cold War, but one could
argue that the collapse of the Soviet Union has
rendered much of his diagnosis of US decline
obsolete, since the hegemon has no further need
to engage in an expensive military competition
with its arch-rival. The indeterminacy of the
theory, particularly insofar as it tends to rely on
two case studies (Britain and the United States),
leaves much room for debate. As Richardson
points out,

If the US is in the declining stage of the cycle,
then Gilpin’s theory can suggest some of the
reasons why, and can suggest options and
constraints. But is it? How do we know that it
is not, like imperial China or eighteenth-century
Britain or France, capable of rejuvenation? . . .
Gilpin’s theory is not rigorous enough to
specify criteria which would resolve the issue:
he assumes that the model of the declining
hegemon fits the US, but does not, beyond a
comparison with [its] position in the immediate
post-war period, spell out the reasoning behind
the assumption.?

One could well argue that in the last decade of the
twentieth century, unipolarity has replaced
bipolarity in international relations, and that the
economic growth of the United States in the last
few years, combined with the relative decline of
Japan and other ‘newly industrialising countries’
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in the Asia-Pacific, renders much of the concern
with American ‘decline’ out of date. The issue is
difficult to resolve in the absence of agreed criteria
either for measuring power in the contemporary
international system, or for the selection of
relevant timescales. One could also argue that
China is the most important emerging hegemon at
the end of the twentieth century, rather than Japan.

Others have drawn attention to the way in
which Gilpin’s theory is informed less by its
empirical validity than his underlying
assumptions and value judgements rooted in a
very pessimistic view of the world. As he has
said himself, ‘it’s a jungle out there!’* Gilpin’s
world view remains state-centric, and he is not
convinced that the historic patterns of relations
among states in an anarchical world are going to
change in the near future. Some critics have
suggested that Gilpin’s theoretical work is based
on a fundamental assumption that the United
States is a benign hegemon, but it is quite possible
to construe nuclear deterrence as a public ‘bad’
rather than a ‘good’. Despite his attempt to
synthesise realism and microeconomic
utilitarianism, many remain sceptical about
whether this provides an adequate basis on which
to justify his underlying pessimism about the
possibility of progressive reform in the
international system.
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JOHN HERZ

As with the work of Susan Strange, the writing of
John Herz cannot be placed squarely within a
‘realist’ school of thought without some
qualification. In his first book, he describes his
own position as ‘realist liberalism’, a term which
sums up the work of someone who acknowledges
all the empirical constraints identified by more
traditional ‘realists’, but who also affirms the need
to transcend those constraints in search of a more
humane and just world order." In his work on the
‘territorial state’ in the 1950s, Herz believed that
its transcendence was imminent, facilitated by
the apparent failure of the state to fulfil its main
purpose in the nuclear era — to defend its citizens.
By the late 1960s, he acknowledged that the state
was unlikely to disappear, despite the arrival of
nuclear weapons, and his writing took on a more
normative dimension, appealing to the need for
more enlightened views of self-interest in foreign
policy. In 1981 he wrote that

We live in an age where threats to the survival
of all of us — nuclear superarmament,
populations outrunning food supplies and



energy resources, destruction of man’s habitat
—concern all nations and people, and thus must
affect foreign policy-making as much as views
of security.?

This shift in emphasis was accompanied by a
sustained concern with what might be called an
‘immanent critique’ of the way in which foreign
policy is often framed within what Herz argues
are inappropriate ‘images’ of the world. He urges
us (as observers of and participants in
international relations) to distinguish between that
part of ‘reality’ which is fixed and immutable and
that part which arises from ‘the perceptual and
conceptual structures that we . . . bestow on the
world’.? In his long career Herz has always tried
to do so, and to evaluate dominant perceptions in
light of what he once referred to as ‘mild
internationalism’. In a short essay written for the
International Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences
in 1968, he distinguishes between a mildly
internationalist ideology and more radical forms
of internationalism. The former, which is both
practical and desirable, aims at a world in which
states remain the most important political actors,
they are democratic and self-determining, and
conflicts are settled by mediation, arbitration and
the application of international law in the context
of growing interdependence and co-operation. The
goal of radical internationalism is to replace the
existing system of sovereign states with some
kind of world government.*

Herz was born in 1908 in Germany. He
attended the University of Cologne where he
studied legal and political philosophy as well as
constitutional and international law. After
completing his doctorate under the supervision
of'the legal theorist Hans Kelsen, Herz moved to
Switzerland, where he enrolled in courses in
international relations at the Geneva Institut de
Hautes Etudes Internationales. As with so many
of the key thinkers in this book (Deutsch, Haas,
Kissinger, Morgenthau), he came to the United
States in order to escape the Nazis shortly before
the outbreak of the Second World War. He taught
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at Howard University, Columbia University, the
New School for Social Research in New York and
the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy (1939—
41). He then worked for the Office of Strategic
Services and the State Department, and after the
war he took up a permanent position as Professor
of Political Science at the City College of New
York and head of the doctoral programme at the
City University of New York. His experience at
the State Department taught him ‘how little one’s
work and efforts at a lower level mean for top
decision-makers’.’> He believed that the United
States could have done more to establish
democratic foundations in Germany in the early
post-war years but did not do so because it was
so eager to build it up as a bulwark against Soviet
Communism. As a teacher, Herz continued to
work on German democratisation and the
problems of regime change in comparative
European politics.® Indeed, in addition to his work
on international relations, Herz is well regarded
as a student of Germany and has edited the journal
Comparative Politics for a number of years.

In 1951, Herz published his first major book,
Political Realism and Political Idealism. In it he
tries to steer a middle way between ‘realism’ and
‘idealism’. He defines ‘realism’ as thought which
‘takes into consideration the implications for
political life of those security and power factors
which are inherent in human society’.” In contrast,
political idealism either ignores such factors or
believes that they will disappear once ‘rational’
solutions to political problems are presented and
adopted. However, in contrast to Hans
Morgenthau and other ‘classical realists’ of the
period, Herz does not trace the ‘power factors’
to permanent characteristics of human nature. He
acknowledges that the latter has many dimensions
— biological, metaphysical and even spiritual —
that combine to determine human behaviour, and
any adequate account must recognise human
ethical properties.

Instead of appealing to metaphysics, Herz
posits the existence of a ‘security dilemma’ as the
key factor. It arises from the individual’s
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consciousness that others may be seeking his or
her destruction, so there is always some need for
self-defence, which in turn may make others
insecure. What is true among individuals is equally
relevant to understanding group behaviour. In fact,
Herz argues that the security dilemma is more
acute among groups, for the simple reason that
groups can develop means of self-defence that
are far more destructive than those available to
individuals. Moreover, insofar as individuals come
to equate their own identity and worth with that
of the group to which they belong, they may be
prepared to sacrifice their lives on behalf of the
survival of the group. Thus even if one makes the
most optimistic assumptions about the nature
and motives of individuals and groups, the security
dilemma will persist as long as there remain groups
that are not subordinate to a higher authority. In
the modern world, these are sovereign states.
Of course, this argument is not original to Herz.
Hobbes said something very similar in the mid-
seventeenth century. Herz has become famous
for the label ‘security dilemma’, however, as well
as the skill with which he uses the basic framework
to illustrate the history of international relations
over the past 200 years. In the body of the book,
Herz examines certain movements for democracy,
nationalism and internationalism, showing how
the ‘idealistic’ rhetoric behind such movements
always ran into ‘realistic’ problems that doomed
them to failure. At the same time he acknowledges
that ‘ideals’ are also part of political and historical
‘reality’, and that any philosophy that denies
ideals engenders lethargy and despair. Robert
Berki sums up Herz’s argument as follows:

Political means in the realist perspective must
be fashioned so as to combat the ‘resistance’ of
forces that hinder ideals, which means to enter
the game that is played imperfectly in politics,
with imperfect rules. The promised land lies
perpetually over the horizon, and imagined
means which derive their value from this
promised land are unsuitable.?
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Over the next two decades Herz continued to
elaborate on the nature of the security dilemma in
post-war international relations. In 1959 he
published his second classic work, International
Politics in the Atomic Age. This introduced readers
to Herz’s views on the rise (and imminent
collapse) of the ‘permeability’ of the sovereign
state. The book is divided into two parts. The
first provides an account of the rise of the state
that focuses on the role of military technology,
whilst the second describes the crisis of the state
in the nuclear era. Whilst the first book focuses
on the role of political philosophy in shaping our
attitudes to international politics in general, the
second is an application of ‘liberal
internationalism’ in the specific context of nuclear
bipolarity and the Cold War.

Observing the variety of units that have
engaged in ‘international relations’ throughout
history, Herz tries to account for the rise of the
modern state in terms of its ability to provide
protection and security to its citizens against
armed attack from outsiders. As such, Herz engages
in a form of ‘strategic determinism’. In particular,
he focuses on the change from the small and
vulnerable political units of the European Middle
Ages (such as fortified castles and walled cities)
to the larger units that came to be known as nation-
states. He claims that the invention and
widespread use of gunpowder enabled rulers, along
with artillery and standing armies, to destroy
feudal authorities within larger areas, which they
could then protect by building ‘impenetrable’
fortifications. Compared to what preceded them,
sovereign states were ‘territorially impenetrable’.

The crucial change in this situation took place
in the twentieth century. First, there was a
dramatic increase in the destructive capacity of
air power between the two world wars, even
though some military strategists had exaggerated
its ability to win wars. As the experience of the
Second World War demonstrated, the widespread
bombing of industrial infrastructure did not
incapacitate the states on which it was inflicted,
and the targeting of civilians did not promote a



general desire to sue for peace regardless of the
consequences. For example, the fire-bombing of
Tokyo with conventional weapons in early 1945
caused more direct casualties than the dropping
of the atom bomb on Hiroshima in August, and
there was no evidence at the time to suggest that
it would make a conventional invasion by allied
troops unnecessary. Herz argues that nuclear
weapons have now destroyed the
‘impermeability’ of the sovereign state, so that
traditional ‘balance of power’ politics are finally
obsolete. Of course, the ‘realist’ in him
acknowledges that the security dilemma still
operates, even though the means used to tame it
undermine the purpose of doing so. Throughout
the book Herz laments the way in which the
United States and the Soviet Union have failed to
adapt to the new situation, building thousands
more weapons than are required for the purposes
of deterrence. The appalling condition of ‘nuclear
overkill’ and the elaborate schemes of civilian
strategists and nuclear weapons designers to
escape from the new security dilemma have meant
that we have lost sight of the more fundamental
problem:

The very fact that technical developments of
weapons and armaments in themselves wield
such a tremendous impact has meant that they
have almost come to dictate policies instead of
policies determining type and choice of
weapons, their use, amount of armaments, and
so forth. In other words, instead of weapons
serving policy, policy is becoming the mere
servant of a weapon that more and more
constitutes its own raison d’étre.’

In short, the world had become too small for
traditional territoriality and the protection it had
previously provided. The balance of terror was
not the continuation of the old balance of power.
War, which had functioned as part of the dynamics
of the balance, was no longer a rational means of
policy. Herz claimed that what had once been
considered ‘idealistic’ — namely, the dilution of
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state sovereignty — was now an overriding national
interest.

Almost a decade later, Herz acknowledged that
‘developments have rendered me doubtful of the
correctness of my previous anticipations’.!” In
the late 1950s he had implied that the territorial
state was in demise. Technological change, which
he had claimed was a crucial factor in determining
the rise of the state, would now facilitate the
emergence of new forms of transnational and co-
operative governance. Herz felt confident that
arguments, which in the 1930s were associated
with idealism, were now consistent with realism.
What caused him to change his mind was not
only the failure of political leaders to pay any
more attention to him than they had when he
worked for the State Department.

Herz identifies three reasons for the
continuation of territoriality as a marker of
political differentiation. First, decolonisation had
led to a remarkable ‘creation’ of new states, and
Herz admitted that he had not anticipated the
speed with which ‘old empires’ had collapsed.
Second, Herz admitted that the technological
determinism of his earlier argument was in fact
deterministic. He had not acknowledged the power
of nationalism in sustaining the territorial state
regardless of its military permeability in the nuclear
age. Third, whilst Herz continued to lament the
arms race between the two superpowers, he later
claimed that the balance of terror was more robust
than he had thought a decade earlier. In 1968 he
argued that, if the nuclear arms race was to be
controlled in the future, a ‘holding operation’ was
necessary. This would consist of a set of policies
such as ‘arms control, demarcation of bloc spheres,
avoidance of nuclear proliferation . . . and reducing
the role of the ideologies of communism and
anticommunism’.!!

This is the context in which Herz defended
the policies of détente in the late 1960s and early
1970s. He did so by reinforcing the distinction
between constraints that were inherent in the
security dilemma and misplaced perceptions of
those constraints based on inappropriate images
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of international relations. For example, in 1974
he was vigorous in attacking the idea, then
proposed by some conservative critics, that
détente was a form of ‘appeasement’.!? Herz
argued that there was very little similarity between
the international political situation of the 1930s
and the 1970s. The United States was negotiating
from a position of strength, not weakness. The
existence of nuclear weapons ensured that
‘aggression’ on the part of the (then) Soviet Union
would be an act of suicide, not opportunism, and
that détente, far from being a radical departure
from realism, was in fact merely a prerequisite
for more radical policies in the ‘common interest’
of humankind in survival.

During the 1980s, Herz became increasingly
disillusioned with American foreign policy.
Détente, upon which he had placed so much hope,
collapsed and was replaced by what Fred Halliday
famously called the ‘second’ Cold War.’® The
renewal of the nuclear arms race, the superpowers’
intervention in Afghanistan and Central America,
and their failure to even begin tackling ecological
and demographic problems all helped to impart
‘a despairing and anguished romanticism’ to his
writing.'

Herz does not think that the end of the Cold
War justifies complacency in the analysis of
international relations. The Cold War came to an
end because one superpower could no longer
sustain its competition with the West, on
ideological or economic terms. It did not come to
an end as a result of any policy-makers deciding
to place the ‘human’ interest over the ‘national’
interest. Although the fear of nuclear war between
the great powers has lessened, it has been replaced
by new fears of nuclear proliferation and the legacy
of old images lives on. For example, the United
States continues to evoke the legacy
‘appeasement’ in justifying its policies towards
Iraq, and there is no indication that what Herz
calls ‘a survival ethic’ has replaced what he
disparages as ‘regional parochial’ ethics in
international relations. In his retirement, Herz has
dedicated himself to what he calls ‘survival
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research’, less concerned with descriptive and
explanatory analyses of contemporary
international relations than with urging us to
abandon the images of international relations that
make ‘regional parochialism’ possible.
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GEORGE KENNAN

George Frost Kennan was born in Wisconsin in
1904 (the same year, incidentally, as his fellow
realist, Hans Morgenthau). He is best known as
both a major contributor towards, as well as a
trenchant critic of, US foreign policy during the
Cold War. Whilst it is not unfair to characterise
him as arealist, he is less interested in contributing
to international theory than drawing on broad
realist principles to analyse and evaluate
diplomatic conduct.

In part this is simply a consequence of his
background. As a young man he was sent to
military school, and then Princeton University,
before joining the US Foreign Service in 1926.
When President Roosevelt recognised the Soviet
Union in 1933, Kennan was sent to the Soviet
Union and was stationed in Moscow during the
crucial years 1944—6. Perhaps most importantly,
he had trained as a Soviet specialist in Riga, the
capital of Latvia, in the late 1920s. This was during
the brief period of Latvian independence, and
Kennan not only came into regular contact with
‘White Russian’ émigrés, but observed firsthand
the rise of Stalin and the ruthless consolidation of
his power in the Soviet Union.

Although he was not well known in the United
States, this low profile soon changed after he
published a famous article in 1947 in the
prestigious journal Foreign Affairs, although he
attempted to maintain his anonymity by signing
the article ‘Mr X’. It was based on an intensive
analysis of ‘the sources of Soviet conduct’ that
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he had sent to the State Department in Washington
in 1946 (the ‘long telegram’). At a time of profound
uncertainty and debate over how the United States
should conduct relations with the Soviet Union
after the end of the Second World War, Kennan’s
warnings concerning the expansionist drives of
the Soviet Union and the need to ‘contain’ it struck
aresponsive chord back in the United States, and
it led to his appointment as head of the newly
created Policy Planning Staff in the State
Department, where he remained until retiring as a
diplomat in 1950. Although he served briefly as
the American ambassador to the Soviet Union in
1952, and again in the early 1960s as the
ambassador to Yugoslavia when President
Kennedy was trying to improve US relations with
Tito, George Kennan spent most of his working
life at Princeton University at the Institute for
Advanced Study. There he produced a stream of
books and articles on US foreign policy, the history
of the Soviet Union, and the impact of nuclear
weapons on international relations during the Cold
War.

What emerges from his work is the outlook of
a conservative, aristocratic critic of some of the
most revolutionary changes in world politics, with
anostalgic fondness for the relatively more sedate
world of Europe in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. Despite his fame and the sheer volume
of his writing, Kennan has never felt part of the
United States. Even at the height of his influence
in the late 1940s he lamented the apparent inability
of American leaders to understand the subtlety of
his thought, and in much of his work he repudiates
policies and practices implemented in the name
of ‘containment’, a doctrine that will always be
associated with his name.

To understand his disillusionment with
American foreign policy, one has to appreciate
both the ways in which it departed from Kennan’s
vision, as well as Kennan’s deeply felt regrets
about the evolution of international politics from
a European-centred multipolar system to a
bipolar system based on the dominance of two
nuclear superpowers. In the late 1940s, Kennan
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argued that international stability depended upon
a recreation of a multipolar order that had been
destroyed by world war. In particular, he
advocated that the United States should use its
enormous economic strength to help restore
Europe and Japan as great powers, so that the
burden of containing the Soviet threat could be
shared rather than borne alone by a country that
Kennan suspected was incapable of behaving in a
moderate fashion abroad. As far as he was
concerned, the aims of containment should have
been limited to the defence and restoration of areas
of crucial military—industrial power. In terms of
method, he insisted that the best way in which
the United States could achieve this was by
offering economic aid to the wartorn economies
of Europe and Japan. This would enable them
both to recover their status and to weaken the
appeal of indigenous, radical or communist
movements. Although his early writings stressed
the revolutionary challenge of communism to
international order, he always believed that, if the
Soviet Union were geographically ‘contained’, its
appeal to other states would diminish over time
and, indeed, it would undergo gradual internal
changes that might transform its status from a
revolutionary state to a more moderate great
power. Unlike others trained at Riga, he never
worried about communist ‘grand designs’ to
conquer the globe. In an incisive analysis written
as the Cold War was fading into history, Richard
Barnet identifies four crucial factors that account
for the failure of the Truman administration to
follow Kennan’s advice.'

First, the United States enjoyed a nuclear
monopoly in the 1940s that inspired Truman and
some of his advisers to believe that nuclear
weapons could be used to intimidate Stalin and
achieve concrete concessions to American
demands. Second, in the absence of any firm
means of predicting Soviet foreign policy, the
Truman administration relied heavily on the
alleged ‘lessons of history’ of the 1930s, namely,
the self-defeating nature of ‘appeasement’ in the
face of authoritarian aggression. Although the



Marshall Plan was consistent with Kennan’s
emphasis on economic aid, he was aghast at the
language used in the formulation of the ‘Truman
Doctrine’ in 1947 which appeared to commit the
United States to an open-ended support of any
regimes confronted with ‘internal subversion’
supported by the Soviet Union. Third, the United
States was very eager to cement Germany in a
Western alliance, and this required the presence
of American troops on German soil as part of
what was to become (in 1949) NATO. Finally,
Kennan underestimated the degree of volatility in
American public opinion. As Barnet puts it, ‘[the
Truman administration] had run into trouble when
they tried to present a nuanced view of the
situation in Europe, and a consensus swiftly
developed in the administration that scaring the
hell out of the American people . . . was essential
for combating the isolationist mood’.?
Consequently, Kennan’s original formulation
of containment was, in his view, distorted by the
conflation of the Soviet threat with communism
in general, the emphasis on military means rather
than economic ones and the geographical
expansion of the Cold War into Asia. In the mid-
1960s, like Morgenthau, Kennan was a stern critic
of US foreign policy in Vietnam. Consistent with
his emphasis on ‘strongpoint’ as opposed to
‘perimeter’ defence, in 1967 he testified to the
Senate Foreign Relations committee that Vietnam
was not vital to the United States’ strategic
interests, and that the prestige of the country
would not be hurt if it withdrew from the conflict.
Oddly enough, Kennan shared the view of many
radicals in the peace movement that the American
conduct of the Cold War could undermine the
very ideals of freedom and democracy that the
United States claimed to be defending, both at
home and abroad. Such ideals could best be
promoted if the United States tried to be an
example to the rest of the world and refrained
from trying to impose its ideals on other states,
or supporting authoritarian regimes simply on
the basis of their ‘anti-communist’ credentials.
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Much of Kennan’s writing is concerned with
the question of whether the United States is
capable of behaving like a ‘traditional’ European
great power. In his essays and lectures, particularly
in the volume American Diplomacy, 1900-1950,
he bemoaned what he liked to call American’s
tendency to adopt ‘a legalistic-moralistic approach
to international politics’. This was inevitable in a
democracy like the United States, but it interfered
with a cool calculation of the national interest on
the basis of long-term trends in the balance of
power rather than short-term fluctuations. A moral
reaction is a short-term phenomenon when the
public perceives the national interest to be at
stake. Having no intensive knowledge of the
situation and lacking accurate facts even more than
officialdom, citizens often have no option but to
express their concerns in crude and moral terms.
As areliable guide to the conduct of foreign affairs,
however, such reactions may have disastrous
longer-term effects. For example, Kennan argued
that the so-called ‘fall of China’ in 1949 did not
represent a golden opportunity for the Soviet
Union to cement a communist alliance against the
West, but instead represented a major challenge
to the Soviet Union as the leader of the communist
movement. In an interview in 1972, and just prior
to Nixon’s attempt to normalise relations with
China, Kennan pointed out

the position of Moscow as the ‘third Rome’ of
international communism is essential to the
carefully cultivated Soviet image of self. Take
it away, and the whole contrived history of
Soviet Communism, its whole rationale and
sense of legitimacy, is threatened. Moscow
must oppose China with real desperation,
because China threatens the intactness of its
own sense of identity.’

Although Kennan was a supporter of the
policy of détente between the superpowers in
the late 1960s and early 1970s, it would be wrong
to argue that the subsequent history of relations
between the United States and the Soviet Union
fully bears out the validity of Kennan’s original
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vision of containment. Certainly the Soviet
Union, as he had predicted, did ‘mellow’ over
time, and the dramatic policies followed by
Gorbachev in the late 1980s testify to the inability
of the Soviet Union to maintain its competition
with the United States on a rapidly shrinking
economic base. Yet Kennan takes no pleasure from
the ending of the Cold War, which in his view
might have occurred many years prior to the late
1980s without the enormous costs of the nuclear
arms race. Indeed, the latter is an excellent example
of the way in which US foreign policy had been
distorted by an irrational fear that the Soviet
Union might consider using nuclear weapons as
rational means to expand its territory in Europe
or engage in some form of nuclear blackmail.

Although the vast bulk of Kennan’s work has
been devoted to diplomatic statecraft (or rather
its lamentable absence during much of the Cold
War), the reader must pore though his memoirs to
distill the philosophical outlook that informs
Kennan’s views on foreign policy in the twentieth
century. Like many classical ‘realists’, Kennan
has always harboured a tragic view of the human
condition. In his latest book Around the Cragged
Hill, he describes humans as ‘cracked vessels’,
doomed to mediate between our animal nature
and an almost divine inspiration to escape the
contingency of human limitations. It is always a
constant struggle to control our more base passions
and cultivate civilisation. Whilst he would agree
with other realists that we cannot avoid the struggle
for power that is inextricably linked with human
nature, we are not animals and our capacity for
reason and morality obliges us to develop virtues
that cannot be guaranteed to manifest themselves
in any political system. His concern with
democracies such as the United States is that
public officials are always tempted to do what is
popular rather than what is right and virtuous.
Similarly, in much of his work Kennan is deeply
suspicious of free-market capitalism, which
thrives on self-interest and greed.

George Kennan will be remembered as one of
the most persistent, influential and trenchant
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critics of US foreign policy in the twentieth
century. He has not been without his critics,
however. One of the difficulties lies in his constant
appeal to the national interest as a guide to foreign
policy. He often implies that if only governments
followed their long-term interests, as opposed to
their short-term passions, order and stability
would result. Yet this depends upon some
consensus among governments, particularly
among the great powers, on the values of
maintaining some fair distribution of power among
them and therefore the limits that they have to
respect in seeking to represent the interests of
their citizens. As Michael Smith has pointed out,
‘Kennan never considered whether, or how, the
necessary consensus around those values could
be built’.* For those who wish to build on Kennan’s
legacy in the post-Cold War era, this is no less
daunting a challenge than it was when Kennan
began publishing his work in the 1940s.
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HENRY KISSINGER

Henry Kissinger was United States Secretary of
State from 1973 to 1977. He was also President
Nixon’s National Security Advisor in the late
1960s and survived Nixon’s fall from power
during the Watergate scandal of the early 1970s.
At one point he held both posts simultaneously,
a reflection of his desire and ability to control
American foreign policy and centralise executive
power as much as possible. He was the chief
architect of the policy of détente in the late 1960s
and early 1970s, the opening to China and ‘shuttle
diplomacy’ to the Middle East. Before joining
the White House, Kissinger was a member of the
Faculty at Harvard University and had written
widely and critically on American foreign policy
in the Cold War. Indeed, many consider his tenure
of office as a period during which Kissinger
attempted to implement a new ‘realist’ approach
to the conduct of foreign affairs, and some of the
alleged shortcomings of realism are often
illustrated by the policies of Henry Kissinger.
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Since leaving office in 1977, Kissinger has
continued to write books and articles and has
remained active as a television commentator,
lecturer and political consultant.

Kissinger was born in Fuerth, Germany, on 27
May 1923. His family arrived in the United States
in 1938, having fled the Nazi persecution of the
Jews. During the Second World War, Kissinger
served in the US Army Counter-Intelligence
Corps. After the war, he began an academic career
in political science at Harvard, receiving his BA
(1950), PhD (1954), teaching in the Government
Department (1957-71) and directing the
university’s Defense Studies Programme from
1958 to 1969. Whilst at Harvard, Kissinger also
served as a consultant to the State Department,
the Rand Corporation and the National Security
Council.

In his approach to the theory and practice of
foreign policy and diplomacy, Kissinger has
sought to challenge and recast what he perceives
to be the traditional American approach to the
world. This is a constant theme in his writing
from his doctoral dissertation 4 World Restored
(1957) to his latest book, Diplomacy (1994). His
own approach is based on the European
diplomatic tradition, often referred to as
realpolitik, as it developed from the seventeenth
to the nineteenth century. Two ideas are central
to this tradition. First, there is the idea of raison
d’état, or reason of state, where the interests of
the state justify the use of external means that
would seem repugnant within a well-ordered
domestic polity. Second, Kissinger believes that
it is the duty of the statesman, particularly of a
great power like the United States, to manipulate
the balance of power in order to maintain an
international order in which no one state dominates
the rest. All ‘status quo’ states benefit from a
‘legitimate’ international order in which they can
maintain their independence by aligning
themselves with, or opposing, other states
according to shifts in the balance. As a diplomat,
Kissinger follows in the footsteps of Cardinal
Richelieu, William of Orange, Frederick the Great,
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Metternich, Castlereagh and Bismark. As a
scholar, he writes in the realist tradition of Max
Weber, and he has much in common with Hans
Morgenthau and George Kennan. He accepts the
view that international relations take place in an
arena that lacks a central authority to arbitrate
conflicts of interest and value among states. Since
states are equal only in a formal, legal sense and
very unequal in a military and economic sense,
international relations will take the form of a
struggle for power between them. However, the
struggle may be contained if the great powers are
led by individuals who can contrive a ‘legitimate’
order, and work out between them some consensus
on the limits within which the struggle should be
controlled.

This is the central theme of one of Kissinger’s
earliest works, 4 World Restored (1957), based
on his doctoral dissertation, which is a careful
examination of the nineteenth-century Concert
of Europe. In describing how the diplomats
managed to contrive such a balance after 1815,
Kissinger focuses on two characteristics of the
era, which he both admired and to some extent
sought to recreate in the very different period of
the late 1960s. The first was the existence of a
cosmopolitan European culture among the
diplomats who met at the Congress of Vienna.
They were able to subscribe to a shared system
of values that mitigated the clash of national
interests. Second, and this helped to sustain such
a culture, Kissinger admires the relative autonomy
of foreign policymaking from domestic politics.
The tension between the creativity of statecraft
and the drudgery of bureaucracy and domestic
politics is one that recurs throughout his work.
As he declares:

Inspiration implies the identification of the self
with the meaning of events. Organisation
requires discipline, the submission to the will
of'the group. Inspiration is timeless, its validity
inherent in its conception. Organisation is
historical, depending on the material available
at a given period. Inspiration is a call to



greatness; organisation a recognition that
mediocrity is the usual pattern of leadership.!

The publication of A World Restored was made
possible by the popularity of Kissinger’s first
book, Nuclear Weapons and American Foreign
Policy (1957). In this book, Kissinger argues that
the United States can no longer rely on the strategy
of ‘massive retaliation’ followed by Eisenhower
and Dulles. Kissinger warned that as soon as the
Soviet Union achieved some kind of nuclear parity
with the United States, such a strategy would
leave the United States no options in the event of
Soviet ‘adventurism’ using conventional weapons.
So he argued that the United States should prepare
to fight a limited nuclear war with the Soviet Union.
In the late 1950s, Kissinger essentially assumed a
dangerous, Cold War, bipolar, zero-sum
confrontation between the superpowers. His
academic interest was in examining how the United
States could maintain good relations with Western
Europe in light of the confrontation. This was the
theme of his next two books, which are of interest
today only insofar as their focus of concern was
surprisingly absent from Kissinger’s conduct of
diplomacy when he moved into the White House
with Richard Nixon in 1969.

To some extent, it is possible to interpret
Kissinger’s diplomacy over the next few years as
an attempt to recreate certain elements of the
Congress of Vienna in the turbulent era of the
1960s. His challenge was two-fold. First, he
wanted to extricate the United States from the
Vietnam War without damaging the ‘credibility’
of the United States as a superpower in the eyes
ofits allies and enemies alike. Second, he wanted
to improve relations with the Soviet Union so
that the Russians would not try and take advantage
of an apparent defeat by the United States, and
so that the superpowers could create some ‘rules
of engagement’ that would limit the competition
between them. The key to achieving this dual aim
was the idea of ‘linkage’. The idea was for the
United States to ‘pursue a carrot and stick
approach, ready to impose penalties for
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adventurism, and to be willing to expand relations
in the context of responsible behaviour’.?
Improvements in superpower relations, according
to Kissinger, depended on the American ability
and willingness to induce Soviet ‘good behaviour’
by rewarding co-operation and deterring Soviet
‘adventurism’, particularly in the Third World.
This, in turn, required the United States to be
able to manipulate relations of ‘interdependence’
in arms control, trade and other areas. The
‘opening to China’ was part of this overall
strategy.

Of course, the strategy of linkage ultimately
failed in its intended aim of bringing about a more
stable balance of power ‘managed’ by the United
States with Kissinger manipulating the levers of
influence. By the mid-1970s, détente was a dirty
word in American politics, and Gerald Ford refused
even to use the term during his presidential
campaign in 1975. There were three main reasons
for the failure, which illustrate some of the
difficulties of realism as a guide to the conduct of
foreign policy.

The first problem was that the Soviet Union
did not appear to understand the rules of the
balance of power as laid down by Kissinger.
Although the aging Soviet leadership
acknowledged the need for peaceful coexistence
with the United States in light of the nuclear threat
and its desire for the United States to recognise a
Soviet sphere of influence in Eastern Europe, this
did not mean the end to competition. For the
Soviet Union, détente (relaxation of tensions) was
made possible by the Soviet achievements in the
arms race and the American recognition of the
Soviet Union as a superpower. It did not mean, or
require, cohabitation on American terms. So
Kissinger was outraged when the Soviet Union
did not put enough pressure on North Vietnam to
make concessions during the Paris Peace
negotiations to end the Vietnam War quickly, and
when it appeared to take advantage of better trade
relations with the United States to promote Soviet
influence in the Third World (for example, in its
support for radical ‘freedom fighters’ in Angola
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and Chile in the early 1970s). This raised the
question of whether the Soviet Union was
committed to the status quo, or whether it was
still a revolutionary force in international affairs,
the leader of the communist world. Depending on
one’s assessment, the ‘manipulation’ of the
relevant balance of forces could require, and help
to bring about, either co-operation or conflict.
Philip Windsor summarises the problem as
follows:

If the Russians need American grain-plus-
computers . . . and are offered help with these
as part of a set of agreements leading up to a
SALT treaty, then surely they are likely to
accept the necessity of calculating their whole
range of interests together, and behaving in the
prudential and rational manner which would
square with the requirements of world order.
[But] suppose they feel they can swap good
behaviour in SALT for economically
advantageous deals, but do not feel any need to
extend this pattern of behaviour to the Middle
East??

The second major problem was the difficulty
Kissinger had in controlling the behaviour of third
parties, which was essential if the United States
was to carry out a very delicate and complex
strategy. To give just some examples, Kissinger
was unable to control the pace of co-operation
between East and West Germany, which
proceeded faster than he would have liked. He
was also unable to convince the South Vietnamese
government that the ‘Vietnamisation’ of the war
(by gradually bringing American ground troops
home and handing over military responsibility to
the South Vietnamese) was not simply to buy
time before the United States abandoned its ally.
Similarly, he tended to assume that the Soviet
Union had more influence over its allies (such as
North Vietnam or Cuba) than was actually the
case.

The third major problem was his manifest
failure to persuade the American people that
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détente was in the national interest. He was
criticised from the Left for secretly escalating the
war in Vietnam and Cambodia as he and Nixon
relied increasingly on devastating air strikes to
achieve greater ‘progress’ during the protracted
peace negotiations. He was criticised from the
Right for his refusal to extend the process of
‘linkage’ to the Soviet Union’s respect for human
rights within its own country. However, Kissinger
argued that the United States should focus on
Soviet foreign policy and subordinate issues such
as Jewish emigration and the treatment of political
prisoners to the more important quest for
international stability as defined by him. Also,
despite Kissinger’s attempt to centralise the
control of American foreign policy in the White
House, he had to confront a suspicious Congress
increasingly intent on weakening executive power
and autonomy.

In his memoirs, Kissinger acknowledges these
and other problems, but he still believes that his
fundamental strategy for détente was sound, and
he blames Watergate and the failure of the
American people to understand the art of realist
statecraft. He did have some success, however.
For a while in the early 1970s he achieved more
popularity than any other modern American
diplomat. The Gallup poll listed him as the most
admired man in America in 1972 and 1973. He
received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1973 for his
negotiations leading to the Paris peace accords
that ended American military involvement in
Vietnam, but his reputation soon faded. During
the Watergate scandal, congressional investigators
discovered that he had ordered the FBI to tap the
telephones of subordinates on the staff of the
National Security Council. By the mid-1970s, his
achievements in foreign policy were also being
re-evaluated. The communist victory in Vietnam,
and the rise to power of Pol Pot in Cambodia,
destroyed the Paris peace accords. There was little
progress being made on arms control talks with
the Soviet Union, and President-elect Carter
accused him of engaging in ineffective ‘lone ranger
diplomacy’ during the presidential campaign of



1976. The ‘structure of peace’ that he had
promised to deliver in 1969 was giving way to a
‘new’ Cold War between the superpowers, and
by 1977 Kissinger had lost control over American
foreign policy.

In his latest book, Diplomacy (1994), Kissinger
reflects on the challenges for the United States in
the post-Cold War era. Much of the book is taken
up with the practice of realist statecraft,
exemplified by Cardinal Richelieu, the First
Minister of France in the seventeenth century.
Kissinger traces the history of diplomacy over
the last couple of centuries, and many of the
themes developed in A World Restored are
reproduced. He points out that the ‘European
tradition’ of diplomacy is not totally alien to the
United States since he regards the American
Founders, Theodore Roosevelt and Richard Nixon
in his pantheon of practitioners of balance-of-
power politics. In the 1990s and into the next
century, Kissinger argues that the need for a
legitimate international order is as great as it has
ever been and the United States needs to guard
against an unwarranted resumption of Wilsonian
‘idealism’. The dominant ‘American tradition’,
he argues, sees foreign policy only as a means to
protecting and promoting individual freedom and
well being. In Kissinger’s account, the United
States sees itself as an exceptional nation due to
its republican form of government, the benign
circumstances attending its development and the
innate virtue of its citizenry. He argues that this
tradition points in two opposite and equally
unfortunate directions. The first response is the
isolationist withdrawal of America from
international affairs, so as to perfect its own
democratic institutions and serve as a beacon for
the rest of humanity. The second, more recent
response is to engage in crusades for democracy
around the world, as a means to transform the old
international system into a global international
order based on democracy, free commerce and
international law. In such a world peace will be
the natural outcome of relations among peoples
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and nations, rather than as the result of a flexible
if often unstable and unjust balance of power.

For most of its history, Kissinger argues, the
United States chose the first course, isolationism.
But during the second half of the twentieth
century, the second American path, that of
crusading internationalism, dominated. For
Kissinger, as for Kennan and Morgenthau,
Woodrow Wilson is the exemplar of American
internationalism. He acknowledges and celebrates
the fact that the United States did succeed in
bringing down the Soviet Union. Nevertheless,
he believes that American foreign policy during
the Cold War was excessively moralistic and
insufficiently attuned to the realities of the balance
of power. He particularly criticises the view that
the former Soviet Union was an ideological rather
than a geopolitical threat. As a result of this
misperception, Kissinger argues, America’s Cold
War success was far more costly than it could
have been. The tragedy of Vietnam, rather than
the triumph of the fall of the Berlin Wall,
dominates his reflections on American policy
during the Cold War.

The lesson to be learnt, he argues, is that the
United States should not expect the end of the
Cold War to result in a radically new international
system. In what he believes to be an emerging
multipolar world, the relative decline of American
power since 1945 precludes the United States
from dominating the world, just as its
interdependence with the rest of the world
precludes withdrawal. To summarise his views,
he identifies two areas where the balance of power
should be applied. In Europe, Russia and
Germany are the powers that the United States
needs to focus upon. The United States has an
interest in ensuring that a united Germany and a
resurgent Russia do not compete over the centre
of the Europe, as they did in the first half of the
century. This requires the continuation of the
American presence in Europe and the enlargement
of NATO to the east. In Asia, Kissinger argues
that the United States must balance China against
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Japan and help them to coexist despite their
suspicion of each other.

There is much value in Kissinger’s analysis of
the international system at the end of the twentieth
century, although his critique of American foreign
policy is simply conventional wisdom among
realists. As usual, he stresses the distinction
between the ‘high’ politics of military and
geopolitical issues and the ‘low’ politics of trade
and economics, which many scholars would argue
is becoming increasingly blurred. Ironically,
however, his emphasis on the primacy of national
interests and power balances may turn out to be
more politically palatable in the United States
today than when he was the architect of American
foreign policy in the midst of the Cold War and
Vietnam.
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STEPHEN KRASNER

At the end of his autobiographical reflections on
his career thus far, Stephen Krasner urges students
‘to resist succumbing to the fashion of the moment
and to try to develop a mode of inquiry that does
lend itself to some form of empirical validation,
even if such validation can never be fully
compelling’.! These are virtues which Krasner’s
work exhibits in abundance. They also explain
his stature in the field as a scholar who refuses to
follow the conventional wisdom of the day and
whose fidelity to the ideals of empirical social
science provides a model for others to emulate,
even if they may dissent from his arguments. In
an era when realism seemed to be under constant
criticism from so many quarters, and in a sub-
field of inquiry whose raison d’étre is often
alleged to be the absence of inquiry into economics
by classical realists concerned with military
security, Krasner’s work has helped to breathe
new life into the realist paradigm. Along with the
work of Kenneth Waltz and Robert Gilpin, his
contribution to the study of international political
economy has helped to entice some liberal scholars
(such as Robert Keohane) to present their own
work as a modification of structural realism rather
than a direct challenge to its core assumptions:

Realism is a theory about international politics.
It is an effort to explain both the behavior of
individual states and the characteristics of the
international system as a whole. The
ontological given for realism is that sovereign
states are the constitutive components of the
international system. Sovereignty is a political
order based on territorial control. The
international system is anarchical. It is a self-
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help system. There is no higher authority that
can constrain or channel the behavior of states.
Sovereign states are rational self-seeking actors
resolutely if not exclusively concerned with
relative gains because they must function in an
anarchical environment in which their security
and well-being ultimately rest on their ability
to mobilize their own resources against external
threats.?

In the 1960s and early 1970s, when Krasner
was a young graduate student engaged in his
doctoral research and later a faculty member of
the Department of Political Science at Harvard
University, all these assumptions were being
questioned. In particular, there was a perception
that insofar as they had ever been correct,
international politics was undergoing immense
structural change. The United States’ failure to
win the Vietnam War, the oil crisis and looming
trade problems with Japan occurred at the same
time as many observers began to suggest that
‘anarchy’ was being replaced by a phenomenon
of ‘complex interdependence’ among states. The
traditional agenda of international relations, it was
often claimed, was shifting from issues of ‘high
politics’ (military security and nuclear deterrence)
to what were sometimes regarded as the ‘low
politics’ of trade and international finance. It was
also a period when the state itself was no longer
regarded as a unitary, rational actor among foreign
policy analysts. In particular, the work of Graham
Allison suggested that this assumption was often
an inadequate guide to understanding
governmental decision making in the United States
and, by implication, other states as well.

This was the context in which Krasner, who
at the time saw himself as ‘something of a gadfly’
in his own Department at Harvard, wrote his
pathbreaking article ‘State power and the structure
of international trade’ (1976) which, according to
Robert Keohane, ‘defined the agenda [of IPE in
the United States] for years of scholarship’.*
Krasner’s argument is an attempt to account for
variations in the ‘openness’ of the world economy,
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focusing on trade as his criterion of openness/
closure, and measured in terms of tariff levels
between states, trade as a proportion of gross
national product and the degree to which trade is
concentrated at a regional level. An open world
economy is one in which tariffs are low; there is a
high ratio of trade to national income, and a low
regional concentration of trade. Having established
his dependent variable, Krasner then examines
variations in the distribution of economic power
among states over the last 200 years, measured in
terms of per capita income, gross national product
and shares of world trade and investment. On the
basis of his careful analysis of the empirical data,
Krasner then makes a number of bold propositions
and explains them by appealing to the continuing
importance of the realist approach. He argues that
periods of openness in the world economy
correlate with periods in which one state is clearly
predominant. In the nineteenth century it was
Great Britain. In the period 1945-60, it was the
United States. Consequently, the degree of
openness is itself dependent on the distribution
of power among states. Economic
‘interdependence’ is subordinate to the political
and economic balance of power among states, not
the other way round.

Krasner’s explanation for his findings relies
on realist assumptions about state interests. A
powerful state with a technological advantage over
other states will desire an open trading system as
it seeks new export markets. Furthermore, large,
powerful, states are less exposed to the
international economy than small ones, so what
Krasner called ‘the opportunity costs of closure’
will be lower too. Furthermore, they are less
vulnerable to changes from abroad and can use
this power to maintain their acces to overseas
markets. On the other hand, if power is more
evenly distributed among states, they are less
likely to support an open trading system. The
less economically developed states will try to
avoid the political danger of becoming vulnerable
to pressure from others, whilst states whose
hegemony may be declining fear a loss of power
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to their rivals and find it hard to resist domestic
pressures for protection from cheap imports. A
crucial factor in Krasner’s argument is his claim
that states do not always privilege wealth over
other goals. Political power and social stability
are also crucial and this means that, although open
trade may well provide absolute gains for all states
who engage in it, some states will gain more than
others. What is rational for the collective good of
states is not necessarily the case for individual
states. In his appraisal of Krasner’s argument and
its contribution to the evolution of IPE, Keohane
makes the interesting point that it was powerful
not only because it subverted the conventional
wisdom of liberals, but because it contained flaws
and suggested further avenues for research that
inspired a whole generation of scholars in the late
1970s and 1980s.

Since the publication of his seminal 1976
article, Krasner has continued to elaborate its
arguments and apply them across a range of issues
in IPE. In 1978 he published his first book
Defending the National Interest. Here, in contrast
to liberals and Marxists, Krasner examines the
United States’ policy towards raw material
investments abroad during the twentieth century.
His core argument is that the state is an
autonomous entity that seeks to implement the
‘national interest’ against both domestic and
international actors. In particular, he looks at those
acts and statements of central decision makers in
the White House and the State Department that
aim to improve the general welfare and show a
persistent rank-ordering in time. What emerges
from this study is that the American national
interest in the international commodity markets
has three components, ranked in order of
increasing importance: stimulating economic
competition; insuring security of supply; and
promoting broader foreign policy goals, such as
general material interests and ideological
objectives. His claim is that while smaller states
focus on preserving their territorial and political
integrity and their narrow economic interests, only
great powers will try to remake the world in their



own image. Since 1945 the United States has been
such a great power, and the key to its foreign
policy is ideology, namely, anti-communism.
Although this policy has been generally conducive
to the growth of multinational corporations based
in the United States, it cannot be fully explained
merely as the long-term preservation of
capitalism. Krasner attacks Marxist structuralists
for their failure to explain the United States’
involvement in the Vietnam War, which caused so
much domestic dissent for so little economic gain.
On the basis of his analysis of the evidence,
Krasner concludes that United States decision
makers were often willing to protect the interests
of American corporations, but they reserved the
large-scale use of force for ideological reasons.
This explains the use of force against Vietnam, an
area of negligible economic importance to the
United States, and the reluctance to use force
during the oil crises of the 1970s, which threatened
the oil supply to the entire capitalist world.

In a recent defence of the book’s argument,
Krasner makes it clear that the main focus of
Defending the National Interest was not a direct
defence of realism and its portrayal of the
international system, but rather ‘an effort to
demonstrate the empirical plausibility of an
important realist assertion: namely, that states
could be treated as unified rational actors’.’ The
national interest is a term that has been used very
vaguely both by defenders of realism as well as
its critics. For Krasner, it refers to ‘an empirically
validated set of transitively ordered objectives
that did not disproportionately benefit any
particular group in a society’.® The normative
implications of Krasner’s book, insofar as there
were any, were that statism is not only consistent
with realism, but something to be welcomed
because it frustrates the ability of populist,
economically privileged or other self-serving
groups from capturing the state and shaping its
policies for their own ends.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, Krasner
turned his analytical and theoretical skills back to
the debate that was in part inspired by his 1976
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article. As already noted, many of those who
argued that interdependence was eroding the
‘anarchy’ of the states modified their position in
light of Krasner’s arguments. But he himself had
noted that there was not a perfect fit between
periods of hegemony and open trade in the world
economy. Significantly, there were important gaps
in the causal argument and some empirical
anomalies. As Keohane points out, ‘[t]he
anomalies — Britain’s support of openness after
1900, the failure of the United States to exercise
leadership after 1919, and arguably . . . U.S.
support of openness after 1960 — practically leap
off the page’.”

Of course, Keohane himself has done a great
deal of research into such anomalies. During the
early 1980s, he and a number of other scholars
were responsible for popularising the idea of
‘regimes’ as intervening variables between state
power on the one hand and international outcomes
on the other. Regimes are principles and rules
that regulate the interaction of states and other
actors across arange of issue-areas and they impart
a degree of ‘governance’ to the international
system. Krasner’s contribution to the debate on
regimes, particularly regarding their capacity to
transform state interests and maintain co-
operation despite changes in the balance of power,
is contained in his provocative book Structural
Conflict: The Third World Against Global
Liberalism (1985).

In this book Krasner argues that small, poor
states in the South tend to support those regimes
that allocate resources authoritatively, while the
richer states in the North will favour those regimes
whose principles and rules give priority to market
mechanisms. By ‘authoritative’ regimes, Krasner
refers to principles, rules and procedures that
increase the sovereign powers of individual states
or that give states acting together the right to
regulate international flows (such as migration or
radio signals) or allocate access to international
resources (such as the ocean seabed). In part, the
reasons for this difference are straightforward.
Third World states try to protect themselves
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against the operation of markets in which they
are at a disadvantage. Transportation is a good
example. The Third World has supported the
persistence of an authoritative regime governing
civil aviation against pressure from the United
States to move toward a more market-orientated
regime. As a result, Third World states enjoy ‘a
market share that is more or less proportional to
their share of world airline passengers’.® In
shipping, however, the Third World has not been
able to modify significantly the existing market-
oriented regime. Consequently, most states in the
Third World have a diproportionately low share
of world shipping (often less than one-tenth)
compared to their share of world cargo.
Krasner’s explanation for this marked
difference of preferences goes far beyond
conventional economics, however. As in all his
previous work, he rejects the assumption that
states pursue merely wealth and he argues that
Third World states are also involved in a struggle
for power. They want to reduce their vulnerability
to the market by exerting greater state control
over it. In this endeavour poorer states are able to
use the power of the principle of state sovereignty,
according to which all states are equal in a formal,
legal sense. Sovereignty provides Third World
states with a form of ‘metapower’, that of a
coherent ideology to attack the legitimacy of
international market regimes and the inequities of
global capitalism. Krasner argues that the Third
World’s challenge to global liberalism is really an
attack on the rules of the game rather than a direct
response to economic poverty. For example, he
produces evidence to show that poorer countries
are collectively better off economically than they
were in the past, and that their calls for a New
International Economic Order (NIEO) came at a
time when their growth and income were at a
post-war high. Furthermore, his argument is
strengthened by the support of many Third World
states for authoritative regimes that conform to
the principle of sovereignty but which are also
not in the economic interests of individual Third
World states. For example, Third World states

34

supported OPEC oil price rises in the 1970s
despite their devastating effects on the budgets
of those that imported oil.

The upshot of Krasner’s realist analysis is that
the attempt to establish regimes as a means of
overcoming or even attenuating the effects of
anarchy is not likely to work. The existence of
universal regimes cannot disguise the inequalities
of power in international relations, nor can such
regimes modify the importance of state
sovereignty. Rather, they provide a structural
setting in which clashes between North and South
are inevitable. Moreover, any clash between the
rich and poor states is likely to be resolved in
favour of the former. Thus the ‘success’ of
UNESCO in adopting an anti-liberal international
information policy was followed by the
withdrawal of the United States and its financial
support from the organisation. Also, the United
States simply refused to sign drafts of the Law of
the Sea Treaty that included authoritative
mechanisms to regulate deep-sea mining. Krasner
is somewhat pessimistic about the ability of
regimes to moderate conflicts of interest between
North and South, but his work on this issue is a
necessary corrective to more benign evaluations
that ignore the continuing importance of
sovereignty in world politics.

Since 1981, Stephen Krasner has worked at
Stanford University as Graham A. Stuart
Professor of International Relations. He was the
editor of the journal International Organization
between 1987 and 1992, and is a Fellow of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences. In the
1990s, Krasner has continued to publish
important work on the nature of state sovereignty
and changes in the global political economy. It
testifies to the continuing relevance of realist
insights into international relations at the end of
the twentieth century. Unlike those who are
content to give their allegiance to theoretical
approaches on ideological or personal grounds,
Krasner is committed to the use of evidence to
support his claims, and thereby ‘to discipline
power with truth’.? His work is a good example



of how to avoid two academic vices: the
manipulation of data in the absence of any larger
theoretical context and the temptation to dwell in
the realm of meta-theory without relating it to
the empirical world.
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HANS MORGENTHAU

Hans Morgenthau, who died in 1980 at the age of
76, has been dubbed ‘the Pope’ of international
relations. He is certainly the best known, even
though he often claimed to be the least
understood, of the classical, realist thinkers in the
twentieth century. Along with E.H. Carr and
George Kennan, Morgenthau is best remembered
as one who tried to develop a comprehensive
theory of ‘power politics’ on the philosophical
basis of realist principles of human nature, the
essence of politics, the balance of power and the
role of ethics in foreign policy. As a Jewish refugee
from Nazi Germany, he sought to educate
Americans in these principles so that the United
States could learn how to conduct its foreign policy
as an active, great power in the international
system. Like Kennan, in the 1950s he
acknowledged that he had failed to shape US
foreign policy to any great extent. But his influence
on the study of international relations,
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notwithstanding the vehemence with which his
arguments have often been criticised, has been
greater than that of any other ‘key thinker’ covered
in this book.

Morgenthau was born in 1904 in Germany.
As an only child of a somewhat authoritarian
father, he was a shy and introverted boy who
also had to cope with growing anti-semitism and
discrimination at school. Not surprisingly, he
found solace in books and enjoyed reading history
as well as philosophy and literature. In the 1920s
he studied at the Universities of Frankfurt and
Munich, specialising in law and diplomacy. It was
during this period that he discovered and devoured
the work of Max Weber, who became both a
personal as well as an intellectual role model. In
particular, he admired Weber’s juxtaposition of
rigorous detached scholarship with impassioned
social and political activism, a combination that
he sought to emulate throughout his life. In the
early 1930s Morgenthau taught public law at the
University of Geneva. He also worked in Spain
before fleeing Europe for the United States as
Hitler consolidated his power in Germany.

He arrived in the United States in 1937 and
managed to find academic work despite the anti-
semitism confronting many Jews in academia at
the time. Although he taught for short periods at
Brooklyn College (1937-9) and at the University
of Kansas City (1939—43), his academic career
was spent mostly at the University of Chicago
(1943-71) and, after his retirement, at the City
College of New York (1968-75) and the New
School for Social Research in New York (1975—
80). Although he worked for short periods for the
government (as a consultant to the Policy Planning
Staff in the State Department in the late 1940s
and again in the early 1960s as an advisor to the
Pentagon), he devoted most of his working life to
writing and teaching. In addition to his theoretical
work, Morgenthau was a prolific contributor to
more popular journals and magazines. Indeed, he
published no less than four separate volumes of
collected articles in his lifetime.



As a theorist, Morgenthau made his reputation
in the late 1940s and early 1950s. His first book,
Scientific Man Versus Power Politics (1946),
represents his most systematic exposition of a
realist philosophy and it constitutes an incisive
critique of what he called ‘rational liberalism’. In
contrast to what he claims is the dominant liberal
belief in progress, based on an optimistic set of
assumptions regarding human nature, Morgenthau
asserts the more traditional metaphysical and
religious conception of ‘fallen man’. All politics
is a struggle for power because what he calls
‘political man’ is an innately selfish creature with
an insatiable urge to dominate others. Human
nature has three dimensions, biological, rational
and spiritual. Although Morgenthau
acknowledges that all three combine to determine
human behaviour in different contexts, he focuses
on the ‘will-to-power’ as the defining
characteristic of politics, distinguishing it from
economics (the rational pursuit of wealth) and
religion (the spiritual realm of morality). Since
the defining character of politics is the use of
power to dominate others, morality and reason
are subordinate virtues in politics, mere
instruments for attaining and justifying power.

Morgenthau’s basis for positing international
politics as a realm of continuity and necessity
invokes a contextual dimension to political
autonomy in addition to its substantive elements,
thus revealing as naive the possibility of
domesticating international politics via
disarmament or the establishment of international
parliamentary bodies. Within the territorial
boundaries of the state, the struggle for power is
mitigated through pluralistic loyalties,
constitutional arrangements and culturally relative
‘rules of the game’. These both disguise and direct
the struggle for power toward competing
conceptions of the good life. The legitimated
coercive power of the state, combined with a
network of social norms and community bonds,
distinguishes domestic politics as an arena of
potential progress. In contrast, all these factors
are much weaker internationally. Here, not only
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is the ‘will-to-power’ allowed virtually free reign,
but it is accentuated by the multiplicity of states,
whose individual sovereignty elevates each as the
secular pinnacle of political and moral authority.
Consequently,

[c]ontinuity in foreign policy is not a matter of
choice but a necessity; for it derives from
[factors] which no government is able to control
but which it can neglect only at the risk of
failure . . . the question of war and peace is
decided in consideration of these permanent
factors, regardless of the form of government .
.. and its domestic policies. Nations are ‘peace-
loving’ under certain conditions and are warlike
under others.!

For Morgenthau, the function of international
theory is to discover these conditions and, on the
basis of an intensive examination of history,
examine patterns of continuity and change in them.
His massive textbook Politics Among Nations,
first published in 1948, remains the most
systematic attempt to employ ‘realist’ principles
in constructing an empirical theory of international
politics. Such a theory is made possible both by
the role of power in delimiting the scope and nature
of the field of study and the recurrent patterns of
activity among states that the struggle for power
produces throughout history. Furthermore,
although Morgenthau claimed that his theory was
applicable to all states, he focused directly on the
most powerful of them, arguing that only the great
powers determine the character of international
politics at any one period of history.

On the basis of his interpretation of the
historical evidence, Morgenthau argues that all
foreign policies tend to conform to and reflect
one of three patterns of activity: maintaining the
balance of power, imperialism and what he called
the politics of prestige (impressing other states
with the extent of one’s power). He outlines the
conditions that determine which policy will be
pursued, the proximate goals they are aimed at,
the methods employed to achieve them and the
appropriate policies to counteract them. Whilst

37



MORGENTHAU

he never discovers any firm ‘laws’ of the balance
of power, the latter serves as a key organising
device in which he examines the difficulties of
measuring power and the relative stability of
various configurations of power. Although some
kind of ‘balance’ is in the long run inevitable in
the anarchical system, its stability is a function
of the ability and willingness of statesmen
accurately to assess its character and then to work
within the constraints that it imposes on their
freedom of action abroad. This is particularly
important in the post-1945 system, whose
stability is threatened by historical changes that
have made the uniquely new ‘bipolar’ structure
much more difficult to manage. Morgenthau
highlights four changes in particular.

First, he argues that the number of great
powers has declined since the eighteenth century.
In the past, when peace depended upon a stable
balance among five or six great powers in Europe,
the loose alliance structure among them induced
caution and prudence in the foreign policy of each.
The bipolarity of the second half of the twentieth
century had robbed diplomacy of a necessary
flexibility, and it resembled a zerosum game in
which marginal shifts in power could lead to war.
Second, there was no great power to act as a buffer
between the superpowers, and Morgenthau argued
that this had been a key ingredient of European
politics in the past when Britain could act as a
neutral ‘arbiter’ in continental conflicts. Third, in
the era of decolonisation, territorial compensation
was no longer available to maintain the central
balance. In the past, the territorial division and
distribution of colonies and lesser powers in
Europe (such as Poland) had been an important
technique for negotiating concessions in European
diplomacy. Finally, the application of new
technologies of transport, communication and war
had transformed the twentieth century into an
era of what Morgenthau called ‘total
mechanisation, total war, and total domination’.?

In short, Morgenthau was very pessimistic
about the capacities of the United States and the
Soviet Union to maintain international peace.
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Although the struggle for power was kept within
barely tolerable limits by the mutual deterrence
provided by nuclear weapons, he had no faith in
their ability to maintain the peace. Since weapons
were not the source of instability in the Cold
War, neither could they be a cure. At the same
time, Morgenthau had little faith in any liberal, or
‘idealist’, reforms of the international system. He
devoted long chapters to the futility of
international law, public opinion, disarmament and
the United Nations. Given his metaphysical
beliefs regarding human nature and the centrality
of power, he condemned all attempts either to
avoid the roots of the problem or to discover
answers outside the existing framework of the
states system. Such attempts were worse than
useless — ultimately their failure led to cynicism
and despair.

Morgenthau himself avoided such despair by
suggesting that, despite the difficulties, there was
still some scope for statesmen to moderate the
instabilities inherent in contemporary
international politics. However, the United States
would have to learn to rid itself of some deep-
seated illusions about international politics.
Morgenthau’s third major book, /n Defence of the
National Interest (1951), is a sustained critique of
what Morgenthau described as ‘certain deeply
ingrained habits of thought, and preconceptions
as to the nature of foreign policy’ in the United
States.? He believed that American foreign policy
was continually plagued by four main flaws
(legalism, utopianism, sentimentalism and
isolationism) that arise from the fortuitous
geographical, historical and diplomatic separation
of the United States from the European balance
of power. If the United States were to play a
constructive role in stabilising the new balance of
power after 1945, it would have to rid itself of
these preconceptions and engage in a sober
analysis of the new balance of power and the
concomitant requirement to promote the national
interest. In particular, Morgenthau was eager to
demolish the ‘moralistic’ assumptions that he
argued had characterised the diplomacy of



Woodrow Wilson after the First World War.
Instead, he urged a return to the ‘realistic’
diplomacy of George Washington and Alexander
Hamilton in the eighteenth century, when the
United States recognised and acted on behalf of
the national interest — to prevent France or Britain
from establishing sufficient power in Europe to
threaten the security of the United States.
Stanley Hoffmann has written that
Morgenthau ‘provided both an explanation [of
international politics] and a road map’ for the
conduct of American foreign policy.* However,
in seeking to unite the realm of theory with that
of policy, it must be said that Morgenthau did
not succeed in his ambitious attempt. Whilst he
is a key figure in helping to establish ‘realism’ as
adominant ‘paradigm’ in the study of international
relations, the links between theory and policy
have moved in the opposite direction, whilst
Morgenthau himself, like George Kennan, became
increasingly disenchanted with the conduct of
American policy during the Cold War. Although
the reasons for this failure cannot be entirely
attributed to flaws in Morgenthau’s approach,
neither can those flaws be overlooked.
Morgenthau’s international theory, whilst it
remains impressive in terms of its historical reach,
is beset by a number of tensions and
contradictions that Morgenthau never succeeded
inresolving. Three in particular are worth noting.
First, he never clearly distinguished between
power as an end in itself and power as a means to
achieve an end. On the one hand, Morgenthau’s
‘second principle’ of political realism, in addition
to other remarks in Politics Among Nations,
affirms that ‘statesmen think and act in terms of
interest defined as power, and the evidence of
history bears that assumption out’.’ On the other
hand, his distinction between status quo and
imperial states presupposes that the degree to
which international politics is a struggle for power
is dependent on the (in)compatibility of state
interests. The struggle for power is not therefore
a given, but is variable. Whether or not, and to
what extent and under what conditions, states
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seek power then becomes a matter of empirical
and historical study to discover the determinants
of state interests. As John Vasquez points out,
‘power politics is not so much an explanation as
a description of one type of behaviour found in
the global political system [which] itself must be
explained; it does not explain’.®

Second, as Kenneth Waltz and others have
pointed out, there is an important ‘level-of-
analysis’ problem in Morgenthau’s work. It is
never clear whether his pessimism about the
nature of international politics derives from his
metaphysical assumptions about ‘human nature’
or the anarchical nature of the international system
per se. Insofar as human nature is the source of
power politics among states, this is to commit
the ecological fallacy in reverse — the analysis of
individual behaviour used uncritically to explain
group behaviour. As Waltz points out, one cannot
explain both war and peace by arguing that
humans are wicked.” Insofar as the context of
international politics is deemed to be the source
of power politics, this presupposes what
Morgenthau is often at pains to refute, namely,
that the international system has been
characterised by change as well as continuity, and
that the key change is from a relatively stable
Eurocentric system to a global system whose
central players cannot agree on the rules of the
game. Finally, there is a real tension between
Morgenthau’s commitment to theory as a
description of reality and as an instrument of
advocacy for American foreign policy. In addition
to claiming that Politics Among Nations contained
an empirical theory to be tested against ‘the facts’
and the ‘evidence of history’, Morgenthau was
fond of invoking the metaphors of a painted
portrait and a photograph to illustrate the
relationship between theory and practice.

Political realism wants the photographic
picture of the political world to resemble as
much as possible its painted portrait. Aware of
the inevitable gap between good — that is,
rational — foreign policy and foreign policy as
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it actually is, political realism maintains not
only that theory must focus upon the rational
elements of political reality, but also that foreign
policy ought to be rational .

The problem with trying to unite theory and
practice on the basis of a somewhat dogmatic and
determinist theory of the balance of power was
one of inconsistency. Insofar as the theory is
empirical, its claims to truth require that its key
propositions be tested against the evidence. But
this was rather difficult to do since Morgenthau
was reluctant to operationalise his key variable
of power so that it could be measured in any
quantitative sense. More importantly, insofar as
his critique of American foreign policy
presupposed that it had failed to act in accordance
with the requirements of ‘the national interest’,
this undermined Morgenthau’s claims that
international politics was not a realm of choice
and contingency, but one of necessity and
determinism. If international politics is indeed
governed by ‘objective laws rooted in human
nature’, which apply regardless of historical
change and their recognition by those whose
behaviour they explain, it should not matter
whether statesmen recognise these laws or not.
On the other hand, if their application depends
on their prior recognition and conscious
embodiment in ‘rational’ policymaking, they are
not objective empirical ‘laws’ at all, and therefore
cannot be invoked as part of a metatheoretical
deus ex machina determining either state behaviour
or patterns of activity arising from such behaviour.

From the 1950s onwards, whilst Morgenthau
continued to publish successive editions of his
magnum opus, he turned his attention away from
theory to focus on American foreign policy and
relations with the Soviet Union. Like Kennan, he
became disenchanted with American foreign policy
in the 1960s, particularly its involvement in
Vietnam, which he courageously opposed on the
classic principle of diplomacy that statesmen
should never commit themselves or the prestige
of their country to positions from which they
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cannot retreat without damaging their credibility
or advance without risking a direct clash with
other great powers. In light of the generality of
his theory, and its ambiguity regarding the nature
of power in international politics, his views on
the nature of the Soviet Union were not consistent,
but he was acutely aware of the limits of American
diplomacy in an era of decolonisation, and his
articles on the limits of nuclear weapons in foreign
policy are among the best on the subject.
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SUSAN STRANGE

Of all the thinkers classified under the label
‘realism’, Susan Strange is the most
unconventional. Although her work has been very
critical of neorealism, she still describes herself as
a ‘new realist’ in the sub-field of international
political economy (IPE). Strange is unconventional
for the further reason that she has always been
what Robert Cox calls ‘a loner’ rather than ‘a
groupie’. Rather than start with an existing set of
agreed theoretical or ideological dispositions,
Strange develops her theoretical concepts to
answer the empirical questions that she asks and
to respond to her dissatisfaction with the way
those questions have been answered in the existing
literature. As Cox observes,
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[h]er realism is a search for the effective entities
of world politics, whatever they may turn out
to be. Instead of defining the world exclusively
in terms of states, she sees power as the basic
concern of realism and asks: Where does power
lie? With states certainly, to some degree, but
also with markets. With firms, too, and
possibly with some other entities. The answer
is not given with the question, and the answer
is subject to change.!

This is particularly true in IPE, a field that Strange
has helped to establish and develop.

Susan Strange was born in 1923 and completed
her undergraduate studies at the London School
of Economics. After spending some time at
Cambridge during the Second World War, she
became a journalist, working for The Economist
and, in 1946, for The Observer newspaper as its
Washington correspondent. Strange’s experience
in journalism was invaluable in exposing her to
contemporary politics, and it has also contributed
to her style of writing — direct, clear and
unpretentious. In 1948 she took up her first
teaching post at University College, London. After
falling out with the university administration over
the length of her maternity leave, Strange joined
the Royal Institute of International Affairs at
Chatham House as a research fellow.”? It was
during this period that she wrote her famous article
attacking the way in which politics and economics
were treated as separate domains in the study of
international relations, as well as her first book
Sterling and British Policy (1971). In it she placed
the blame for Britain’s economic decline upon its
political and economic leaders. She claimed that
they had been obsessed with maintaining the
British currency as an international mark of
prestige. In 1978 she returned to the London School
of Economics, this time as Montague Burton
Professor of International Relations. For the next
decade she established her reputation as a leading
scholar of international finance and trade, as well
as a tough-minded critic of the way in which IPE
was evolving in the United States. In the 1970s
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Strange played a leading role in establishing
courses on international political economy at the
LSE, and she also established the British chapter
of the International Studies Association (BISA).
Over the last decade Susan Strange worked at the
European University Institute in Florence. In
1993 she joined the University of Warwick. She
died after a year-long fight with cancer on 25
October 1998.

In 1970, Strange led the charge in criticising IR
scholars’ ignorance of the ways in which economic
forces were altering traditional power politics,
and she also criticised economists for relying too
heavily on abstract calculations in determining
politico-economic action. The events that
followed the collapse of the Bretton Woods
system for governing the global economy provided
a good example of Strange’s complaints. For
example, according to pure economic logic, a shift
from fixed to floating exchange rates should allow
states to equilibrate their basic accounts, yet
deficit states fell into more debt and creditors
accumulated more capital. In trying to account
for this and other anomalies in IPE, Strange has
explicitly drawn from more than one school of
thought. In the 1970s the discipline of
international relations was often portrayed in
terms of three such schools: realists, who have
continued the mercantilist tradition and
emphasised the need for state control of the
marketplace; liberals, who maintain the ideal of a
‘free’ market and value competition as a means to
promote global welfare; and Marxists, who argue
that capitalism is inherently exploitative. Strange
argues that the field is unnecessarily divided ‘like
three toy trains on separate tracks, travelling from
different starting-points and ending at different
(predetermined) destinations, and never crossing
each other’s paths’.? Strange draws from all three
in developing the idea of structural power as a
concept in IPE that can enable students to bring
politics and economics together. Structural power

[c]onfers the power to decide how things shall
be done, the power to shape frameworks within



which states relate to each other, relate to
people, or relate to corporate enterprises. The
relative power of each party in a relationship
is more, or less, if one party is also determining
the surrounding structure of the relationship.*

Strange argues that the study of any issue-area
within IPE should begin with a set of empirical
questions: ‘By what political and economic
processes, and thanks to what political and
economic structures, did this outcome come
about? After causes, come consequences: Who
benefited? Who paid? Who carried the risks? Who
enjoyed new opportunities?’® Such questions
should then be answered by examining decisions
taken and bargains struck between the relevant
actors, including but not limited to governments.
But the analysis should not be limited to explicit
bargains (the outcome of relational power between
actors), for it should acknowledge the constraints
of and interaction between four analytically
distinct structures of power as well, ‘the power
to influence the ideas of others [the knowledge
structure], their access to credit [the financial
structure], their prospects for security [the
security structure], their chances of a better life
as producers and as consumers [the production
structure]’.® For Strange, these four structures
interact and change over time. No single structure
always predominates over the others, but the
ways in which they interact help to shed light on
the bargains struck between political and economic
actors in different issue-areas in IPE.

Strange’s distinction between the four kinds
of structural power is most fully developed in
States and Markets (1988), and her analysis of
each illustrates well her theoretical eclecticism.
For example, her description of the security
structure is consistent with conventional realism,
in which the authoritative power of the state
derives from its provision of security for its
citizens against threats from other states. The
production structure refers to the basic source of
wealth creation in society and to the ways in
which technologies of production structure the
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distribution of power among and between states
and markets. The financial structure refers to the
ways in which credit is created, distributed and
managed (or mismanaged) in international
relations. Finally, the knowledge structure
concerns, as May puts it, ‘what is believed, what
is known (and perceived as understood or given)
and the channels by which these beliefs, ideas
and knowledge are communicated or confined’.’

Strange’s work on structural power in
international political economy arose from her
dissatisfaction with the inadequacy of existing
theoretical tools in the study of politics and
economics in the 1970s. It was also inspired by
her disagreement with those scholars who argued
that the United States’ politico-economic power
over other states was on the wane in the same
decade. The conventional argument was that Japan
and Europe had recovered from the destruction
of their economies in the Second World War. The
Bretton Woods arrangements that the United
States had put in place to ensure an open trading
system were inadequate to stop the alleged growth
of protectionism among states. Furthermore, the
apparent inability of the United States to maintain
a trading surplus over its main competitors
indicated that there was a growing imbalance
between its military power and commitments,
and its economic base. Consequently, its
willingness to provide authoritative international
‘public goods’, such as a stable, international
currency and extended nuclear deterrence to
Europe and Japan, was under threat. For Susan
Strange, such analysis is a classic example of the
failure to distinguish, between relational and
structural power. As far as protectionism is
concerned, she insists that global capitalism is
not really suffering as the result of an increase in
protectionist measures. This is because the
production structure will ensure that they will
not work. Although states have an interest in
protecting their industries from ‘unfair’
competition from abroad, they also have an
interest in limiting such measures because their
industries will stagnate if they are too insulated
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from the pressures of international competition.
Furthermore, the production structure has
undergone enormous change, since over one-third
of world trade occurs not between separate firms
in states per se, but between branches of
multinational corporations.

Strange has focused most of her empirical
analysis on changes in the world financial
structure, concluding that those who bemoan the
United States’ hegemonic decline conflate
relational and structural power. Rather than the
United States losing power to other states as a
consequence of the latter’s ‘free-riding’ on
privileged access to the American market:

The US government has lost power . . . to the
market — and the loss has been largely self-
inflicted. In order to make the rest of the world
safe and welcoming to American capitalism,
successive US governments have broken down
barriers to foreign investment and promoted
capital mobility, have destroyed the Bretton
Woods agreements, abused the GATT with
unilateralised Trade Acts; [and] deregulated
markets for air transport and finance. And even
this list is not exhaustive. All these political
decisions by the US have promoted structural
change in the world economy, and from many
of them the US government has shared with
others a deterioration in the legitimate authority
of the state over the economy.®

In her most provocative book Casino
Capitalism (1986), which resonates with themes
of political irresponsibility flagged in her earliest
work, Strange argues that the global capitalist
system does suffer from a lack of order in the
financial structure. In particular, the move from
fixed to floating exchange rates has made it difficult
for states to manage their economies and has
created a climate in which economic growth is
very hard to achieve. As far as the Third World is
concerned, she argues that the real problem here
is not merely the high levels of debt but the lack
of an assured supply of credit for long-term
development.
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Strange is very clear about who is responsible
for creating the ‘casino capitalism’ of the 1970s
and 1980s — the United States. She identifies a
series of instances when the American government
refused to act as a responsible hegemon (for
example, the creation of floating exchange rates,
the refusal to negotiate directly with OPEC and
the refusal to establish an international lender of
last resort after the bank failures of 1975). In
contrast to realists such as Stephen Krasner,
Strange alleges that the American state is weak
and unwilling to resist economic group interests
in the United States. She insists, however, that
neorealist/neoliberal arguments that the United
States is so economically weak that it cannot
establish international financial order are just
excuses for bad policy and judgement. Despite
its loss of power to the market, the United States
retains vast structural power compared to other
states in the international system, and Strange
believes that it should be held accountable for its
actions.

However, it is not clear, from Casino
Capitalism at least, what the cure is for the disease
she diagnoses. She suggests that the United States
could put its own house in order by tackling its
enormous budget deficit, which gave rise to the
volatile eurocurrency markets in the first place,
and by controlling international banks through
regulating their access to New York. But such
reforms will not take place without pressure and,
since this is unlikely from within the United States,
it must come from other states. Strange thus
endorses a version of balance-of-power
diplomacy, arguing that Europeans in particular
must develop a common currency and take much
greater responsibility for their security needs than
they have thus far. Despite borrowing liberally
from the Marxist school in elaborating the nature
of'the production structure, Strange dismisses any
lingering hopes that the working classes, trapped
as they are within nation-states, can be realistic
agents of reform or revolution.

In her most recent work, Strange is less
concerned with the debate about hegemonic



decline in the United States and more interested
in the degree to which structural power has
changed so as to diffuse authority away from the
territorial state. Rather than compete over
territory, states now compete for market shares
in the world economy. Consequently, their
priorities have shifted away from defence and
foreign policy towards trade and industrial policy,
and they must now share authority with other
actors. ‘[S]tate authority has leaked away,
upwards, sideways, and downwards. In some
matters, it seems even to have gone nowhere, just
evaporated’.’ Strange argues that the reason for
this is primarily the rate of technological change
in the production structure. It is not just that we
live in a world where the speed of communication
across borders is unprecedented, but that
technological advance is so rapid that the amount
of capital needed to develop competitive goods
and services cannot be recouped on the basis of
domestic sales alone. The changes have not only
complicated the identity of actors engaged in the
international economy, but also the range of
bargaining between states and firms. One
disturbing trend is that, as states compete for
shares in the global market, offering inducements
to foreign firms to invest and manufacture
products in their territory, their capacity to tax
and regulate markets is declining, and this process
magnifies the difficulties of managing the global
economy. All this is a result of structural changes
in the nature of power that cannot be understood
if one confines one’s analysis to inter-state
relations. The shift in power is from states to
markets, which is not necessarily reflected in a
shift in power between states. The United States
still possesses enormous structural power in
security, finance and knowledge, as reflected in
the dominance of American universities in
attracting overseas students compared to other
states.

The implications of Strange’s work are two-
fold. First, she has done more than any other
scholar to promote theoretical fertilisation across
the central ‘paradigms’ of international relations
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thought, particularly in IPE. Second, she has
alerted scholars to the need for, and difficulties
of, central management of what she describes as a
shift from the world of nation-states to a ‘new
medievalism’ in international relations. The first
is essential if the second is to be attempted.
‘[Ulnless the intellectuals can find the courage to
abandon the impedimenta of a fast-vanishing past
and can start thinking anew about some of the
basic issues of society, polity, and economy,
progress of any kind toward a sustainable system
will be impossible’.'’ A new realist, indeed!
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KENNETH WALTZ

Kenneth Waltz was born in 1924. He completed
his MA at Columbia University in 1950, and in
1954 he finished his doctorate, which was
published that year to great acclaim. Man, The
State and War was not only a superb exercise in



the history of ideas on the causes of war between
states — it also contained the germs of an idea that
Waltz only fully developed a quarter of a century
later. At one level his first book is simply an
attempt to examine systematically the answers
given by philosophers, statesmen, historians and
political scientists to the fundamental question,
what is the cause of war? He argued that they
could be classified as either optimists or
pessimists whose answers could be located among
three levels of analysis or ‘images’. These were
human nature, the domestic economic and political
systems of states, and the anarchical environment
in which all states coexist without a supreme
power authoritatively to arbitrate conflicts
between them. Waltz argued that it was necessary
to be aware of the interaction between these images
and not to exaggerate the importance of any one
of them.

The third image describes the framework of
world politics, but without the first and second
images there can be no knowledge of the forces
that determine policy; the first and second
images describe the forces in world politics,
but without the third image it is impossible to
assess their importance or predict their results.!

Over the next twenty-five years Waltz wrestled
with the problem of how to evaluate the empirical
relationship between the images he had identified
in his first book. He became a full professor at the
age of 33 and was appointed Ford Professor of
Political Science at Berkeley in 1971, having taught
at Harvard and Brandeis in the intervening years.
He contributed important articles on the merits
of bipolar versus multi-polar balances of power
among the great powers, and in 1967 published a
book comparing the foreign policies of the United
States and Britain in light of their different political
systems.

In 1979, on the eve of the election of Ronald
Reagan and just as détente between the
superpowers was giving way to a new (and as it
turned out, terminal) phase of tension between
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the United States and the Soviet Union, Waltz
published the book that has been described as
‘the single most widely read contribution to
neorecalism, establishing [Waltz] as the
paradigmatic successor to Morgenthau’.? Theory
of International Politics is a key text in the field.
There are several reasons for this success.

First, although its timing was in some respects
accidental, the coincidence between its publication
and the onset of a new Cold War ensured that its
main argument would be particularly controversial.
Waltz’s defence of the continued domination of
the superpowers as the best guarantor of order
and stability in world politics was put forward at
a time when many believed that a nuclear war
could break out in Europe as a result of the nuclear
arms race. Second, unlike the early post-war
realists (such as Carr or Morgenthau), Waltz
claimed that he had achieved the equivalent of a
‘Copernican revolution’ in the study of world
politics by finally unravelling the level-of-analysis
problem that he had revealed in the 1950s. Third,
Waltz claimed that Theory was the first
scientifically defensible theory of the balance of
power in international relations. In marked
contrast to all those scholars who were arguing
that international relations were undergoing a
radical transformation as a result of growing
interdependence in the international economy as
well as the limitations of force in the nuclear age,
Kenneth Waltz reaffirmed the salience of the state
as the main actor in international politics and
castigated his opponents’ arguments as
reductionist and non-falsifiable. During the so-
called inter-paradigm debate that dominated
international relations in the 1980s, Waltz was a
key figure, and his book continues to be a critical
reference point for supporters and opponents of
neorealism in IR.

The argument of Theory is both a continuation
of some of the ideas first presented in Man, The
State and War, as well as a repudiation of the
latter’s conclusions. Rather than explore the inter-
relationship between the levels of analysis that
he had identified in his earlier work, Waltz focuses
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on the autonomy and influence of the structural
component of the international system. This third
level influences state behaviour, and hence
outcomes such as the incidence of war, by
constraining states from certain policies and
predisposing them toward others. He defines the
international political structure by two criteria.
The first is a principle of arrangement by which
states relate to one another. The inter-state system
is a self-help, or anarchical, one. This principle,
he argues, is constant over time, and severely
constrains the degree to which a division of labour
can take place between states. They are, as Waltz
puts it, functionally undifferentiated. Multiple
sovereignty, therefore, limits the scope for
interdependence among states. While anarchy is
a constant, the second criterion of the structure,
the distribution of capabilities, varies among
states. States are similar in the tasks they face,
although not in their abilities to perform them.
The empirical referent for this latter variable is
the number of great powers who dominate the
system. Given the small number of such states,
and Waltz suggests that no more than eight have
ever been consequential, international politics ‘can
be studied in terms of the logic of small number
systems’.? This logic, he argues, can be understood
without making any untestable and vague
assumptions about whether and to what extent
states seek to pursue power. ‘[BJalance-of-power
politics prevail whenever two, and only two,
conditions are met: that the order be anarchic and
that it be populated by units wishing to survive.’*

Having isolated the structure, Waltz then
argues that a bipolar structure dominated by two
great powers is more stable than a multipolar
structure dominated by three or more great
powers. It is more likely to endure without
system-wide wars. Again, in contrast to earlier
realists who were concerned about the ideological
confrontation of the superpowers in a nuclear
era, Waltz claims that there are striking differences
between multipolarity and bipolarity in terms of
strategic behaviour. Under multi-polarity, states
rely on alliances to maintain their security. This
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is inherently unstable, since ‘there are too many
powers to permit any of them to draw clear and
fixed lines between allies and adversaries’.’ In
contrast, the inequality between the superpowers
and every other state ensures that the threat to
each is easier to identify, and both the Soviet Union
and the United States maintain the central balance
by relying on their own devices rather than allies.
The dangers of miscalculation and defection are
thereby minimised. Nuclear deterrence, and the
inability of either superpower to overcome the
retaliatory forces of the other, enhances the
stability of the system. In the terms laid down by
his earlier work, by the late 1970s Waltz had
finally identified himself as a third image optimist.

For over a decade since its publication, Theory
and its author were at the heart of an intense and
sometimes vitriolic debate in international
relations. Some scholars praised Waltz for having
overturned the liberal belief that international
relations was undergoing structural change and
for having provided the most systematic attempt
yet to articulate a testable theory of the balance
of power. At the other extreme, he was accused of
legitimating ‘an authoritarian project of global
proportions’.®

Among those who admired the rigour of
Waltz’s book, the debate revolved around his
attempt to isolate the nature and effects of the
structure of the international system, the degree
to which his substantive conclusions were
consistent with his premises, and the relationship
between change and continuity in the international
system.

The first issue is the degree to which Waltz
succeeds in isolating the structure as a cause of
state behaviour. He argues that it functions rather
like the human liver or a progressive income tax
system, working its effects by socialisation and
competition among states. Waltz admits that he
was inspired by Durkheim as well as sociological
studies of crowd behaviour, but the extent to
which the structure functions independently of
states’ perception of the balance of power is not
clear. Attention has also been drawn to the



inconsistencies between Waltz’s substantive
arguments on the merits of bipolarity in the 1970s
and his theory of the balance of power. Some of
his critics have argued that the ‘stability’ of the
Cold War had much more to do with nuclear
weapons (a ‘unit level’ phenomenon) than
bipolarity. Just because the superpowers were
more powerful than other states in the system
did not mean that they were equally as powerful
as each other and had become successfully
‘socialised’ to the prevailing structure. Again, the
explanatory and predictive power of Waltz’s
theory was compromised by the difficulty of
separating levels of analysis and determining the
content of each. Finally, a number of critics have
argued that Waltz’s model is too static and
deterministic. It lacks any dimension of structural
change. States are condemned to reproduce the
logic of anarchy and any co-operation that takes
place between them is subordinate to the
distribution of power. Waltz’s assumptions
regarding the nature of states has been hotly
contested by neoliberals who believe that it
exaggerates the degree to which states are obsessed
with the distribution of power and ignores the
collective benefits to be achieved via co-operation.

Rather than seek to amend or reconstruct
Waltz’s theory to deal with some of its alleged
shortcomings, others have regarded Theory with
much more suspicion as a scarcely disguised
attempt to legitimate the Cold War under the mantle
of science. Much of the book is concerned with
problems of theory construction, the relationship
between laws of behaviour and theories that
explain those laws, and how to test a theory so
that it conforms to proper behavioural scientific
standards. For Waltz, a theory is an instrument
to explain patterns of state behaviour within a
circumscribed realm of human activity. Although
explanation is a necessary precondition for
successful purposeful action, theoretical inquiry
is a politically value-free activity. Given his rigid
distinction between international political theory
and foreign policy analysis, the former cannot
evaluate and prescribe for the latter. ‘The problem
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is not to say how to manage the world, but to say
how the possibility that great powers will
constructively manage international affairs varies
as systems change.’” Tronically, the system has
changed dramatically with the end of the Cold
War and the collapse of one pole of the structure,
the Soviet Union. This dramatic turn of events
was not consistent with the expectations of
Theory, according to which the superpowers were
maturing into ‘sensible duopolists’ at the head of
an increasingly stable structure.

Since the end of the Cold War, Waltz has turned
his attention to the consequences of what he sees
as a shift from bipolarity to unipolarity. As one
might expect, his recent work reflects some of the
concerns he articulated in the 1960s regarding the
undesirable consequences that flow from an
imbalance of power. In particular, he argues that
in the absence of effective countervailing
pressures, the United States is likely to become
increasingly unilateral in seeking to secure its
foreign policy interests, and in so doing rely on
its military preponderance to secure any vision
of a new world order. In this context, he is
remarkably sanguine about the consequences of
nuclear proliferation in international politics. In
the early 1980s, he had argued that nuclear
deterrence was a force for stability in world affairs,
inducing states to pursue their goals without
risking all-out nuclear conflict. He still holds to
that argument, believing that the ‘managed spread’
of nuclear weapons may succeed in replicating
the merits of nuclear deterrence in a multipolar
world, and counter-acting its inherent dangers.
This argument, however, assumes that the
complex dynamics of the nuclear relationship
between the super-powers can be
unproblematically duplicated. Waltz has not
responded to his more radical critics for whom
Theory is a testimony to the impoverishment of
IR theory in a neorealist, positivist mode.
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LIBERALISM

In contrast to realists, liberals see international relations as a potential realm of progress and purposive
change. They value individual freedom above all else, and they believe that the state ought to be
constrained from acting in ways that undermine that freedom. Domestically, the power of the liberal
constitutional state is limited by its democratic accountability to its citizens, the need to respect the
demands of the economic marketplace and the rule of law. Liberals believe that, despite the difficulties
of replicating these constraints at the international level, they must be established to promote stability
among, as well as within, sovereign states. Among the key thinkers included in this section, there are
differences of emphasis between the priority to be given to democracy, economic interdependence and
the international legal regulation of security and economic issue-areas. Republican, commercial and
regulatory forms of the liberal tradition are represented here, as liberals debate both the merits of these
forms and the degree to which (in isolation or combination) they affect international relations. In the
1920s and 1930s, liberalism was disparaged as a form of ‘idealism’ or ‘utopianism’ by the self-
proclaimed ‘realists’ of the time. This was the label that was indiscriminately applied to the work of
Norman Angell, Woodrow Wilson and Alfred Zimmern. Today, liberalism is no longer marginalised in
the study of international relations. The collapse of the Soviet Union, and therefore communism as a
global competitor to capitalism, has provided an opportunity for contemporary liberals to assess the
legacy of their intellectual tradition and its relevance at the end of the twentieth century. However,
although some contemporary trends may appear to vindicate the insights of the ‘idealists’, liberalism
must respond to new challenges as the forces of global capitalism undermine the apparent ‘victory’ of
liberal democracy in the Cold War.







NORMAN ANGELL

Norman Angell published his famous book The
Great Illusion just two years before the outbreak
of the First World War. He argued that the
economic interdependence of advanced
industrialised states had become so great that
territorial control was obsolete as a prerequisite
for economic wealth and that war was therefore
irrational. Unfortunately, the perception that
Angell was predicting the obsolescence of war
has helped strengthen the impression of this key
thinker as an ‘idealist’ who was either
fundamentally mistaken or (a more charitable
interpretation) way ahead of his time. The
attribution of the label is, however, erroneous if
based on such a perception. Angell was not the
victim of his own ‘illusion’ that war would not
break out simply because it was no longer
economically rational. Indeed, he was inspired to
write his book precisely because he feared the
onset of war and he wanted to repudiate the
conventional wisdom that he believed contributed
to the willingness of the public to support policies
that were not in their own self-interest. Now that
the Cold War is over, and realism no longer
dominates the study of international relations,
students can return to the pre-1914 era with less
prejudice than in the past, and, in so doing,
appreciate the work of ‘a theorist of whom
everyone has heard and few take seriously’.!
Norman Angell was born in 1874 in
Lincolnshire, England, into a middle-class family,
and he learnt to read at an early age, absorbing the
works of Voltaire, Tom Paine, Walt Whitman and,
in particular, John Stuart Mill. His formal
education was not extensive. He spent a few years
in France and Switzerland, where he took a few
courses at the University of Geneva. At the age
of 17 he decided to emigrate to the United States,
convinced that Europe’s problems were insoluble.
In the United States he travelled around the West
Coast, working as a farm-hand, cowboy, vine
planter and eventually a reporter for the St Louis
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Globe-Democrat and later the San Francisco
Chronicle. When he ran out of money, he returned
to Paris and found work as a sub-editor of the
English language Daily Messenger, and he was
finally selected by Lord Northcliffe to manage
the French edition of the Daily Mail.

In 1903 he published his first book Patriotism
Under Three Flags: A Plea for Rationalism in
Politics. In his autobiography, Angell points out
that ‘the book was in fact a blunt challenge to
materialistic and economic determinism . . . men
are not guided by facts but by their opinion about
the facts, opinions which may or may not be
correct; and usually are not’.? As a journalist,
Angell was acutely aware of the way in which the
press could shape and distort public opinion and
he was committed to using his position to change
public opinion through the press. Although his
first effort at educating the people did not draw a
great deal of attention, the theme of irrationality
was to dominate everything he subsequently
wrote. In 1909 he wrote a short pamphlet entitled
Europe’s Optical Illusion, which was generally
ignored until Angell expanded the argument of the
book and published it as The Great Illusion. His
talent for self-advertisement, and the free
distribution of the book to eminent statesmen
and other journalists, helped to establish it
eventually as a bestseller. It sold over 2 million
copies prior to the outbreak of the Great War and
was translated into twenty-five languages. It even
gave rise to a theory of ‘Norman Angellism’, and
its success enabled him to devote the rest of his
life to writing, teaching and organising political
movements to promote policies consistent with
his vision of liberal internationalism. Before his
death in 1967, Angell published over forty books
on international relations, revisiting and expanding
the arguments first put forward in 1909. He also
continued to write for newspapers and edited the
journal Foreign Affairs from 1928 to 1931. For a
short period in the late 1920s he was a Labour
Member of Parliament and was knighted for public
service in 1931. He was a member of the Council
of the Royal Institute for International Affairs in
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London, as well as the Executive Committee of
the League of Nations Union. In 1933, Angell
was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, for which he
was formally nominated by such figures as
Bertrand Russell, J.M. Keynes, Harold Laski, John
Dewey and John Hobson.

Angell is an important precursor to the work
of ‘interdependence’ theorists that emerged in the
late 1960s and early 1970s. The core of Angell’s
analysis is that a central feature of modernity
after the mid-nineteenth century is the
incompatibility between war and the pursuit of
economic wealth. In the era of mercantilism,
territorial expansion through colonialism and war
contributed to economic wealth. Other things being
equal, territorial acquisition enabled states to
increase their resources, particularly gold.
However, the transition to highly developed
commercial societies, accompanied by an emerging
world market and the growing division of labour
on a universal scale, produced a situation which
makes war futile as a means of resolving conflicts
of material interest. Angell did not believe that
the new era reflected some utopian ‘harmony of
interests’ among those who participated in the
international division of labour. As he illustrates
in the following passage, his basic argument is
that, if we wish to preserve the advantages of
economic interdependence, we have to find new
ways of resolving the conflicts that do take place:

The boat was leaky, the sea heavy, and the
shore a long way off. It took all the efforts of
one man to row, and of the other to bale. If
either had ceased both would have drowned.
At one point the rower threatened the baler
that if he did not bale with more energy he
would throw him overboard; to which the baler
made the obvious reply, that if he did, he (the
rower) would certainly drown also. And as the
rower was really dependent upon the baler,
and the baler upon the rower, neither could use
force against the other.?

This did not mean that war would cease to exist
or that interdependence was inevitable. But he
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did believe that the latter would increase over
time, even if he and others would have to engage
in a great deal of effort to eradicate the former. In
particular, he argued that colonialism was
unnecessary, and that financial interdependence
among the great European powers made it
irrational for them to compete for territory or
even to demand indemnities from those they had
defeated in war. Angell hoped that, once this
message was understood, political leaders would
seek co-operation rather than war to resolve their
differences. The process of interdependence itself
would facilitate this. As the division of labour
increased, the state would be unable to control
the emergence of transnational organisations
whose co-operation cut across territorial borders
and could lead to what we would today call an
emerging international civil society.

Of course, Angell’s fears were confirmed by
the outbreak of the First World War. After the
war he acknowledged that it had required him to
change some of his views, but he persisted with
the central thesis of The Great Illusion. He had
believed, for example, that the war would be
limited to Germany and Britain, and that their
ability to finance the conflict would be constrained
by the refusal of other states to extend credit and
financial assistance. He acknowledged that he had
also underestimated the power of the state to
safeguard its own currency and marshal its own
resources to mobilise for war. This illustrated the
capacity of the state to intervene in the division
of labour and to control the degree of
interdependence even though such political
intervention could have very high economic costs.
But Angell thought that the war had confirmed
his basic thesis, and he bitterly opposed the
decision at Versailles to impose huge reparation
costs on the defeated Germany. For Angell, this
was futile in an era when wealth was measured
not in gold but goods and their exchange. By
‘punishing’ Germany, the Allies were only hurting
themselves, since Germany would have to be
rehabilitated if it was to pay the reparations
demanded by the victors. As Navari points out,



it was the one postulate upon which he could
unreservedly congratulate himself . . . during
the negotiations for the peace following the
First World War, French unions refused to
receive German goods as reparations because
of competition; the only way Germany
eventually ‘paid’ was by a tax on its trade; and
it was essentially American loans which
rehabilitated the German economy so that it
could pay.*

Later, in addition to reflecting on the adequacy
of'his thesis in light of the First World War and its
broader lessons, Angell turned his attention
increasingly to the need for international political
reforms to prevent another world war. Since war
obviously had already broken out, one could not
rely on economic processes alone to prevent
violent conflict. In addition to the constant need
to educate, Angell was a staunch supporter of
international efforts to promote disarmament and
promote the rule of international law through the
League of Nations.

Angell was never a pacifist. He did not believe
that force should never be used in international
affairs. In his major study of pacifism in Britain
in the first half of the twentieth century, Martin
Ceadel distinguishes between pacifism and what
he calls pacificism, the view ‘that war, though
sometimes necessary, is always an irrational and
inhumane way to solve disputes, and that its
prevention should always be an over-riding
political priority’.> Angell was a pacificist and a
keen supporter of collective security in
international relations. He believed that since the
rule of law is crucial in maintaining peace within
states, it should be accorded a similar role at the
international level. Thus, while he supported the
principle of disarmament, he never joined those
pacifists who argued in favour of unilateral
disarmament. He regretted the way in which
Germany had been treated at Versailles and in the
early 1930s he wanted to recreate something like
the nineteenth-century Concert of Europe. In
particular, Germany and Italy should be accorded
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equal status and rights with the other great powers
in Europe, and the League of Nations should seek
to be as universal as possible in terms of its
membership. The need to contain Germany and
Italy by the late 1930s was itself in part a
consequence of their treatment by the Allies at
the end of the First World War. In his defence of
Angell as a ‘realist’ rather than as the ‘idealist” he
was accused of being (particularly by E.H. Carr
in The Tventy Years’Crisis), ].D.B. Miller shows
how, in practice, these labels are problematic in
distinguishing between the two ways of thinking:

‘Utopians’[like Angell] had no doubt suggested
that there could be a painless issue out of the
difficulties created by the demands of Italy and
Germany; but they also proposed an alliance
[between the United States and the Soviet
Union, Britain and France] which eventually
came into being. The ‘realists’ [Carr] had
scorned the possibility of an alliance, but had
failed to recognise that Hitler was not just a
routine politician who could be bought off with
a loan and the fuzzy possibility of trade and
colonial concessions.®

Angell, although he always opposed the idea
that formal colonialism was important to maintain
the economic prosperity of the colonial power,
was not an opponent of empire per se.” Unlike
other liberals, such as Hobson, Angell did not
believe that decolonisation and non-intervention
were important in themselves as instruments of
political freedom and as contributions to
international stability. Angell was an ardent
opponent of nationalism wherever it may be
found and he argued that decolonisation was
consistent with the spread of nationalism rather
than antithetical to it. He believed that the illusion
of political and economic sovereignty was less
important than the provision of political order
and the extension of the rule of law to all people,
whether they were formally independent or not.
Angell was always very skeptical about ‘the public
mind’ in so-called democracies. He believed, as
did Hobson, that war often occurred because of
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jingoism, distorted nationalism and the ability of
military elites to distort their citizens’ views of
other states. If this was the case in the First World,
it was likely to be more so in the Third World,
where leaders were even less constrained by the
press than they were in modern industrialised
states.

In her excellent review of Angell’s contribution
to the study of international relations in the
twentieth century, Cornelia Navari focuses on
three major weaknesses of his work. First, while
his analysis of interdependence as a function of
the division of labour is an advance on eighteenth-
century liberalism (which traced the necessity of
economic markets to natural law), it is still flawed.
Although his empirical analysis was confined to
Europe, and particularly to Germany and Britain,
Angell was prone to making generalisations that
were not justified by the evidence.
Interdependence, as so many writers have argued
since, should never be understood to mean
equality of dependence between states. The
metaphor of the leaky boat is, therefore,
misleading. At best, interdependence is limited to
particular regions of the world; it is not universal
and rarely are states equally vulnerable to the
costs of war. Insofar as they are not equally
vulnerable, in a world where ‘relative gains’ from
trade and co-operation are unevenly distributed,
it may be rational for states to forego the absolute
gains from co-operation to insure their relative
security.

Second, Angell did not contribute a great deal
to our understanding of nationalism. He hated
nationalism in all its forms, but he tended to make
general assertions about the weakness and
vulnerability of ‘the public mind’ to manipulation
rather than grant any moral legitimacy to national
identity. As a result, whilst he never predicted
that war would end as a result of economic
interdependence, he certainly thought that it ought
to. He therefore failed to consider the possibility
that there may be defensible reasons for going to
war despite its economic costs. As Colin Gray
observes,
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[the] central problem is that although Man is
Economic, he is also Political, Religious, and
just possibly also Military (and perhaps
Warlike) in nature . . . even if one could define,
measure and achieve economic well-being, what
would be achieved? If, ab extensio, economic
well-being has to incorporate the values of
physical and political security, possibly
security of conscience as well, what utility
remains in this concept-value?®

Third, Angell tended to assume that there was
an inverse relationship between economic
interdependence across territorial borders and the
power of governments to control what went on
inside them. He never made a systematic
distinction between states and governments, nor
did he acknowledge that the state

is constituted by more than the formal governing
apparatus. Institutions such as the press,
research institutes and lobbies have been
absorbed into the structure of modern
governance. While [the] government may be
losing determinate power over individual
policies, it is gaining more as co-ordinator,
intervener in and ultimate legitimator of the
activities of the many informal agents that make
up the modern state.’

Despite these problems with Angell’s views,
they should not detract from his immense
contribution to the study of international relations,
understood in the context of his own time and
place. We know much more now than we did in
his time about the nature and scope of
interdependence in world politics, and the debate
about its relationship with war is far more
sophisticated than in his day. Angell did much to
lay the foundations for liberal internationalism
and he helped to exorcise the myth, still alive in
some circles, that war is a profitable enterprise.
His appeal to rationality and the need for
education in the area of international relations were
also very important. Whatever one thinks of the
content of some of his arguments, his attempt to



apply ideas of enlightened self-interest to
international relations is still a powerful
inspiration for the rest of us.
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CHARLES BEITZ

Most of the liberals in this part of the book are
empirical theorists. Although they are motivated
by liberal values of individual freedom, political
equality and democracy, they are primarily
concerned with the ways in which international
relations promote or impede those values. Beitz
is an important theorist who is interested in the
justification of the values themselves and the
problem of how to give individuals reasons to
behave in accordance with them on a global scale.
In other words, he wants to elaborate principles
of justice desirable in themselves and to which
we can reasonably conform, given that individuals
and states are motivationally complex. His book
Political Theory and International Relations
(1979) is an attempt to pursue two basic goals of
political theory — the elaboration of an ideal of
collective life and a persuasive argument as to
why we should try to promote it. As Thomas
Nagel points out, ‘[a]n ideal, however attractive
it may be to contemplate, is utopian if real
individuals cannot be motivated to live by it. But
a political system that is completely tied down
to individual motives may fail to embody any
ideal at all.”! These two dimensions of Beitz’s
project are inextricably connected to each other,
since he is just as concerned to avoid the tag of
‘idealism’ as he is to defend his liberal principles.

Political Theory and International Relations
arose out of Beitz’s doctoral work at Princeton
University in the mid-1970s. This was an
interesting period, both intellectually and
politically. On the one hand, political theory in
the United States was emerging from a long period
of slumber and marginalisation in light of the
dominance of positivism and behaviouralism in
American political science. ‘Values’ were often
associated with the emotions or ‘preferences’ of
individuals, relegating morality to the realm of
‘opinions’. The dominant political philosophy
in the academy was utilitarianism, which asserted
the seemingly simple principle, ‘maximise social
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welfare and happiness’. This principle coexisted
with the liberal intuition that the rights of
individuals should not be sacrificed for the sake
of social welfare, but those who believed in such
rights lacked systematic philosophical arguments
against the prevailing utilitarian wisdom. On the
other hand, in the study of international relations,
there were signs that the dominant framework of
realism was inadequate for studying a world of
‘complex interdependence’. Writers such as
Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye were claiming
that the image of ‘power politics’ among self-
contained states, if not entirely obsolete, was
inappropriate for analysing important issues and
emerging trends in international political economy.
Actors other than states needed to be examined in
their own right, such as multinational corporations
and transnational social movements. The
distribution of military power was increasingly
irrelevant, they argued, whilst the image of
‘anarchy’ was being replaced by what Wolfram
Hanreider called a ‘new convergence’ of
international and domestic political processes. The
politics of economic distribution was often as,
and sometimes more important than, the politics
of military security.?

The renaissance of political theory in the
United States was due in large part to one man,
John Rawls, and his book, A Theory of Justice
(1971). Beitz took advantage of the moment and
claimed that the ‘principles of justice’ elaborated
by Rawls could perform the two functions of
political theory on a global scale now that
‘realists’ had allegedly lost one of their main
arguments against the integration of political
theory and international relations. The latter was
no longer an arena of ‘continuity and necessity’
in the form of power politics, whilst (or so Beitz
believed) the collective ideals of liberal political
theory could be defended in terms of universal
self-interest. To understand the reasons for Beitz’s
argument, a brief summary of Rawls’s book is
required. Rawls provided a unique method for
discovering principles of justice that protected
individual rights. He then developed principles



of justice that defended not only the traditional
list of civil and political liberties but also a more
equal distribution of income, wealth, education,
job opportunities, health care and other ‘goods’
essential to secure the wealth and dignity of all,
including the disadvantaged.

The method that Rawls used to generate his
principles of justice is based on the social contract
tradition employed by Hobbes, Rousseau and
Kant. But instead of postulating certain
characteristics of ‘human nature’ to fix the terms
of the contract, Rawls suggests the idea of an
‘original position’. This is a hypothetical situation
in which a ‘veil of ignorance’ deprives us of
knowledge of our natural talents, moral views and
place in the social order so that we can rationally
choose principles of justice that are not biased in
our own favour. Not knowing your own religion,
you will choose a principle of religious toleration
to govern society. Ignorant of your social class,
you will choose principles that guarantee fair
equality of opportunity and maximise your life
chances if you turn out to be one of the least
advantaged citizens. Every ‘rational’ person will
choose these principles, because there is nothing
to distinguish us from each other in the original
position, where we are all rational choosers. Here,
we are ‘free and equal moral persons’, led by our
sense of ‘justice as fairness’ to develop principles
binding on each of us and society as a whole.

The political substance of Rawls’s theory
attempts to integrate socialist criticism into
liberalism. The first principle of justice is equal
liberty, giving priority to securing basic liberal
freedoms of thought, conscience, speech,
assembly, universal suffrage, freedom from
arbitrary arrest and the right to hold property.
The second principle of justice is divided into
two parts. First, there is the ‘difference principle’.
Social and economic inequalities are justified only
if they increase benefits to the least advantaged
citizens. The second part requires fair equality of
opportunity for all, equalising not only job
opportunities, but also life chances irrespective
of'social class. Thus Rawlsian justice is liberalism
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for the least advantaged that pays tribute to the
socialist critique. The difference principle
prevents the poor from falling so long as it is
possible to raise their life prospects higher.
Similarly, fair equality of opportunities goes
beyond classical liberalism in requiring
compensatory education and limits on economic
inequality.

The importance of Rawls in the history of
political theory is now acknowledged. Beitz
claims that he is equally important in the study
of international relations, despite the fact that
Rawls himself says very little about the subject.
He does not ignore it, but argues that at a global
level, the consequences of proceeding from an
original position among states would generate
‘familiar’ principles already contained in
international law:

The basic principle of the law of nations is a
principle of equality. Independent peoples
organised as states have certain fundamental
equal rights. This principle is analogous to the
equal rights of citizens in a constitutional regime.
One consquence of this equality of nations is
the principle of self-determination, the right of
a people to settle its own affairs without the
intervention of foreign powers. Another . . . is
the right of self-defence against attack, including
the right to form defensive alliances to protect
this right. A further principle is that treaties are
to be kept . . . but agreements to cooperate in
an unjustified attack are void ab initio.?

Rawls himself is ambiguous in failing to
distinguish between nations and states. Either
way, Beitz sees no reason to confine the original
position to individuals within a nation or a state.
He defends a radically cosmopolitan conception
of international justice against what he calls a
‘morality of states’ conception. The rights of
states are themselves derivative from the rights
of human beings, and Beitz sees no reason to
confine the second principle, pertaining to
distributive justice, to relations among citizens
within the territorial borders of the sovereign state.
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From a moral point of view, territorial boundaries
are arbitrary, the consequence of historical
contingency rather than ethical deliberation. He
is somewhat sceptical, therefore, of the principle
of ‘self-determination’ being limited to those
states that happen to exist at any particular
moment in history. Who is the relevant ‘self’?
What is the scope of ‘self-determination’? Political
‘autonomy’ for particular groups, or fully-fledged
sovereign statechood? What counts for Beitz is
the ethical primacy of individuals, not the murky
‘shared’ characteristics of groups:

The idea that states should be respected as
autonomous sources of ends, and hence should
not be interfered with, arises as an analogue of
the idea that individual persons should be
respected as autonomous beings. But the
analogy is faulty. The analogue of individual
autonomy, at the level of states, is conformity of
their basic institutions with appropriate
principle of justice . . . the principle of state
autonomy . . . cannot be interpreted correctly
without bringing in considerations of social
Justice usually thought to belong to the political
theory of the state.*

If Beitz is right, and Rawslian principles of justice
are indeed appropriate at a global level, then much
of what passes for the study of international ethics
must be rethought completely. Indeed, Beitz is
very clear on this point. The Hobbesian analogy
between individuals and states, which most
students are taught in their first undergraduate
lecture on international relations, is wrong. He
devotes a great deal of space in his book to
relentlessly exposing the extent to which the study
of international relations is fundamentally flawed,
since Rawls provides us — at last — with universal
principles of justice that ought to be implemented
at a global level. What is more, they can be, or at
least, the condition of interdependence makes it
more possible to do so now than ever before, and
Beitz makes a strong case on contracterian grounds
that ‘persons of diverse citizenship have
distributive obligations to one another analogous
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to those of citizens of the same state. International
distributive obligations are founded on justice and
not merely on mutual aid.”®

With one book, Charles Beitz succeeded in
awakening a new generation of students to the
value of political theory for international relations.
He was able to use Rawls to rebut epistemological
arguments that equate morality with emotions or
custom (ethical skepticism), and he could appeal
to economic interdependence to attack substantive
arguments about international relations being an
inappropriate realm for applied ethics (what might
be called ethical impossibility). In many ways,
Political Theory and International Relations is
therefore a very important book for students of
political theory and international relations. It
seeks to integrate two sub-fields in political
science that have traditionally evolved along
separate tracks. Martin Wight had argued that
political theory was confined to the state, and
that the closest analogue to political theory in the
study of international relations was the
philosophy of history. If Beitz was right, that
situation was about to change.

To some extent, the situation has changed
thanks in part to Beitz. But it would be wrong to
suggest that his argument has been widely
accepted and that one can simply move on to
consider the complexity of the details of global
distributive justice along Rawlsian lines. To be
sure, just how one would go about implementing
the distributive principle at a global level is a
daunting task in itself. Of course, Beitz
acknowledges that his theory should be seen as
an ideal to which individuals and states ought to
aspire, and should be motivated to work towards.
It is not a fault of the theory that such a gap exists
between its injunctions and contemporary
practice, although Janna Thompson gives some
idea of what would be involved:

There is, for one thing, no world political body
capable of taxing rich individuals for the sake
of the least well-off; no world body capable of
ensuring that resources actually benefit needy



individuals. To make this theory practical it
seems that we need, at the very least, an
organisation capable of administering and
enforcing a universal system of social
distribution.®

Needless to say, we have nothing of the sort in
the world today, and it is doubtful whether
distributive justice can ever be achieved along
Rawlsian lines without more drastic restraints on
global capitalism than either Rawls or Beitz would
be prepared to accept. The reason is that political
interventions in the ‘free market” would undermine
other values that liberals hold dear, such as freedom
from state (or supranational!) coercion and the
right to hold property.

One could, then, conclude that Beitz has
succeeded in integrating political theory and
international relations, even if the task of achieving
his practical goals is immense. However, the
theory itself has been subject to a number of
criticisms, which need to be considered by those
who support the kind of cosmopolitan vision
Beitz has articulated. Two, in particular, stand
out.

First, it may be that Rawls has good
philosophical reasons for being reluctant to
endorse a global version of his theory of justice,
quite apart from the obvious difficulties of
implementation. If he succeeded in placing a
discourse of rights back into political theory and
dislodging the intellectual dominance of
Benthamite utilitarianism, Rawls now concedes
that the original position is not as innocent as it
first appeared to be. This is in response to the
views of ‘communitarian’ political philosophers
who have attacked the ‘abstract universalism’ of
the veil of ignorance. It is argued that the theory
rests upon a mistaken and incoherent conception
of people as unencumbered by shared, socially
determined and ‘constitutive’ ends. In more recent
essays Rawls denies that his theory presupposes
any metaphysical conception of the person. As a
‘political’, rather than a metaphysical, theory it
aims to achieve a consensus among citizens of a
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pluralistic democracy who can nonetheless stand
back from their social practices and reflect on
their reasonableness. If that is the case, then there
are good reasons for limiting the scope of the
theory to particular societies like the United
States. Rawls thinks societies should be thought
of as ‘co-operative ventures for mutual advantage’,
and it is difficult to see how one could characterise
the globe in such terms. As Chris Brown points
out,

World ‘society’, so-called, is not a society in
this sense because it does not co-operatively
create a surplus that has to be divided; thus
principles of distributive justice are not required
on a world scale because there is nothing to
distribute. Individual societies do not co-
operate but they do have to coexist.
International justice is about this co-existence.’

So perhaps Rawls is right to exclude the second
principle of justice from the international arena,
and Beitz is mistaken to imagine a global ‘veil of
ignorance’ generating anything but a lot of noise.
It is hard enough to imagine consensus within
national societies on a list of ‘basic goods’ to
distribute, let alone global society.

A second criticism of Beitz is the way in which
he appeals to international interdependence to
justify his theory. There are a couple of problems.
First, if the appeal is supposed to justify calling
international society a ‘co-operative venture’, the
power of the appeal is subject to change.
Interdependence, after all, is a variable in
international relations, not a constant. As Andrew
Linklater notes, ‘any . . . theory which specifies
interdependence as the key to its development
generates very substantial limitations; for it would
be a regional theory and perhaps even an ephemeral
one’.* Would the theory have greatest application
in those regions that were most ‘interdependent’?
If so, then as Brown points out, Beitz’s theory
‘works best where it is least needed and most
irrelevant’, within areas such as Western Europe
rather than between Western Europe and the Third
World.
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These are powerful criticisms directed at both
elements of Beitz’s project — its appeal to
philosophical universalism in justifying political
and economic rights, and its empirical claims
regarding the scope of the theory in international
relations. Nevertheless, although Beitz has
acknowledged the force of these criticisms, his
work remains of value as a bold attempt to integrate
political theory with the study of international
relations. Whilst it fails to offer an escape from
the conflict between particularism and
universalism in the study of international ethics,
the legitimacy of the quest itself is now
acknowledged to be a legitimate one in
international relations. Political Theory and
International Relations is an important book
which helped to shift the nature of debate in
international relations in a new direction. Beitz
was quite right to observe that ‘such systematic
moral debate about international relations as has
taken place has been between adherents of
international scepticism and the morality of states.
However . . . the more pressing issues are those
that divide the morality of states from a
cosmopolitan morality.”® Charles Beitz is
presently Professor and Dean of Faculty at
Bowdoin College in the United States. He has
taught political philosophy and international
relations at Princeton University and Swarthmore
College, Pennsylvania. He is also a member of the
editorial board of the journal Philosophy and Public

Affairs.
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MICHAEL DOYLE

Two factors have militated against the systematic
study of history in the Anglo-American study of
international relations. First, there is the impact
of what might be called ‘current affairs’ in
determining the focus of study. In the desire for
‘policy relevance’ and an understandable urge to
stay abreast of the issues of the day, students can
easily become hostages to the daily headlines,
unable and perhaps unwilling to stand back and
try to assess longer-term patterns of behaviour
among states. Second, and this is almost a ritual
complaint in the field, the search for ‘laws of
state behaviour’ in the 1950s and 1960s has left
an indelible mark in the field. History was studied
only insofar as it could generate ‘testable
hypotheses’ or provide the equivalent of a
laboratory for the testing of hypotheses
themselves generated by logic and deductive
reason.

The main reason for including Michael Doyle
in this book is his appreciation for the ‘internal’
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history of the field. In his recent critique of the
way international relations and its history is
presented in much of the literature, Brian Schmidt
laments what he regards as its overwhelming
‘presentism’:

The present theoretical consensus of the
discipline, or possibly some polemical version
of what that consensus should be, is in effect
taken as definitive, and the past is then
reconstructed as a teleology leading up to and
fully manifested in it . . . the net result of this
presentist orientation is that the historical talk
of faithfully reconstructing past ideas, practices
and conversations becomes subservient to
demonstrating a thesis about the contemporary
nature of the discipline.!

Schmidt’s article was published in 1994, three
years before the publication of what is, in my
view, the best undergraduate textbook in
contemporary international relations theory,
Michael Doyle’s Ways of War and Peace (1997).
When this book landed on my desk in mid-1997,
I must confess to an inward groan. My first
reaction was that here was yet another American
‘blockbuster’ of a textbook for gullible
undergraduates, packed with contemporary
‘data’, a cornucopia of complicated models with
arrows sprinkled liberally across the page, and
hundreds of historical ‘snapshots’ illustrating the
empirical ‘relevance’ of suggestive but unprovable
generalisations. It is, however, a unique text, far
superior to most books that seek to introduce
students to the field in a theoretically rigorous
manner. Its value arises from Doyle’s ability to
combine two tasks. On the one hand, he is able to
reproduce the ‘classics’ of the field whilst
remaining sensitive to the context in which they
were written. On the other hand, he demonstrates
their contemporary relevance by extracting the
relevant empirical generalisations contained within
them and subjecting them to a rigorous examination
in light of the historical evidence. This is the
method that Doyle has used to great effect in the
past, particularly in his work on Kant and
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Thucydides, and in his major study on
imperialism.

Michael Doyle is Professor of Politics and
International Affairs at the Woodrow Wilson
School, the Director of the Center for International
Studies and Director of Graduate Studies in the
Politics Department at Princeton University. Born
in Honolulu, Hawaii, Doyle was educated in
France and Switzerland and graduated from Jesuit
High School in Tampa, Florida. He studied at the
US Air Force Academy before transferring to
Harvard University, where he earned his BA, MA
and PhD degrees in political science. Prior to
taking up his present position at Princeton, he
taught at the University of Warwick and the Johns
Hopkins University. In 1993 he served as Vice
President of the International Peace Academy and
currently he is a Senior Fellow of the International
Peace Academy in New York. He is the North
American editor of International Peacekeeping
and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations
in New York.

Prior to the publication of Ways of War and
Peace, Doyle was best known for his work on
nineteenth-century European imperialism, as well
as for his rigorous examination of the alleged
connection between the prevalence of liberal
democracy within states and the absence of war
between them. In 1986 he published Empires,
which is a fully multicausal analysis of European
imperialism. The latter, he argues, has been poorly
defined within the literature, making it difficult to
generate testable hypotheses on the causes of this
elusive phenomenon. Doyle defines imperialism
as ‘a relationship, formal or informal, in which
one state controls the effective political
sovereignty of another’.> A comprehensive
explanation of empire, therefore, should
demonstrate the nature of such effective control,
explain the motives for seeking control and explain
either the submission or ineffective resistance of
the peripheral society. Any theory intended to
describe and explain imperial relationships should,
he argues, take into account four factors: the
interests and capabilities of the metropole; the
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interests and capabilities of the periphery; the
dynamics of transnational forces; and the nature
of international systemic relations. Transnational
forces are the means through which the imperial
power affects the periphery. These may be
military, trade, missionary or some combination
of all three. International systemic relations refer
to the balance of power among imperial states.

Doyle criticises theories such as those of Lenin,
Hobson and Schumpeter that blame imperialism
primarily on the needs of the metropolitan states
to expand. He also criticises theories that blame
imperialism chiefly on the weakness and collapse
of the peripheral states. For Doyle, imperialism
is not merely the consequence of forces in one or
another part of the international system. Instead,
nations and societies come into contact with one
another through transnational forces. Imperialism
is one possible result, depending on the relative
capacities and interests of the societies involved.

In particular, three characteristics separate
imperial states or those with imperial potential
from states liable to imperial rule. Size and wealth,
interestingly enough, are not the key factors,
although these may affect the struggle between
imperial states and have an effect on the scope of
empire. More important are political
centralisation, unity and differentiation. Thus a
highly centralised, unified, differentiated state,
such as England, is likely to overwhelm
decentralised, fragmented, less differentiated
states with which it comes into contact, resulting
in imperialism even when the target states — such
as China and India — are larger and even wealthier
in aggregate terms.

Doyle also suggests that imperialism has
important variations that need to be explained.
Some empires exercised direct rule whilst others
ruled indirectly through indigenous leaders in the
colonies. Doyle claims that the kind of rule does
not depend mainly on the goals of the imperial
power. He notes that European powers generally
preferred informal rule, where at all possible, as a
less expensive way of obtaining the trading rights
they valued. Yet trade required security, law



enforcement and adjudication of interests between
representatives of the imperial power and
members of the peripheral states. Where the latter
were weakly differentiated tribes of people, the
peripheral state could not perform these tasks.
The imperial state was then drawn, sometimes
reluctantly, to exercise direct rule and undertake
the necessary services itself through consular
authority. State making in the periphery was thus
a consequence of imperial activity.

In contrast, where the peripheral state had a
more differentiated patrimonial or feudal structure,
the peripheral state could perform many of these
duties, at least in controlling its own population.
The metropolitan power could then make
agreements with the peripheral state regarding
trade and protection of its emissaries. The
relationship that initially developed could be
described as unequal, or dependent, but it was
still not empire. This structure was often broken
by the growth of indebtedness on the part of the
peripheral state. The latter borrowed for a variety
of reasons, from investment to state consumption.
But in most cases the government invested too
rashly to be able to repay its debts. In this event,
the imperial state was drawn to exercise more
control over the economy and budget of the
peripheral state. Indirect rule developed as the
‘effective sovereignty’ of the peripheral state
weakened.

Peripheral characteristics thus explain much
regarding the contours of imperial rule. Yet they
do not suggest when the pace of imperialism is
likely to accelerate, or which colonies are
considered the most important, or which great
power is likely to be the leader in the process.
For these issues, Doyle turns to systemic and
domestic considerations within the imperial state.
Systemic factors help account for the acceleration
of imperialism after 1870. Up to that point, when
British naval supremacy and industrial
domination were widely acknowledged, European
states were happy to use trading stations protected
by Pax Britannica. After 1870, however,
Bismarck’s orchestration of European alliances
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and European powers’ attempts to gain secure
markets for their own efforts at industrialisation
led to a scramble for territorial control overseas,
mainly in the unclaimed regions of Africa.
Following a general consideration of how the
multipolar international system shaped the pace
of imperialism, Doyle examines more closely how
domestic considerations shaped the imperial
efforts of France, Britain, Germany and Spain.
Doyle concludes his book by arguing that a
combination of the weakening of imperial interests
among the European powers and a growing
coherence in the peripheral states meant the end
of empire in the twentieth century.

Empires is a fine example of the way Doyle
engages with classical international theory. First,
he reads the conventional theorists on the issue,
re-presenting their arguments with due regard to
the particular contexts within which they were
arguing. Next, he extracts from their work a set of
empirical generalisations. Third, he carefully
examines the evidence to see how well classical
theories stand up under the test of time. The
approach is a cautious one and the conclusion to
his book is not particularly surprising. ‘No one
explanation [of imperialism] was sufficient . . .
[t]The foundations of empires remained a
combination of causes’.3 At the same time,
Doyle’s book makes clear the need to avoid
simplistic, unicausal explanations of complex
transnational and international processes.

In 1983, Doyle engaged in a similarly thorough
analysis of the work of Immanuel Kant. Doyle
was among the first of a number of theorists who
discovered, after an exhaustive empirical analysis
of the historical record, what Kant had predicted
and hoped for, an emerging ‘zone of peace’ among
liberal democratic states. Doyle stated the
proposition as follows:

Even though liberal states have become
involved in numerous wars with nonliberal
states, constitutionally secure liberal states have
yet to engage in war with one another. No one
should argue that such wars are impossible;
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but preliminary evidence does appear to
indicate that there exists a significant
predisposition against warfare between liberal
states . . . a liberal zone of peace, a pacific
union, has been maintained and has expanded
despite numerous particular conflicts of
economic and strategic interest.*

This finding has been seized on by a number of
liberal theorists of international relations,
particularly Fukuyama, to proclaim that, with
the end of the Cold War, the collapse of
communism, and the alleged expansion of liberal
democracies around the world, war between states
has become ‘obsolescent’. Doyle is far more
cautious. Whilst he wel-comes the legacy of
liberalism in creating a ‘zone of peace’ between
liberal states, the very success of liberalism, for
reasons outlined by Kant in the eighteenth century,
give cause for concern in a ‘mixed’ system of liberal
and nonliberal states:

The very constitutional restraint, shared
commercial interests, and international respect
forindividual rights that promote peace among
liberal states can exacerbate conflicts in
relations between liberal and non-liberal
societies. . . . According to liberal practice, some
nonliberal states . . . do not acquire the right to
be free from foreign intervention, nor are they
assumed to respect the political independence
and territorial integrity of other states. Instead
conflicts of interest become interpreted as
steps in a campaign of aggression against the
liberal state.’

To simplify greatly, if the explanation for the
separate peace between liberal states is due to
their liberalism, it is tempting to argue that
relations between liberal and nonliberal states
cannot be peaceful, for the latter are, in a sense, at
war with their own people. Lacking internal
legitimacy, nonliberal states will be more willing
(other things being equal) to engage in aggression
against other states when it is in the interests of
their leaders to do so. Doyle does not argue that
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this is the case, merely that liberal states, such as
the United States, may act on this presupposition,
and therefore be unwilling to accord nonliberal
states the same degree of respect that they give to
other liberal states. Indeed, the use of
‘appeasement’ as a term of abuse, whether
applied to Britain in the 1930s or to the United
States during the years of détente with the former
Soviet Union in the late 1960s, owes something
to this way of thinking. Consequently, when
liberal states do go to war with nonliberal states,
Doyle suggests that they are prone to what he
calls ‘liberal imprudence’, as well as ‘liberal
imperialism’, seeking to ‘export’ their liberal
democratic doctrine to the rest of the world. In
short, a world that includes liberal and nonliberal
states is not necessarily a very stable one and
requires a healthy dose of realist prudence by
liberal statesmen.

Doyle’s work on Kant and the liberal peace is
included in his latest work, Ways of War and Peace.
As with his book on the theory and practice of
imperialism, Doyle applies contemporary social
science methodologies to a review of classical
theories of international relations. This is a great
work of theoretical synthesis, for three reasons.

First, it is a superb analytic survey of classical
approaches in the discipline. Indeed, if the reader
is looking for a companion volume to the one you
are presently reading, which focuses on key
thinkers before the twentieth century, then
Doyle’s book is highly recommended for this
reason alone. There is simply no other volume
that can provide as good a summary of the
following: Thucydides, Machiavelli, Hobbes,
Rousseau, Locke, Bentham, Smith, Schumpeter,
Kant, Marx, Engels and Lenin. Doyle’s summaries
of each are very well written, with extensive
reference to key sources on each writer. They are
also, at times, very amusing. For example,
Rousseau:

He revealed late in life the deep psychological
and sexual frustrations from which he had long
suffered in his extraordinarily frank



psychological memoir, Confessions. Can you
imagine Henry Kissinger or Alexander Haig or
some other contemporary proponent of
Realism confessing in public that he went
through life craving to be spanked? A bit of a
con artist, he proceeded to set himself up as a
teacher of music to young girls in Geneva before
he could read a note. But above all he was a
genius.®

Second, although Doyle uses what is now a
somewhat old-fashioned typology of realists,
liberals and socialist thinkers, he is appropriately
sensitive to the important differences between
thinkers in each category. As he rightly puts it,
‘worldviews align themselves on spectrums; they
do not fall into neat boxes’.” Appropriately,
Doyle’s categorisation of writers within each of
his main groups is determined by their own
arguments, not by some predetermined
epistemological criteria invoked from on high by
the author. There is a refreshing absence of any
mention of the philosophy of science, positivism,
postmodernism or ‘perspectivism’. In other
words, Doyle does exactly what Schmidt called
for in 1994, and he provides us with what Schmidt
calls a “critical internal discursive history’:

The task . . . is to describe the evolution of
conceptual forms the discipline has taken by
examining the discursive practices that led to
the different historical configurations. The
concern of such a history is to re-assemble the
internal academic discourse of international
relations by following a relatively coherent
conversation.®

The delineation of differences among realists is
original and useful. Doyle distinguishes between
fundamentalist, structural and constitutional
realists. He also has some interesting points to
make about the members of the so-called English
School, preferring to locate liberalism between
realism and socialism rather than in the idea of
‘international society’, a /a Martin Wight and
Hedley Bull.

DOYLE

Finally, Doyle does not rest content with
reconstructing a conversation among dead giants.
He also elaborates their empirical generalisations
and evaluates them against the available empirical
evidence. Since so many of his classical mentors
are political philosophers, translating their
normative arguments solely into the language of
empirical social science is inadequate, so the book
contains two comprehensive chapters on the
ethics of international intervention and
distribution. It concludes with a tentative gaze
into the future through the lenses of each normative
framework of analysis and, quite properly, Doyle
does not pretend to be able either to conclude or
transcend the conversation. His plea for pluralism
in international relations theory is a suitable
justification for greater toleration among students
for, although he himself is a liberal, he
acknowledges the need for realist prudence and
he is also sensitive to the inequality that inspires
socialist visions of world order:

A pluralistic model of world politics is not a
contradiction to theoretical knowledge, but a
basis for it. We as thinking human beings need
not be, and for the most part are not, singular
selves. Our modern identities are pluralistic,
found in individual identity, nation, and class,
as well as religion, race, and gender. We cannot
escape multiplicities entering into our policy
choices, nor, if we want to be true to ourselves,
should we try to.
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FRANCIS FUKUYAMA

Rather like E.H. Carr’s The Twenty Years’ Crisis
(1945), Fukuyama’s book The End of History and
the Last Man (1992) provided an interpretation
of the significance of the end of the Cold War that
captured an enormous amount of public attention.
Almost overnight, the phrase ‘end of history’ was
used as a synonym for the ‘post-Cold War era’
and Fukuyama, hitherto almost unknown amongst
students of international relations, became an
instant intellectual celebrity. In a sense, this was
unfortunate. Fukuyama did not say that ‘history’
had come to an end in the sense that politics, war
and conflict would no longer take place. Nor did
he argue that the collapse of communism would
guarantee that all states would become liberal
democracies. These misconceptions are perhaps
a consequence of Fukuyama’s overexposure in
the media. The subtleties of his argument, an
ingenious blend of political philosophy, historical
analysis and tentative futurology, can only be
gleaned from a careful reading of the text,
something that too many commentators have
neglected to do. Ironically, however, once one
abandons some of the more simplistic
interpretations of Fukuyama’s argument, it
remains unclear why the book did attract so much
attention in the last decade of the twentieth
century. The most interesting aspects of the book,
in my view, were the ones least commented on,
having to do with the characteristics of ‘the last
man’ rather than the ‘end of history’ per se. Again,



those who have focused on the first part of the
book have downplayed these aspects. Only if
one grasps the underlying pessimism of
Fukuyama’s argument is it possible to avoid the
temptation to celebrate or condemn him on the
erroneous assumption that his book is merely an
exercise in liberal ‘triumphalism’ at the end of the
Cold War.

Francis Fukuyama was born in 1953. He was
raised in the United States, but he is Japanese by
descent. His grandfather on his father’s side fled
from Japan in 1905 when Japan was at war with
Russia and his mother came for a well-known
intellectual family in Japan. Both parents were
academically inclined. His father was a Protestant
minister and Fukuyama describes himself as ‘a
sort of open-minded agnostic but without any
anti-clericalism’.! He went to Cornell University
as an undergraduate and he received his PhD in
political science from Harvard University. His
thesis was on Soviet foreign policy in the Middle
East, but he also spent some time in France
studying post-structuralism under Jacques
Derrida. When he left Harvard, Fukuyama joined
the Rand Corporation (an influential private think
tank in the United States) as a policy analyst
specialising in Middle Eastern political-military
affairs and the foreign policy of the former Soviet
Union. He has held a variety of positions with
Rand and with the US State Department over the
last fifteen years. At present he is the Hirst
Professor of Public Policy at George Mason
University.

In the summer of 1989, Fukuyama published
a short article in the conservative journal The
National Interest, entitled ‘The end of History?’
His major book was written in response to the
debate that followed, although the book itself has
continued to attract widely divergent opinions
from across the ideological spectrum in the United
States and elsewhere. For example, John Dunn
describes it as a ‘puerile volume’ and compares it
to ‘the worst sort of American undergraduate term-
paper’.? In contrast, Wayne Cristaudo judges it
to be ‘the most important defence of liberal
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democracy since John Rawls’ 4 Theory of
Justice’ ?

The book operates at a number of levels. In
the words of Perry Anderson, ‘no one has ever
attempted a comparable synthesis — at once so
deep in ontological premise and so close to the
surface of global politics’.* Given the scope of
Fukuyama’s ambition, I can only sketch the main
contours of his argument in the hope that readers
will not substitute what follows for a thorough
examination of the text itself. Any book that can
attract such divergent opinions as those expressed
by Dunn and Cristaudo deserves to be read with
some care.

By the phrase ‘end of History’, Fukuyama is
referring to the history of thought about legitimate
first principles governing political and social
organisation. His argument is primarily a
normative one. At the end of the twentieth century,
the combination of liberal democracy and
capitalism has proved superior to any alternative
political/ economic system, and the reason lies in
its ability to satisfy the basic drives of human
nature. The latter is composed of two fundamental
desires. One is the desire for material goods and
wealth and the other (more fundamental) desire is
for recognition of our worth as human beings by
those around us. Capitalism is the best economic
system for maximising the production of goods
and services and for exploiting scientific
technology to generate wealth. However, economic
growth is only part of the story. Fukuyama
appeals to Hegel’s concept of recognition to
account for the superiority of liberal democracy
over its rivals in the political arena. Whilst
economic growth can be promoted under a variety
of political regimes, including fascist ones, only
liberal democracies can meet the fundamental
human need for recognition, political freedom and
equality. It was Hegel who contended that the
end of history would arrive when humans had
achieved the kind of civilisation that satisfied their
fundamental longings. For Hegel, that end point
was the constitutional state. In his version, Hegel
appointed Napoleon as the harbinger of the end

69



FUKUYAMA

of history at the beginning of the nineteenth
century. Fukuyama argues that we need to recover
the philosophical idealism of Hegel and abandon
the philosophical materialism of Marx and his
followers who believed that socialism was
necessary to overcome the economic inequality
of capitalist societies. Fukuyama also finds in
Hegel a more profound understanding of human
nature than can be gleaned from the ideas of such
philosophers as Thomas Hobbes and John Locke,
who privileged self-preservation above
recognition.

In addition to Hegel, Fukuyama invokes Plato
and Alexandre Kojéve, Hegel’s most famous
interpreter. From Plato, Fukuyama borrows the
notion of thymos, variously translated as
‘spiritedness’, ‘courage’ or ‘desire’. Megalothymia
is the thymos of great men, the great movers of
history such as Caesar and Stalin. In contrast,
isothymia is the humble demand for recognition
in the form of equality rather than superiority.
History is a struggle between these thymotic
passions. The genius of liberal democracy is that
it represents the end point of the struggle. The
master—slave dialectic is a primary motor of
history, which can never be stable as long as human
beings are divided between masters and slaves.
The latter will never accept their subordinate
status and the genius of capitalist liberal
democracy is its ability to reconcile the thymotic
passions. Shadia Drury sums up Fukuyama’s
argument as follows:

Liberalism pacifies and de-politicises the
aristocratic world of mastery by turning
politics into economics. Liberalism pacifies the
masterful thymos of the first man and replaces
it with the slavish thymos of the last man.
Instead of superiority and dominance, society
strives for equality. Those who still long for
dominance have the capitalist pursuit of wealth
as their outlet.’

Fukuyama also relies on the interpretation of
Hegel by Alexandre Kojéve, the Russian exile and
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political philosopher. In a series of lectures
delivered in Paris in the 1940s, Kojéve argued
that the welfare state had solved the problems of
capitalism identified by Marx.® Thus capitalism
has managed to suppress its own internal
contradictions. Furthermore, it not only provides
material prosperity, but also homogenises ideas
and values, thus undermining the clash of ideology
between states, thereby reducing the threat of
war. Hegel did not believe that the end of war
within states could be replicated at the
international level. Kojéve and Fukuyama argue
that whilst wars will not disappear, the
homogenisation of values among the great powers
will promote peace among the most powerful
states, and these are the ones that matter in a
long-term historical perspective.

Fukuyama’s philosophical views are elaborated
in conjunction with a detailed examination of the
inexorable trend towards liberal democratic forms
of government in the twentieth century. He argues
that, in Southern Europe, Latin America, parts of
Asia and Eastern Europe, free-market economics
and parliamentary democracy are, with some
important exceptions, becoming the norm. He
claims that there were only thirteen liberal
democracies in 1940, thirty-seven in 1960 and
sixty-two in 1990. He also traces the decline of
war among democratic states over time, arguing
that peace between states correlates closely with
their internal convergence towards liberal
democratic norms.

But the ‘end of History’, according to
Fukuyama, is not necessarily welcome news.
Despite the victory of liberal democracy as a
normative model over its rivals, Fukuyama is
concerned that the subordination of megalothymia
to isothymia may be also the pursuit of equality
at the expense of the pursuit of excellence. If there
is too much equality, and no great issues to struggle
for, people may revolt at the very system that
has brought them peace and security. We cannot
subsist merely on equal rights and material comfort
alone, and those that satisfy themselves with these
become what Nietzsche called ‘last men’ or, as



C.S. Lewis put it, ‘men without chests’. At the
end of the book Fukuyama sounds a note of
warning. Unless there are ways to express
megalothymia in those societies lucky enough to
have reached the ‘end of History’ (and according
to his own statistics, less than one-third of all
states have arrived thus far), liberal democracy
may atrophy and die. At one point Fukuyama
argues that perhaps Japan may offer an alternative
to American liberal democracy and combine a
successful economy with social bonds strong
enough to withstand the fragmentary forces of
liberal democracy. Many Asian societies, he
claims, have ‘paid lip service to Western principles
of liberal democracy, accepting the form while
modifying the content to accommodate Asian
cultural traditions’.” This is a theme Fukuyama
pursues in his second book, Trust: The Social
Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity (1995).
Before considering the argument of that book, it
is important to note some of the main criticisms
levelled at The End of History.

First, Fukuyama’s appeal to Hegel and Plato
has been called into question by some
commentators, outraged by Fukuyama’s attempt
to integrate Platonism with Hegelian dialectics.
Shadia Drury, for example, points out that it is
not possible to ‘[reconcile] Plato’s objectivist
views with [an] intersubjective concept of
recognition’.® She argues that Fukuyama’s
invocation of Plato is designed to avoid the
awkward fact that Hegel himself never predicted
that history would end, even in the sense that
Fukuyama uses the term ‘end’. Nor could Hegel
do so, given his commitment to the idea that
history is inherently dialectical. John O’Neill, who
attacks Fukuyama with Hegelian tools of analysis,
makes a similar criticism. According to O’Neill,
Hegel argued that ‘recognition cannot be its own
end since it is parasitic on other goods’ which
provide the appropriate criteria for recognition:

Recognition is required to confirm my self-
worth as a being with powers of rationality
and the capacities to stand above and shape
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particular desires. It is only from beings that I
recognise themselves as having such powers
and capacities that recognition counts . . . it is
in virtue of this parasitic nature of recognition
on prior goods that Hegel ultimately rejects an
individualised market economy as satisfactory
as means of recognition even with civil society
itself?®

It is unclear, therefore, how Fukuyama can
coherently use Hegel to defend capitalism and
liberal democracy when Hegel explicitly denied
that such a combination could adequately achieve
the goal of recognition. For all his criticisms of
Hobbes and Locke, Fukuyama fails to make a
sufficient break with their atomistic conceptions
of human nature.

A second set of criticisms has been levelled at
Fukuyama’s substantive empirical claims
regarding the spread of liberal democracy around
the globe and the inherently pacific nature of
relations among liberal democratic states. On the
one hand, Fukuyama defines liberal democracies
in somewhat vague, formal, terms. A liberal
democracy is one whose constitution respects
some basic political rights and requires the
government to rule on the basis of explicit consent
from its citizens through regular competitive and
fair elections. Whilst a broad definition facilitates
some rough measurement of the ‘march of
democracy’, such a crude indicator is hardly
adequate for any firm conclusions to be made
about the extent of freedom in the contemporary
world. For example, according to Fukuyama, El
Salvador and the United States both count as
liberal democracies. The term itself becomes less
clear now that there are, in his view, no alternatives
against which to define it. In light of the historical
mission that Fukuyama believes liberal democratic
states to have fulfilled, the failure to distinguish
between states within his broad category is a major
weakness of the book as a whole. There is simply
no analysis of the enormous differences in the
way states that he lumps together manage the
tensions between freedom and equality in politics
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and economics. As for his argument that ‘liberal
democracies’ do not go to war with each other
because they are liberal democracies, Fukuyama
fails to explore the possibility of other
explanations in the literature on the causes of war.
Finally, there are problems with Fukuyama’s
presumption that political and economic liberalism
— the twin engines of his unidirectional historical
motor — can coexist comfortably within the
territorial boundaries of the sovereign state. By
contrast, much of the literature in search of a
substantive term to describe the post-Cold War
era is concerned with the contradictory dynamics
of ‘globalisation’ versus ‘fragmentation’, of which
ethnic nationalism is a prime example.
Globalisation is a blanket term that conveys the
limits to state power arising from the myriad
dynamics of a global economy in which the state
seems to be relatively powerless to manage its
domestic economy. In particular, the integration
of global capital, much of it speculative, tends to
subordinate domestic politics to the demand for
flexibility, efficiency and competitiveness on a
global playing field that is anything but level.
Consequently, as governments become less
accountable to those they claim to represent over
a broader range of issues, so the spectrum of
democratic choice before citizens narrows
considerably. To the extent that economic
globalisation and political fragmentation are
operating at different levels of social, political
and economic organisation, one could plausibly
accept much of Fukuyama’s philosophical
assumptions and reach opposite conclusions to
the ones that he draws. On the reasonable
assumption that global capitalism is exacerbating
economic inequality both within and between
states whilst simultaneously denying them a
redistributive capacity to moderate its impact,
the ‘struggle for recognition’ may take reactive
forms such as ethnic nationalism.! It is not clear
how this problem can be solved merely by
appealing to the virtues of capitalism and liberal
democracy, since the main difficulty lies in striking
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the right balance between them, an issue that
Fukuyama does not deal with in his book.

Since the publication of The End of History
and the Last Man in 1992, Fukuyama has moved
on to examine in more detail the cultural
dimensions of comparative political economy. In
1995, be published his second book, Trust: The
Social Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity.
Having dealt with history, Fukuyama focuses on
the social pre-requisites of economic prosperity.
He argues that economic success depends only in
part on the factors emphasised by economists,
competition, technology and skills. Fully as
important is a supporting culture of trust or
‘spontaneous sociability’ — a readiness to get on
with one’s fellow citizens in economically
productive ways:

Virtually all economic activity in the
contemporary world is carried out not by
individuals but by organisations that require a
high degree of social cooperation. Property
rights, contracts, and commercial law are all
indispensable institutions for creating a modern
market-oriented economic system, but it is
possible to economise substantially on
transaction costs if such institutions are
supplemented by social capital and trust. Trust,
in turn, is the product of preexisting
communities of shared moral codes or values.
These communities . . . are not the product of
rational choice.!!

At the core of the book is an examination of two
contrasting groups of countries. The first
comprises three economies in which civil society
flourishes; that is, social institutions of many
different kinds that play a large role in people’s
lives, mediating between the family and the state.
These ‘high trust’ economies are the United
States, Germany and Japan. The economies of
the second group, in contrast, lack strong civil
societies, according to Fukuyama. They have
strong families and strong governments at the
centre, but little else. As examples of such ‘low



trust’ economies, he chooses China, France and
Italy.

The book is provocative for two reasons. First,
although the idea of the importance of ‘social
capital’ is not new (indeed, it can be found in the
work of Hegel), Fukuyama’s categorisation of
states is unconventional, to say the least.
Fukuyama argues that his lists reflect the degree
to which states have or have not adopted
corporate forms of organisation as they
underwent industrialisation over the last 200
years. ‘High trust’ economies are better able to
develop corporate structures than ‘low trust’
economies, in which family-sized businesses
dominate the economy. Second, Fukuyama is keen
to dispel the idea that it is useful to generalise
about ‘Asian’ economic growth. He argues that,
along the spectrum of ‘trust’, Japan and China
are very different from one another. He argues
that China’s allegedly low level of non-kin trust
will impede economic growth. Apart from large
corporate state companies, which suffer from high
levels of debt, the lack of spontaneous tendencies
to create large companies makes it difficult for
China to create major strategic industries where
scale is a crucial factor in success. Furthermore, it
remains debatable whether a country without
stable property rights and a reliable code of
commercial law can maintain high rates of growth
indefinitely.

To some extent, there is continuity between
the two books. The underlying paradox of
liberalism is the same. If you universalise liberal
individualism, extending its premises to all spheres
of life, liberal institutions (including the market)
will eventually malfunction and then liberal
democratic society will itself decay. As with the
first book, however, there are at least a couple of
major problems. First, just as Fukuyama’s
dichotomy between liberal democracies and the
rest is somewhat crude, so is the basic division
between ‘high’ and ‘low trust’ economies. On most
indices of comparison (such as crime, lifetime
employment, distribution of wealth, geographical
and occupational mobility), the United States and
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Japan are far apart. Few commentators have been
persuaded by Fukuyama'’s typology linking them
together. Similarly, there are doubts about his
views on China. Constance Lever-Tracy, for
example, argues that Fukuyama misunderstands
the cultural dimensions of wealth-creation in
China, where ‘family fortunes grow by
multiplication of small units, not by expansion of
large bureaucratic structures’.'? She suggests that
the transnational ‘networking’ between family
firms, based on personal ‘trust’, perform the same
functions that Fukuyama attributes to large
bureaucratic structures.

In addition, even if the states he studies do fit
into the categories of ‘low trust” and ‘high trust’
economies, the bigger question is, so what? Whilst
‘the social virtues’ may have something to do
with the creation of prosperity, it remains unclear
just how much they contribute to economic
growth compared to other factors. Over the last
two decades, for example, China has been the
fastest-growing economy in the world and not, it
seems, because of a sudden outbreak of trust.
Just as there are different kinds of ‘liberal
democracy’, so there are many subtly different
forms of capitalism, which suggests that it is
somewhat simplistic to search for and attempt to
isolate a single factor contributing to economic
growth.

In summary, the work of Francis Fukuyama is
both provocative and infuriating. He is, to use
Isaiah Berlin’s famous metaphor, neither a
hedgehog (who knows one big thing) nor a fox
(who knows many things), but both at the same
time. The scope and ambition of his writing is
large, and his ability to illustrate abstract
philosophical arguments with a vast array of
contemporary empirical data is enviable.
Fukuyama is not a triumphal liberal at the end of
the twentieth century. He is deeply worried about
the apparent decline of ‘social capital’ in the
United States, and his work suggests that the
achievements of liberal democracy and capitalism
are fragile. They depend on cultural factors that
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are crucial to the success of the liberal project. As
Ross Poole argues,

despite its concern with the individual,
liberalism has never been very good at supplying
the individual with a reason or motive for
accepting its principles. In assuming the
existence of a social world which is devoid of
values, liberalism has assigned the task of
creating them to the vagaries of individual
choice. It then discovers that it has no strong
argument against the individual who chooses
values antithetical to liberalism.!

However, Fukuyama’s solution to this problem
is, to say the least, controversial. Whilst he is a
firm opponent of cultural and moral relativism in
all its forms, it remains to be seen whether he will
provide an explicit defence of the communitarian
values that underpin his recent work.
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DAVID HELD

David Held is Professor of Politics and Sociology
at the Open University in Britain. Over the past
twenty years he has written widely on political
and social theory in the modern era, focusing on
the nature of democracy and on its prospects in
an era of ‘globalisation’. His work is a useful
corrective to that of Fukuyama, who argues that
the ‘end of History’ occurs when ‘liberal
democracy’ is the only legitimate form of
governance in international relations. It can also
be seen as an important contribution to the
practical implementation of critical approaches
to the problem of global governance beyond the
territorial limits of the nation-state. Held seeks to
integrate what he views as the most important
contributions of both liberalism and Marxism to
the promotion of human freedom and equality,
assesses the difficulties of achieving the goal of
human autonomy in the post-Cold War era, and
offers practical proposals to achieve cosmopolitan
democracy in the twenty-first century. In his
view, globalisation is both a threat to democracy
as well as an opportunity. The inadequacy of the
nation-state as the container of democratic forms
of government requires the extension of
democracy into the international arena. This
summary of his work will discuss each element
of his overall project.

Held first argues that democracy provides the
means by which it may be possible to integrate
the best insights of liberalism and Marxism. It
may be useful to summarise Held’s understanding
of the liberal and Marxist projects.! He reduces
each to a small number of key elements to
emphasise the ways in which they appear to be
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incompatible with each other. Liberalism is hostile
to state power, and it emphasises the importance
of a diversity of power centres in society,
particularly economic ones. Marxism, on the
other hand, is hostile to the concentration of
economic power and private ownership of the
means of production. Liberals believe in the
separation of the state from civil society as an
essential pre-requisite of a democratic order.
Marxists, on the other hand, believe in the
eventual restructuring of civil society and the
abolition of private ownership as an essential pre-
requisite of true democracy. Liberals argue that
the most desirable form of the state is an
impersonal structure of power embedded in the
rule of law. Marxists argue that the liberal idea of
‘neutrality’ cannot be achieved in the context of
capitalism. Liberals emphasise the importance of
separating the private and the public spheres. The
former is a realm of protected space in which
individual autonomy and initiative may flourish.
Marxists argue that freedom without equality is
not worth having. Liberals see the market as a
mechanism for coordinating the diverse activities
of producers and consumers. Marxists believe that
in the absence of careful public planning of
investment, production will be anarchic, wasteful
and remain geared to the pursuit of profit, not
need.

On the face of'it, it is difficult to see any means
of reconciling liberalism and Marxism. But Held
argues that they share a number of concerns, which
he expresses as a commitment to the principle of
autonomy:

Individuals should be free and equal in the
determination of the rules by which they live;
that is, they should enjoy equal rights (and,
accordingly, equal obligations) in the
specification of the framework which generates
and limits the opportunities available to them
throughout their lives.?

By extracting what he claims is common to each
political ideology, Held believes that it may be
possible to integrate them if one can also
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acknowledge their respective limits and flaws. To
some extent, the weaknesses of one are reflected
in the strengths of the other. Once this is
acknowledged, it may be possible to appreciate
the potential complementarity of liberals’
scepticism about political power and Marxists’
scepticism about economic power. Held suggests
that the key to integrating these apparently
irreconcilable doctrines lies in the implementation
of radical democracy, at the level of civil society
as well as the state. Held is a great advocate of
participatory democracy at all levels of political
life. However, whilst he has much to say about
the virtue of participatory democracy, he shies
away from indicating what the desired outcome
of democratic deliberation should amount to. He
does not believe that capitalism either can or
should be overcome, or at least he recognises the
political price that would be paid for such an
abstract goal. In order to mitigate its inherent
inegalitarianism, he believes that the state should
play an active role in managing the economy.
On the other hand, he is suspicious of state
power and agrees with the liberal claim that the
distinction between the public and the private
domain should be preserved. In order to exploit
the strengths of liberalism and Marxism, he thinks
that ‘civil society and the state must become the
condition for the other’s democratisation’.* Thus,
although he supports the maintenance of
representative democracy at the level of the polity,
the precise boundary between the state and civil
society is one that must be negotiated in ‘a
multiplicity of social spheres — including socially-
owned enterprises, housing cooperatives, [and]
independent communications media and health
centres’.* This is an argument that recurs
throughout Held’s work, the emphasis on
democracy per se as a public good, whose inherent
value transcends competing perspectives on the
appropriate role and purpose of government:

Democracy is, I think, the only ‘grand’ or
‘meta’-narrative that can legitimately frame and
delimit the competing narratives of the
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contemporary age. The idea of democracy is
important because it does not just represent
one value among many, such as liberty,
equality, and justice, but is the value that can
link and mediate among competing prescriptive
concerns . . . democracy does not presuppose
agreement on diverse values. Rather, it suggests
a way of relating values to each other and of
leaving the resolution of value conflicts open
to participants in a political dialogue.’

With the end of the Cold War, Held’s interest
in exploring the potential for ‘democracy’ to
synthesise the best of liberalism and Marxism
has shifted to focus on the threats posed to
democracy by the forces of economic
globalisation. This term embraces a variety of
phenomena such as the development of a global
economy in which global economic actors operate
in conjunction with increasingly integrated capital
and finance markets, global information processes
and the increasing awareness of global
environmental problems. Conceptually,
globalisation is a process that not only
undermines, and sometimes overrides, the nation-
state, but more importantly that also calls into
question the importance of territory per se. Power
and influence flow between many actors, of which
the nation-state is but one, who are increasingly
defined independently of any territorial reference.
In this context, Held argues that we are confronted
with a strange paradox at the end of the twentieth
century. On the one hand, the end of the Cold
War has been accompanied by a celebration of the
victory of ‘democracy’ over communism. On the
other hand, there is little recognition of the variety
of democratic systems in theory and practice as
well as the enormous challenges posed to the future
health of democracy by globalisation.

Held suggests that political theorists are
prevented from contributing to the new global
agenda by their statist predisposition to view the
state as a ‘community of fate’. They have assumed
that a ‘symmetrical and congruent’ relationship
exists between political decision makers and the



recipients of their decisions. In principle,
politicians are supposed to be accountable to the
citizens who elect them, and who are the major
‘recipients’ of political ‘outputs’. Because
democratic theory has not questioned the arbitrary
role of territorial borders in determining the
relevant constituencies of sovereign states, it is
unable to respond adequately to the challenges of
the late modern era. With the increase in global
interconnectedness, states are finding it difficult
to control activities within and beyond their
borders. Their range of policy instruments,
particularly for the purpose of macroeconomic
policy, is shrinking, and states cannot solve a
growing number of transnational problems unless
they co-operate with other states and non-state
actors. Held argues that states find themselves
enmeshed in a host of collaborative arrangements
to manage transnational issues, the result being a
growing disjuncture ‘between, on the one hand,
the formal domain of political authority [states]
claim for themselves and, on the other, the actual
practices and structures of the state and the
economic system at the national, regional and
global levels’.¢

He identifies four such ‘disjunctures’ that are
worthy of note. First and most obviously, the
formal authority of the state does not correspond
with the actual system of global production,
distribution and exchange. Second, states are
increasingly enmeshed in international ‘regimes’
of coordinated agreements to regulate transnational
forces and issue-areas. This has given rise to a
number of important organisations and decision-
making bodies that have enormous power, but
over which there is little democratic accountability,
such as the United Nations or the International
Monetary Fund. A third arena is that of
international law, which has expanded in the post-
war era to bestow new rights and obligations on
states and individuals that diminish the effective
sovereignty of the territorial state. Particularly in
Western Europe, individuals can appeal to the
European Court of Human Rights and even initiate
legal proceedings against their own government.
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Finally, Held reminds us that, in the security arena,
there continues to be a disjuncture between
democratic accountability and the operation of
alliances such as NATO.

In short, the assumption of state sovereignty
that informs contemporary democratic theory is
obsolete. Held is severely critical of Fukuyama’s
thesis that, with the end of the Cold War, we have
arrived at the philosophical ‘end of History’. He
criticises him on three counts. First, Held argues
that Fukuyama treats liberalism as a unity and
ignores distinctive differences between different
models of democracy. Second, Fukuyama fails to
consider tensions between liberalism and
democracy. Finally, Fukuyama fails to question
whether liberal democracy can continue to flourish
in the context of globalisation. Held argues that,
in order to re-assert and extend democratic control,
we need to think of democracy in a cosmopolitan
rather than a national context. The challenge is
not how one might replicate particular models of
democracy between states with very different
cultures, economies and political systems. The
challenge is to correct the ‘democratic deficit’
between the limited scope of contemporary
democracy and the dispersion of political
authority away from the formal centres of national
governance.

Held’s recipe for rethinking the democratic
project in the 1990s is similar to the prescriptions
he offered for transcending liberalism and Marxism
in the mid-1980s. The key features of his model
for cosmopolitan democracy are as follows:

1 The global order consists of multiple and
overlapping networks of power including the
political, social and economic.

2 All groups and associations are attributed rights
of self-determination specified by a commitment
to individual autonomy and a specific cluster of
rights. The cluster is composed of rights within
and across each network of power. Together, these
rights constitute the basis of an empowering legal
order — a ‘democratic international law’.
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3 Law-making and law-enforcement can be
developed within this framework at a variety of
locations and levels, along with an expansion of
the influence of regional and international courts
to monitor and check political and social authority.

4 Legal principles are adopted which delimit the
form and scope of individual and collective action
within the organisations and associations of state
and civil society. Certain standards are specified
for the treatment of all, which no political regime
or civil association can legitimately violate.

5 As a consequence, the principle of non-coercive
relations governs the settlements of disputes,
though the use of force remains a collective option
in the last resort in the face of tyrannical attacks
to eradicate democratic international law.

6 The defence of self-determination, the creation
of'a common structure of action and preservation
of the democratic good are the overall collective
priorities.

7 Determinate principles of social justice follow:
the modus operandi of the production,
distribution and the exploitation of resources must
be compatible with the democratic process and a
common framework of action.”

How should we assess Held’s contribution to
international relations theory? It has both
strengths and weaknesses. On the one hand, it is
refreshing to read a political theorist who takes
international relations seriously and refuses to
accept the traditional distinction between politics
within the state and international ‘relations’
between states. He is quite right to question this
traditional dichotomy within political science.
Furthermore, his work on models of ‘liberal
democracy’ is useful in reminding us that there is
no single model ‘for export’, so to speak, so we
should be cautious in celebrating the alleged
victory of democracy in the post-Cold War era.
On the other hand, I would suggest that there are
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two flaws in Held’s defence of ‘cosmopolitan
democracy’.

The first is the underdeveloped defence of
democracy itself at a philosophical level. Held
argues that democracy is the best ‘meta-narrative’
because it transcends substantive disagreements
about particular political goods. One might argue
that this view has a number of problems. Why
does it follow that if individuals and groups
disagree on how to rank substantive ideals such
as political liberty and economic equality, they
either will or should agree to debate the merits of
each in a democratic fashion? Held does not
answer this question; he tends to assume that
‘reasonable’ people will agree on neutral
procedures to decide the ranking of political goods
in the absence of any substantive consensus. Will
they? Should they? In his analysis of the
relationship between philosophical pluralism and
political liberalism, George Crowder identifies a
major difficulty in using the former to justify the
latter:

The mere fact that values are ‘plural’ [in that
there is no common currency to compute their
respective merits] tells us . . . we must choose
but not what to choose. It gives no reason not
to embrace values that have, by themselves or
in combination with others, illiberal
implications. We have no reason, as
[philosophical] pluralists, not to prefer order
and hierarchy to liberty and equality.®

It is incumbent on Held to justify his defence of
democracy as a legitimate meta-narrative more
clearly, particularly if he wants to promote it as a
global value.

Second, Held’s work is part of a solid, Left—
Liberal, social democratic tradition. He wants to
preserve the distinction between the state and
civil society, as well as the basic values of political
and economic liberalism. At the same time, he not
only wants to curb the undemocratic and
inegalitarian consequences of global capitalism,
but to do so by a radical transformation of the
allegedly obsolete Westphalian system. One might



argue that Held cannot have it both ways. In the
absence of a far more radical curtailment of the
global ‘free market’, it is highly unlikely that any
of the political changes that he desires will come
about. This is not a criticism of Held’s
‘utopianism’ per se. As Alex Callinicos notes:

The eclipse over the past twenty years of any
distinctive social-democratic policies, in the
face of the resurgence throughout the West of
laissez-faire economics, poses the question of
whether the two constraints Held places on
his project — preserving the separation of state
and civil society and regulating capitalism —are
in fact compatible.’

Having said that, it remains the case that Held is
an important exception to the ‘liberal
triumphalism’ that sounded so loudly in the
immediate post-Cold War era. Whatever the
achievements of liberalism in the modern world,
Held reminds us that there remains much to be
done if these achievements are to be preserved
and shared more widely in the international
system.
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JOHN HOBSON

John A. Hobson was born in Derbyshire, England,
in 1858, and died on April Fools’ Day in 1940,
which, as David Long wryly points out, ‘might
appear to be enough to justify the portrayal of
Hobson as an idealist’.! In the study of
international relations, his name is associated with
Norman Angell and Alfred Zimmern as the most
important liberal critics of the First World War.
Hobson was perhaps the most radical of them.
He is often (incorrectly) considered as part of the
Marxist tradition because some of his views,
particularly on imperialism, directly influenced
Lenin. However, although Hobson was inspired
by some of Marx’s work, he did not accept Marx’s
materialistic view of history and regarded Marx
as an economic reductionist. A more accurate
description of Hobson is the term ‘new liberal’.
In contrast to the classical liberals of the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth century, new
liberals such as Hobson were characterised by
three fundamental beliefs. First, they refused to
accept that there was an inevitable trade-off
between liberty and equality. They wanted to
apply the egalitarian goals of socialism within a
political system that also promoted private
property and liberal political values. This could
be achieved by taxing economic rent, the “‘unearned
income’ that accrued to individuals as a result of
their ownership of a scarce resource (such as land)
rather than their direct contribution to production.
Second, they repudiated the utilitarian idea that
individuals exist prior to civil society, and did not
accept the classical liberal idea that the social good
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is the sum of individual or private satisfactions.
Third, they argued that the idea of reason is not
exhausted by the rational calculation of means to
achieve given ends. Instead, they held an
evolutionary view of historical progress and, while
they remained suspicious of state power, believed
that the state had an important role to play in
improving social welfare and enhancing the
collective good.> Hobson’s work illustrates all
three beliefs, and the tag of ‘idealism’ that was
attached to him by the realists of the 1930s and
1940s should not detract from his contribution to
the liberal tradition in political economy and
international relations.

Hobson was educated in Derby and went to
Oxford University in 1876 on an open
scholarship, where he studied Classics. In 1880
he left Oxford to become a school-teacher and
then, in 1887, he followed in his father’s footsteps
to take up a career in journalism. He moved to
London, and managed to write a weekly column
for The Derbyshire Advertiser and North
Staffordshire Journal as well as giving lectures in
English literature and political economy. In 1889
he published his first book (with A.F. Mummery,
abusinessman), The Physiology of Industry, which
outlined his radical ideas on underconsumption
in capitalist society and made him very unpopular
among orthodox economists of the classical school.
When his father died in 1897, Hobson was able to
give up lecturing for a living and his inheritance
allowed him to devote himself'to his research and
writing. He was an active campaigner for social
reform in Britain and continued writing articles
for the general public as well as more academic
books and articles.

When the First World War broke out, Hobson
was instrumental in the formation of the British
Neutrality Committee, as well as the Union of
Democratic Control, which campaigned for an end
to ‘secret diplomacy’ among the great powers.
He resigned from the Liberal Party in 1916 over
the issue of import duties (Hobson was a firm
believer in free trade) and was narrowly beaten in
the 1918 election, when he stood as an



Independent member of the House of Commons.
After his defeat he joined the Independent Labour
Party, and he served on a number of committees
dealing with economic and social reform. Not only
did his work inspire Lenin in the early years of
this century, his economic analysis of
underconsumption and unemployment also
inspired John Maynard Keynes in the inter-war
period.3

Hobson is best known among students of
international relations for his analysis and critique
of imperialism in the late nineteenth century. His
own unique theory of imperialism, first published
in 1902 and reprinted many times since, is best
understood in contrast to the most influential rival
theories. Of these, four are particularly
noteworthy.

Conservative thinkers, such as Benjamin
Disraeli, Cecil Rhodes and Rudyard Kipling, claim
that imperialism is necessary to preserve the
existing social order in the more developed states.
It is necessary to secure trade and markets, to
maintain employment and to channel the energies
and social conflicts of metropolitan citizens into
foreign lands. There is a very strong ideological
and racial assumption of Western superiority
within this body of thought. Among realists such
as Hans Morgenthau, imperialism is simply a
manifestation of the balance of power and is one
of the processes by which states try to achieve a
favourable change in the status quo. The purpose
of imperialism is to reduce the strategic and
political vulnerability of a state. For Marxist
radicals such as Lenin, imperialism arises because
increased concentration of wealth in capitalist
society leads to underconsumption. However,
since the state represents the capitalist class it is
not possible to redistribute wealth. Ultimately,
according to Lenin, the world would be
completely divided up and the capitalist states
would then fight over the redivision of the world.
This analysis served as his basic explanation for
the First World War. Finally, social-psychological
theories, as in the work of Joseph Schumpeter,
conceive of imperialism as ‘objectless expansion’,
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a pattern learned from the behaviour of other
states and institutionalised into domestic political
processes by a warrior class. The latter may be
created initially because of the need for defence
and security, but, over time, the class will
manufacture reasons to perpetuate its existence,
usually through the manipulation of public and
elite opinion.

Hobson’s own views, whilst they do not
preclude elements from the other dominant
schools, explain imperialism as a policy choice,
not as an inevitable consequence of the balance of
power, capitalism, the need for new markets to
export manufactured goods to or social pathology.
For Hobson, the ‘economic taproot’ of late
nineteenth-century imperialism lay in domestic
underconsumption. He identified a vicious circle
in which the economic concentration of power
supports an oligarchic political elite, which in turn
facilitates further economic inequality. The
increase in productive efficiency under capitalism
has produced a great deal of wealth that is
channelled to owners of capital in the form of
profits rather than to workers in the form of wages.
The pressure of over-saving from profits among
the capitalist rich, combined with forced
underconsumption among the exploited poor,
leads to the accumulation by the rich of vast sums
of money. This can neither be spent nor reinvested
domestically (given low interest rates produced
by fierce domestic competition and the lack of
domestic markets created by underconsumption).
Consequently, investors in search of a high rate
of return invest their money overseas. In turn,
foreign investments have to be protected to ensure
their profits, and this creates the economic
pressure for political and military intervention in
those markets where capital is growing. Imperial
pressure may arise from a number of groups, not
just from financiers (as Lenin argued), but also
from ‘an ambitious statesman, a frontier soldier,
an overzealous missionary, a pushing trader’. In
his most famous phrase, he argued that,
ultimately, imperialism constituted ‘a vast system
of outdoor relief for the upper classes’.* Whilst
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Hobson never denied the influence of a number of
factors contributing to imperial behaviour, he
believed firmly that surplus elite wealth was the
ultimate determinant.

To some extent, Hobson’s argument was limited
both by the scarcity of empirical data and by his
focus on Great Britain in the last quarter of the
nineteenth century. Certainly, the period from
1870 to the First World War, in most of the
advanced industrialised states in Europe was one
of massive capital accumulation and its export
abroad. As Gilpin puts it:

The City of London increased its foreign
holdings more than five times between 1870
and 1914. By 1914, over one-quarter of British
wealth was invested in foreign government
securities and foreign railroads. Britain was, in
fact, investing far more abroad than it was at
home [and] ran a chronic trade deficit during
this period . . . [but] the massive outflow of
capital undoubtedly contributed to the
industrial and overall decline of the British
economy and accelerated the eclipse of Britain
by rising industrial powers.’

For Hobson, it makes no sense to study the
international political economy by treating
domestic and international relations separately
from one another. In order to bring an end to
imperialism, it is necessary to undertake major
economic and political reforms at the domestic
level. Unlike Lenin, who regarded this as
impossible in capitalist states, Hobson regarded
imperialism as a policy choice; he did not view it
as an inevitable companion to capitalist systems
of private property. He believed that a state can
tackle the problem of underconsumption at home
by raising the income levels of the majority of the
population either through legislation concerning
wage laws, child labour laws and the legalisation
of trade unions, or through income transfers by
taxing the economic rent of the wealthy and
redistributing wealth through unemployment
compensation and social welfare. Capitalism can
be socially ‘benign’ if liberal states move in a more
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social democratic direction. This is why he
endorsed the view that a policy of free trade would
be a force for peace. The political and economic
elites whose behaviour was at the heart of
imperialism objected to open trade because it
would threaten their protected domestic position
at the top of the economic hierarchy. Hobson
argued that import duties and tariffs not only
reduced economic competition, but they were
also unlikely to increase domestic consumption
because the gains from protection would be
enjoyed by the wealthy (agricultural landlords
and industrial magnates) rather than the poor.
Hobson was also very suspicious of the Leninist
thesis that in order to bring an end to imperialism,
there would need to be a revolutionary overthrow
of capitalism. He argued that the Leninist doctrine
was incompatible with social democratic reforms
and would simply empower a new elite and
therefore new types of imperialism.

Was Hobson an idealist? Kenneth Waltz, in
his criticism of Hobson’s ideas, describes him as
a ‘second image optimist’.® It is worth noting
Waltz’s comments since most students are likely
to encounter Hobson via Waltz’s well-known text
Man, The State, and War (1959). According to
Waltz, Hobson’s views on international relations
were based on the optimistic idea that the problem
of war could be best dealt with by ‘perfecting’
the domestic political and economic arrangements
of states. Only if social, economic and political
reform occurs within states will it be possible to
end conflict between them. He sums up Hobson’s
recipe for peace as follows:

First socialism, Hobson is saying, and then the
virtues extolled by the nineteenth-century
liberals will operate effectively to produce a
world at peace. Frictions in trade will no longer
inflame the relations of states; trade will instead
bind them together in a mutuality of interest.
Reason will no longer devise new deceits and
new ways to outsmart other countries or, if
that fails, to overpower them; reason will instead
be the means by which the relations of states



are adjusted to the mutual advantage of all of
them.”

Of course, as far as Waltz is concerned, Hobson’s
recipe for peace is naive, since it fails to take into
account the structural anarchy among states that
promotes war-like behaviour, regardless of states’
internal economic and political arrangements. Thus
the tag ‘idealism’ is appropriate for Hobson and
others like him.

David Long, however, in his excellent analysis
of Hobson’s ‘idealism’, provides grounds for
pausing before we rush to pre-mature judgement.
If idealism is another term for naiveté, then
Hobson’s work deserves further attention. Long
agrees that Hobson was an idealist in the sense
that he believed in the power of ideas to change
the world in a progressive direction, but his work
on international relations is a great deal more
sophisticated than the crude summary by Waltz.
Hobson wrote on the difficulties of reforming the
international anarchy and he did not confine
himself to issues of domestic reform alone. Long
distinguishes between three forms of idealism, all
of which can be found in the work of Hobson,
and which operate at the domestic, transnational
and international levels of analysis. In addition to
his domestic reforms, Hobson acknowledged the
continuing importance of state sovereignty, but
he hoped that the growth of trade and
interdependence would undermine the links
between sovereignty as a legal status and the search
for autonomy and independence from other
states, promoting common interests among states
on behalf of peace. Long also draws attention to
Hobson’s work on international law and
organisation. He supported the strengthening of
legal obligations among states, which would
require the establishment of much stronger legal
instruments at the international level, including
the creation of some form of international
governance. As Long points out,

Hobson supported collective security, the need
for military sanctions to back up international
arbitration and the call for an international police
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force. [He] proposed a strong League of
Nations, in effect an international government
with a Court, Executive and Legislature to
which states would bring their disputes; and a
collective security system whereby the use of
legitimate force was concentrated in the hands
of the society of states’ representative, the
international government. This League would
have to be as inclusive and as powerful as
possible in order to avoid the possible
reinstatement of the balance of power within
the League and between the League and outside
powers.?

In short, it is a disservice to the subtlety and
‘realism’ of Hobson’s ideas to label them
pejoratively as ‘idealist’. During the First World
War, Hobson exhibited considerable foresight in
warning the Allies against the dangers of German
revenge that would only be encouraged by the
imposition of punitive sanctions against Germany
at the end of the war. Indeed, it could be argued
that the problem of appeasement in the 1930s
lay in its timing rather than the attempt to co-
operate with Germany per se. Had the Allies taken
Hobson’s advice in 1918 and not inflicted such
huge reparation payments on Germany at that
time, it is possible that the conditions that gave
rise to Hitler in the 1920s and 1930s would not
have existed.

It is important to stress the multidimensional
quality of Hobson’s thought on international
relations, not only to counter simplistic
descriptions of it, but also to indicate its
continuing relevance at the end of the twentieth
century. One could, of course, argue that his
treatment of imperialism, however accurate for
the period he was studying, is not relevant today.
Overseas investment is no longer a precursor to
the imperial practices of the 1870s and 1880s.
However, one reason for that is precisely because
many of the reforms than Hobson proposed in
the early part of the twentieth century have indeed
taken place, at least in the advanced industrialised
parts of the world. The rise of the welfare state,
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trade unionism, the expansion of the electoral
franchise and the enormous expansion of trade in
the post-1945 era have all reduced the
constituency for imperialism that was the target
of Hobson’s wrath. Of course, all these
achievements of social democracy have been under
threat for a number of years now. Hobson’s work
reminds us that, contrary to many neoliberal
recipes for world order in the 1990s, in the absence
of democratic and economic constraints, we cannot
put our faith in ‘open’ markets and unrestrained
capital movements if we wish to preserve a
peaceful world order. Crucial to Hobson’s thinking
was the desire and attempt to preserve the
integrity of the nation-state whilst
simultaneously enveloping it in a cocoon of
overriding considerations of supranational
importance, political, social and economic. The
project remains as vital today as it was in his own
time.
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STANLEY HOFFMANN

Stanley Hoffmann is an important figure in the
study of French politics and comparative
European politics as well as American foreign
policy and international relations theory. His
intellectual mentor is the French thinker Raymond
Aron, and he shares with Aron a tragic, liberal,
Weberian outlook. As a student of American foreign
policy and international ethics, Hoffmann has
engaged in an ongoing argument with policymakers
as well as realists. Hoffmann’s values are liberal
and he strives to prescribe ways in which liberal
values of individual freedom can be promoted in a
world that constantly threatens to undermine
them. In some ways he is very similar to realists
such as Kennan, Morgenthau and Henry Kissinger.
Like them, he has written long books and many
articles on what is wrong with American foreign
policy. Also, his analysis focuses, like theirs, on
the often naive preconceptions that American
policymakers harbour about foreign affairs.
Unlike the realists, however, Hoffmann does
not believe that the answer is to try and educate
Americans in the art of nineteenth-century
European statecraft. He is a trenchant critic of
realists, whose advice he believes only exacerbates
the least desirable aspects of American practice.
Instead, his work tries to persuade students and
policy-makers alike of the sheer complexity of
world politics, the ethical dilemmas of foreign
policy and the risks of applying inappropriate
models of state behaviour. In some ways
Hoffmann can be seen as an American version of
Hedley Bull, whom he admired and whose general
outlook he shared.! Unlike Bull, Hoffmann does
not construct an identifiable theoretical edifice
that would somehow synthesise the tensions
between realism and idealism in the study of
international affairs. Instead, he moves between
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them at the level of theory and foreign policy
analysis. As he puts it,

[I]ike Aron, I tend naturally to think ‘against’.
Utopians tempt me into demonstrating
(gleefully) that their recipes are worthless.
Crass realists provoke me into trying to show
that they have overlooked some exits.>

In light of the volume of work from someone who
constantly articulates his views ‘against’ the
theoretical and political currents of the day, I will
focus on the fruitful tension between Hoffmann’s
realism and idealism in his work on American
foreign policy.

Stanley Hoffmann was born in Vienna in 1928,
and he was raised in France in the 1930s. As a
child in France, Hoffmann describes himself as a
‘little Austrian, partly Jewish, rootless pupil’
whose family suffered all the traumas associated
with the rise of fascism and the invasion of France
by Germany in May 1940. He remained in France
during the years of the Vichy regime, living in
Nice. The family returned to Paris in 1945, and
Hoffmann enrolled at the Institut d’Etudes
Politiques and the Paris University Law School.
He graduated in 1948 and pursued his doctoral
studies in international law. He spent a year at
Harvard in 1951. After completing his doctoral
thesis (which he describes as ‘quite unreadable’),
Hoffmann returned to Harvard to take up an
instructorship in the Department of Government
in 1955. Today, Hoffmann is C. Douglas Dillon
Professor of the Civilisation of France at Harvard,
where he combines his teaching and research
interests in French politics and international
relations.

Hoffmann has written three major books on
American foreign policy. In 1968, he published
Gulliver's Troubles, Or, The Setting of American
Foreign Policy. This is a thorough examination of
the changing international environment
confronting United States’ policymakers in the
late 1960s, as well as a perceptive analysis of the
preconceptions of those policymakers in reacting
to their environment in the past. It is a large and
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ambitious book that attempts to integrate the
internal and external constraints on American
foreign policy. As with his other books on the
same subject, Hoffmann is concerned to elaborate,
often in great detail, the appropriate purpose of
American foreign policy, and to establish

[w]hat the United States can or cannot do, given
the kind of nation it is, in the kind of world we
have. Purposes that go against the grain of a
nation’s deepest beliefs or habits, or against
the grain of the world in which it is trying to
fulfill such purposes, are not sound. Power at
a nation’s disposal ought to be used in full
awareness of the external conditions that define
which uses are productive and which are not,
as well as of the domestic predispositions and
institutions that channel national energies in
certain directions or inhibit the country from
applying them in other ways.?

Given the task he sets himself in his books, as
well as his refusal to use theoretical models that
he regards as unduly simplistic, it is no surprise
that Hoffmann’s books tend to be rather long and,
to be honest, hard to read at one sitting. He tends
to reproduce the complexity of the world for his
readers rather than simplify it. Nonetheless, they
do repay the effort. In this book he argues that
the contemporary international system (in the
1960s) is characterised by revolutionary
dynamism, qualified or muted bipolarity, and
ideological clashes. He distinguishes between three
related levels of the system, each of which exhibits
different structural attributes. Most
fundamentally, the system is bipolar in terms of
the nuclear destruction the superpowers can
unleash, but the very restraints imposed by the
nuclear stalemate have given the nation-state a
new lease on life and have allowed, on a second
systemic level, the emergence of political
polycentricism. This, in turn, has encouraged the
trend toward nuclear proliferation, which lends a
multi-polar attribute to the third ‘systemic’ level.

In light of such a complexity of relations within
and across the systemic levels, Hoffmann
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diagnoses the peculiar national disabilities that
make it so difficult for the United States to operate
effectively to promote world order. The
complexity of the world is especially challenging
to the United States because of a debilitating set
of attitudes that stem from the American ‘national
style’ (a function of America’s past and
principles) and American governmental
institutions. The major institutional problem is
the dispersal of power among and within the
governmental structure and bureaucracy.
Deficiencies in foreign policy ‘style’ are reflected
in legalism, reliance on formulas, short-range
planning and the conflict between quietism and
activism.

In the last part of the book, Hoffmann argues
that the United States should make a modest
withdrawal from Europe that would allow the
emergence of a ‘European Europe’, integrated
along confederal lines and protected by a Franco-
British nuclear umbrella with American and Soviet
guarantees. The programme is essentially a
Gaullist blueprint for Europe. Aside from
furthering the establishment of a relatively
independent Europe, this programme would free
up American resources for more urgent
containment projects, such as the restraint of
China. Hoffmann argues against overly relying
on military force as an instrument of policy, but
he recognises that, in its absence, revolutionary
forces are likely to undermine international order.
In short, the book is an appeal for the United
States to adapt to an increasingly ‘multi-
hierarchical’ international system and to allow
Eastern and Western Europe to emerge from the
Cold War as part of a united political entity.

Hoffmann renews the appeal in his next book,
Primacy or World Order (1978). He distinguishes
between two cycles of American foreign policy
after 1945, the Cold War cycle (1945-68) and
what he calls the Kissinger cycle (1968-76).
Hoffmann is particularly critical of his former
colleague at Harvard, accusing him of failing to
extricate Gulliver from overseas entanglements
and of bringing to his office a set of realist dogmas
whose application is limited in a world of growing



interdependence, in which economic relations are
just as important as military ones. The
contradictions of Kissinger’s diplomacy arise out
of the gap between abstract notions of the
requirements of the balance of power and
geopolitical reality. Hoffmann argues that
Kissinger’s diplomacy was based on the illusion
that the United States could enjoy primacy and
world order, whereas for Hoffmann there is a trade-
off between them. He urges (once again) US
policymakers to conduct their rivalry with the
Soviet Union at benign levels of parity and to
abandon any attempt to achieve world order on
the basis of imperial control.

Hoffmann’s third major book on American
foreign policy, Dead Ends (1983), continues to
develop familiar themes in Hoffmann’s writing:
the growing complexity of the international
system, the demands and opportunities of global
interdependence, the multi-dimensional and
nonfungible nature of power, the limited utility
of military force, the relative decline of the United
States, the weakness of American diplomacy, and
the need for a ‘mixed’ strategy toward the Soviet
Union. But at the heart of the book, a revised
collection of a number of Hoffmann’s essays, lies
his assertion that the foreign policies of Kissinger,
Carter and especially Reagan have led to a series
of ‘dead ends’. Whereas Kissinger’s grand design
suffered from the fatal flaw of hegemonic
pretension, Carter understood that the diffusion
of power to new actors insistent on asserting
themselves and on rejecting neocolonial
dependencies had created a world in which
American leadership ‘without hegemony’ could
be its only possible role. Furthermore, Hoffmann
applauds Carter’s early emphasis on such long-
term global issues as human rights, nuclear
proliferation, arms sales and the law of the sea,
and he credits the administration with appreciating
‘that this ever more complex world could be
neither managed by the superpowers nor reduced
to the relationship between them’.* But in its
ecagerness to reduce America’s traditional
obsession with communism, Carter’s
administration never offered a strategy for dealing
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with the Soviet Union. This omission constituted
‘the hole in the doughnut’ of Carter’s world order
outlook. It failed ‘to communicate . . . which Soviet
activities were intolerable, and which were
compatible with Washington’s conception of the
global contest [and failed] to integrate its excellent
intuitions and assumptions into a strategy’.’ In
the angriest essay in the book, Hoffmann ridicules
Reagan for his dangerous attempt to recreate a
global containment strategy that once again
reduces the world to an ideological and military
confrontation between the superpowers and for
his dubious claim that the United States had merely
lost the will to employ its power. In 1983,
Hoffmann argued that Reagan’s nostalgia for the
world of the 1950s would result in another dead
end —alienated allies, a spiralling arms race and an
obstinate Soviet Union.

Well, Hoffmann got the last point wrong, of
course. The Soviet Union did capitulate. But the
end of the Cold War and the short-term success
of the Reagan/Bush administrations in bringing
the Cold War to an end (which they did not
anticipate any more than Stanley Hoffmann) does
not invalidate Hoffmann’s arguments, nor should
they detract from appreciating the broader wisdom
of his commentary on American foreign policy,
which extends over the last thirty years. Unlike
his former colleague Henry Kissinger, Hoffmann
has never openly sought to play a major role in
the active formulation of American foreign policy,
preferring to play the role of a concerned critic of
its overall direction.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, in addition
to his ongoing commentaries on American foreign
affairs, Hoffmann turned his critical attention to
the difficulties and potential of reconciling the
realist approach to international relations with
the demands of liberal morality and ethics. His
most well-known book on this issue is Duties
Beyond Borders: On The Limits and Possibilities
of Ethical International Politics (1981). This book
consists of five essays first delivered in 1980 as
the Frank W. Abrams lectures at Syracuse
University. Hoffmann addresses concerns that
have been dismissed as peripheral or
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inappropriate by some realists and that have often
been handled in a ‘utopian’ fashion by liberals.

In particular, he examines three issues that have
provided the grounds for so much debate between
realists and liberals: the use of force, human rights
and distributive justice. The first is focused
primarily on war, particularly through an
examination of Michael Walzer’s Just and Unjust
Wars and its critics. He delves into the thorny
problem of what moral criteria statespersons might
apply in the development of decisions involving
the application of force. On the second topic,
human rights, Hoffmann provides an impressive
list of pitfalls for any universal definition of human
rights and acknowledges the difficulties in
promoting them as an explicit value in foreign
policy:

The structure of the international milieu which
limits possibilities for moral action, the conflicts
of value systems which result in very sharp
disagreements on conceptions of human rights
and on priorities, the difficulties of assessment
and evaluation are all manifest here and lead
repeatedly to failure, or to confrontation, or to
distorted uses of the human rights issues for
purposes of political warfare at home or
abroad.®

Despite these problems, Hoffmann argues that
the United States would not be true to its
conception of itself if it did not promote the
pursuit of human rights, and he endorses a policy
of liberal internationalism. At the same time he
warns that such a policy must coexist with the
realisation that emphasising political and civil
human rights at the expense of economic and social
rights can often appear as neocolonialism in
another guise.

Since the end of the Cold War, Hoffmann has
continued to publish widely on the themes that
have concerned him for over thirty years as a
student of international relations. These include
the possibility of constructing a liberal world order
in a pluralistic, anarchical environment, the
responsibility of the United States as the world’s
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leading superpower, and the ‘dead ends’ of
international theory as well as American statecraft.

Personally, I am not a great admirer of
Hoftmann’s books, even though their arguments
have been the basis of this summary of his work.
The books are too long and all too often contain
innumerable policy guidelines whose connection
to the underlying central themes is less than clear.
On the other hand, I regard him as the finest
essayist on the study of international relations
and American foreign policy this century. Two
volumes of his essays are available. The first was
published in 1965 and consists of a number of his
revised lectures on war and peace delivered at
Harvard and Geneva in the early 1960s, and the
second volume, appropriately titled Janus and
Minerva, was published in 1987. As a whole they
represent a body of thought on international
relations that is remarkably consistent even as it
has evolved over the years. They are, I think,
required reading for any serious student of
international relations. His essay on Kant and
Rousseau remains unsurpassed as a comparative
analysis of these classical theorists in the field,
and his essays on the limits of realism in
international relations theory remain as relevant
today as when he first wrote them in the late
1950s and 1960s. At the end of the twentieth
century, Hoffmann remains ‘an unhappy
Sisyphus’in the field. As he recently commented,

[t]he tension between morality and politics will
always remain — because morality is always at
war not only with egotistical or asocial
interests, but also with the will to power and
domination. In the world of international
relations, it’s going to be an uphill struggle.
Albert Camus wanted us to imagine a happy
Sisyphus. In international affairs, this simply
is not possible.’
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RICHARD ROSECRANCE

In 1986, when a major international concern was
Ronald Reagan’s Star Wars programme and the
risks this raised of turning the new Cold War into
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ahot one, Richard Rosecrance published The Rise
of the Trading State: Commerce and Conquest in
the Modern World. In it he argued that the classic
geopolitical preoccupations of territory and
military power which dated from the Peace of
Westphalia at the end of the Thirty Years War in
1648, symbolising the transition from the medieval
to the modern era, were — at last —nearly obsolete.
Despite the key exceptions of the (then) Soviet
Union and the United States, trade had replaced
territorial expansion and military might, he argued,
as the key to international prestige, power and
wealth. The balance of trade was supplanting the
balance of power. What appeared to be a novel
proposition in the mid-1980s, has, with the end
of'the Cold War, become more broadly accepted.
In the 1990s, Rosecrance has continued to develop
and apply the argument he presented in 1986,
building on the thesis and exploring its
implications for peace and democracy in the
twenty-first century.

Of course, the proposition was not entirely
novel, since Norman Angell made very similar
arguments in the early years of this century.
Unlike Angell, however, Rosecrance writes at a
level of theoretical sophistication that reflects his
long-standing academic interest in the
development of international relations theory and,
in particular, in the relationship between domestic
and foreign policy. At the same time, Rosecrance
has the enviable ability (which he shares with
Angell) to write for an informed general public, as
well as fellow academics in international relations.
Whereas Angell was a journalist, Rosecrance has
spent most of his career in a university setting,
although he came to academia via the US State
Department, working on the Policy Planning
Council. At present he is Professor of International
Relations in the Department of Political Science
at UCLA, and also the Director of its Center for
International Relations. Although Rosecrance now
teaches and writes at the university from which
he received his BA in 1952, he has taught at a
number of American universities. He was awarded
his MA in 1954 from Swarthmore College and
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completed his doctoral thesis at Harvard
University in 1957. Before taking up his present
position, for many years Rosecrance was
Carpenter Professor of International and
Comparative Politics at Cornell.

Rosecrance established his reputation in the
field in the 1960s and early 1970s for his work on
systems theory. He combined his extensive
historical knowledge of European statecraft since
the eighteenth century with formal explanatory
models to explain state behaviour and the stability
of different historical systems. He published
Action and Reaction in World Politics in 1963,
and a decade later, International Relations. Peace
or War? (1973). The latter summarises the
historical analyses of the earlier work and
elaborates on its general discussion of foreign
policy making. In Action and Reaction Rosecrance
is concerned with long-term developments in
international relations and the way in which
fundamental changes in both the nature of states
and the international environment have altered
the nature of relations between states. These
themes have evolved throughout his career and
are reflected in his writing on interdependence,
the balance of power, the adequacy of existing
theories and the dynamics of the post-Cold War
era.

In his first book Rosecrance divides the history
from 1740 to the present (circa early 1960s) into
nine historical systems. In general he uses the
outbreak of war to delimit the end of one system
and the beginning of another. Unlike those who
use the term ‘system’ to refer to a continuous
process of political relations at the international
level, Rosecrance refers to what might be called
the ‘diplomatic constellations’ or the patterns of
power and diplomatic relations which characterise
a given historical period. Major changes in these
patterns, often accompanied by conflict, indicate
the development of a new system. On average,
each system only lasts for a couple of decades.

Rosecrance claims the stability of any system
is determined by the relationship between four
major variables or ‘determinants’. Interestingly,



three of them refer to the actions of states that
compose the system. These are the direction
which elite groups give to foreign policy (and the
compatibility of direction and objectives between
states), the degree of control of elites over foreign
policy within their respective states, and the
resources (‘persuasive skills, the quantity of
mobilizable resources and the speed of
mobilization”) which can be used in support of
foreign policy. Of these determinants, he argues
that the second is most crucial in explaining
systemic stability. Four of the nine systems were
in ‘disequilibrium’ when there were major changes
in the security of tenure of national elites,
suggesting that the latter often attempt to solidify
support by aggressive behaviour in the
international system. However, in the final
analysis, the stability of any particular system
depends most upon the fourth determinant, the
capacity of the environment to absorb or placate
the objectives of states. In turn, capacity can be
analysed in terms of the interplay between
regulative forces (direct preventative action
against disruptive policies) and more passive
environmental factors.'

Rosecrance’s argument in the 1960s and early
1970s is a direct challenge to structural realism,
according to which the international system can
be treated as a separable entity from the
interactions of the states within it, rather than a
network of relations among sub-system actors.
According to Rosecrance, it is not possible to
isolate domestic from foreign policy in evaluating
systemic stability. System-wide action is brought
into play only in response to policy initiatives of
member states. In Action and Reaction, Rosecrance
leaves little doubt that he believes the chief causes
of foreign policy behaviour lie within domestic
political systems. Serious international instability
and upheaval arise from the inability of the existing
international system to cope with the disturbances
from domestic causes. Thus, on the one hand, the
wars of 1792—1815 can be explained by the attempt
to export the domestic ideology of Revolutionary
and Napoleonic France and, on the other, the need
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of conservative regimes to protect or restore their
domestic positions.?

Similarly, the upsurge of nationalism and the
wars of national unification which destabilised
mid-nineteenth-century Europe and led to the final
collapse of the Concert of Europe arose from the
successful attempts of conservative elites to
outbid their liberal opponents in domestic
struggles for political power. The liberals had used
democracy to rally the people against conservative
rule, but the conservatives won back support by
appealing to nationalism, thereby combining
traditionalism and democracy. The environmental
capacity of the system in Europe was limited by
the absence of open territory and the result was a
great deal of unregulated conflict. The great age of
nineteenth-century imperialism, which began to
develop after the collapse of the Concert of
Europe, was directly related to it. Within Europe,
Bismarck re-established a form of the Concert
under Germany as a unilateral regulator. But a
continuation of conservative-nationalist political
control and a more general background of social
and political unrest accompanied this. Even when
more liberal governments achieved power, as in
Britain and France, they could only maintain
themselves in office by fulfilling nationalist
expectations. At the same time, the international
environment offered vast territories available for
conquest outside Europe where expansion had
been made difficult by the rise of ‘national’
populations eager to defend the territorial integrity
of ‘their’ states. Rosecrance argues that this is the
fundamental cause of European imperial
expansion. For as soon as the new extra-European
territories available for conquest had all been taken,
these mutual national antagonisms, which arose
originally within states, turned back inward upon
Europe, leading ultimately to the First World War.
In his later book, and in response to criticism that
he had exaggerated the degree to which
international stability depended on domestic
variables, Rosecrance modifies the force of his
earlier arguments. He admits that there is no
conclusive link between domestic upheaval and
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international violence and instability, but
maintains his basic argument that the former will
tend to promote the latter and that nineteenth-
century imperialism is a classic example of the
close link between foreign and domestic policy.?

During the 1970s and 1980s, Rosecrance
shifted his focus and began to study the degree to
which the international environment was changing
and the consequences of such change for American
foreign policy. The arguments of The Rise of the
Trading State emerged in part from Rosecrance’s
examination of the empirical data on the degree to
which states were becoming more interdependent
in international relations and the varying
interpretations of this data by realists and liberals
in the late 1970s. He believed that the data itself
was ambiguous. There was some evidence that
states were becoming more ‘interconnected’ in
that one could identify increasingly common
movements in such factors as prices in a number
of countries. Rosecrance investigated the degree
to which variations in wholesale prices, consumer
prices, interest rates and wage rates showed
similarities in the major industrialised economies
from 1890 to 1975. Similarities in variation were
established by correlating indices of the four
factors and he discovered that neither realists nor
liberals were correct. The evidence was mixed,
suggesting both sharp discontinuities between
phases of growth and diminishing
interconnectedness over the last century.* In
1981, in a critical review of Kenneth Waltz,
Rosecrance argued that the international system
could not be understood solely with the analytical
tools of either realism or liberalism, we need both.

The future study of international politics will
have to take account of the failure of [each].
Power and [the number of great powers] are
sufficient criteria neither of international politics
nor international stability. Instead, international
politics exists on a continuum that ranges from
Waltz’s extreme structural formulation at one
end, in which all units are homogeneous, to an
extreme formulation at the other, in which all
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units are heterogeneous. Neither is sufficient
by itself and neither, like the model of pure
competition in formal economics, applies
consistently. Most cases exist toward the middle
of a continuum.’

Five years later, Rosecrance published his most
well-known book, The Rise of the Trading State.
In it he rejects ‘monistic’ explanatory frameworks
for the study of international relations. Instead,
he proposes a ‘dualistic’ approach, suggesting that
the international system is characterised by the
presence of two worlds, the ‘military-political
world’ and the ‘trading world’.

In part, Rosecrance was inspired by the
experience of Japan. In the first half of this
century, Japan rose as a political-military state,
pursuing mercantilist policies of territorial
expansion in Asia that were overcome (or
‘regulated’ to use the term from Rosecrance’s
earlier work) only after a very destructive world
war. In contrast, since 1945 Japan has become a
trading state, relying on trade and specialisation
in the global division of labour to generate wealth
and economic growth. Like Angell in the first
decade of the twentieth century, Rosecrance
supports a version of commercial liberalism,
although unlike Angell he does not imply that
interdependence will inevitably triumph over the
logic of territoriality. However, on balance, he
suggests that the future of international relations
will be characterised by a shift in states’ priorities
from the logic of military competition to the logic
of trade and interdependence.

The reasons for this switch are very simple
and can be understood on the basis of rational
choice. In the nuclear era, the costs of territorial
expansion and military defence are rising
exponentially, whilst the benefits are declining.
Since the Second World War, the benefits of trade
have risen in comparison to the costs, and those
states (such as Japan) that understand the
advantages of trade are benefiting at the expense
of states such as the United States and the Soviet
Union. Moreover, as war has become more costly



and dangerous, domestic support for militarism
and high defence expenditure has declined. Finally,
since 1945, the previous trend toward fewer states
in the international system has been reversed.
From the Middle Ages to the end of the nineteenth
century, the number of states in Europe had
shrunk from about 500 to fewer than twenty-
five. But after the Second World War, when
European empires finally collapsed and
decolonisation proceeded apace, the number of
states in the world grew to about 150 by the mid-
1960s. Of course, after the Cold War and the
collapse of the Soviet Union, there are at present
187 member states in the United Nations, and
that number may be close to 200 in the early
years of the twenty-first century. In this context,
the importance of trade between states becomes
crucial for their continued survival. In response
to those who argue that similar optimistic
predictions about the peaceful consequences of
trade in the late nineteenth century did not prevent
the First World War, Rosecrance argues that the
logic of the trading system is much more powerful
today than ever before. Whilst he does not
discount the possibility of nuclear war between
the behemoths of the international system, the
alleged ‘super-powers’, he argues that they are
capable of change and can adapt to the
requirements of the trading state.

Rosecrance’s key book was published when
Reagan was still in power. Gorbachev had yet to
embark on his policies of perestroika and
glasnost, and many observers were still fearful
that the ‘second Cold War’ of the 1980s could
end in a nuclear holocaust. If anything, then,
Rosecrance’s analysis has been strengthened by
events over the last decade. The number of states
has continued to rise, and both Russia and China
are trying hard to join the capitalist trading system
from which they were excluded for much of the
Cold War era. The collapse of the ideological
competition between communism and capitalism
has been replaced by the hegemony of the world
market as the only ‘civilisation’ at the end of the
twentieth century.
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In his more recent writing, Rosecrance argues
that we are now in the era of the ‘virtual state’.
Although the process is not universal, and while
less developed countries still rely on land to
produce foodstuffs and crops for export, capital,
labour and information are more mobile factors of
production than ever before. In this environment,
developed states would rather compete in the
world market than acquire territory. The ‘virtual
state’ is one that does not try to increase its
territorially-based productive capability. Instead,
like the headquarters of a giant corporation, it
invests in services and people rather than amassing
expensive production capacity, and contracts out
other functions to states that specialise in them.
Equally, it may play host to the capital and labour
of other states. To promote economic growth,
the virtual state specialises in modern technical
and research services and derives its income not
just from high-value manufacturing, but from
product design, marketing and financing.

Whilst Rosecrance continues to argue that his
own version of commercial liberalism will
dominate international relations in the future, he
is not unaware of the continuation of the military-
political world and the need for some ‘regulation’
of the new international system emerging from
the Cold War. He argues that there is still a need
for some version of the nineteenth-century
Concert system. Today, the United States, Russia,
China, Japan and the European Union must co-
operate to ensure the stability of the system.
Progress is not automatic, the balance of power is
not a ‘self-regulating’ system and the dynamics
of global capitalism are likely to promote
inequality between (and within) states, at least in
the short term. Any coalition of states can only
be sustained on the basis of three principles,
‘involvement of all, ideological agreement, and
renunciation of war and territorial expansion,
giving liberal democratic and economic
development first priority’.6 In the absence of
agreement on such principles, the benign
consequences of the new system may not
materialise, and Rosecrance is aware that there is
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an inherent tension between the demands of
commercial liberalism in the 1990s and the
prospects for democratic liberalism. In successful
virtual states the traditional demands of advanced
democracies — high government spending, larger
deficits and more social benefits — have to be
subordinated to the demands of the international
marketplace — low inflation, rising productivity,
a strong currency and a flexible and trained
workforce. The social instability that accompanied
the recent collapse of many Asian currencies
testifies to the difficulties of reconciling the
demands of economic growth and political
participation.

Despite these difficulties, Rosecrance remains
convinced that the contemporary international
system can be a stable one. In addition to the
need for international regulation to deal with the
complex problems of transition from one system
to another, he has written a great deal on the need
for the United States to adapt to the demands of
change. In 1976, he edited a book entitled America
as an Ordinary Country, in which he argued that
the United States could no longer be expected to
take on special responsibilities in the international
system. It needed to become an ‘average’ state
whose relative decline required it to play the role
of balancer in the international system rather than
the state others looked up to for leadership. In
1990 he published America’s Economic
Resurgence, a wide-ranging examination of the
ways in which the United States needs to reform
its domestic and foreign policies, particularly with
Japan, if it is to take advantage of international
systemic change in the next century.
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WOODROW WILSON

The phrase ‘liberal internationalism’, which was
characterised as ‘utopianism’ or ‘idealism”’ in the
1930s and after the Second World War, has
enjoyed a resurgence in the post-Cold War era. At
least for a short period of time in the early 1990s,
particularly after the Gulf War and the collapse
of the Soviet Union as well as communism, it
seemed to many that the dream of world order
espoused by President Wilson was becoming a
reality. In particular, the ‘New World Order’
announced by President Bush in 1991 bore a
striking resemblance to the vision of international
stability held by Woodrow Wilson in the first
two decades of the twentieth century. Of course,
that vision failed in the 1920s, and it could be
argued that its successor in the late twentieth
century has already failed to transform
international relations from a realm of conflict to
one of co-operation. For those inspired by liberal
internationalism in the 1990s and beyond, the
fate of Wilson’s attempts to reform global politics
in the 1920s still merit serious analysis.

The project of liberal internationalism is to
transform international relations so that they
conform to models of peace, freedom and
prosperity allegedly enjoyed in constitutional
liberal democracies such as the United States and
Western Europe. Robert Keohane distinguishes
between three forms of liberal internationalism,
all of which can be found in the thought and
diplomacy of Woodrow Wilson. Commercial
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liberalism promotes trade and commerce across
state borders, in the belief that economic
interdependence among states will reduce
incentives to use force and raise the costs of doing
so. According to this strand of the doctrine,
territorial divisions among states need not cause
conflict if territorial control is dissociated from
power. Republican liberalism endorses the spread
of democracy among states in order that
governments will be accountable to their citizens
and find it difficult to promote policies that
protect the interests of economic and military
elites. In the 1990s there is extensive debate on
the extent to which democracies are more peaceful
than non-democratic states, and the reasons behind
the alleged link between the domestic character of
states and their foreign policies. Finally, regulatory
liberalism seeks to promote the rule of law in
international relations, as well as organisations
and practices that moderate the security dilemma
among states. This would help to modify
international anarchy and reduce incentives for
states to engage in behaviour that privileges their
short-term interests over the collective interest
of the society of states.! Looking back at the
experience of President Wilson during and after
the First World War, contemporary liberals are
better able to assess the feasibility of all these
forms of liberal internationalism than the liberals
of his day.

Woodrow Wilson was born in December 1856
in the town of Staunton, Virginia. His father was
a pastor at the Presbyterian Church. The family
moved to Georgia soon after Wilson’s birth and
then moved to South Carolina in 1870. Wilson
himselfjoined the church in 1873, and he enrolled
at the College of New Jersey (now Princeton
University) in 1875, where he studied history
and classics. He then studied law at the
University of Virginia and opened his own law
office in Atlanta in 1880. However, the business
did not succeed as he had hoped, and in 1883 he
enrolled at the Johns Hopkins University to begin
a career in teaching. There he wrote his first book,

95



WILSON

Congressional Government, for which he was
awarded his doctorate in 1886. He published his
second book, The State, in 1886, and four years
later was appointed Professor at Princeton
University, where he remained until 1910. Wilson
advanced rapidly as a young professor of political
science, and in 1902 he became President of
Princeton. Throughout this period Wilson was a
dedicated Christian, attending services regularly
and reading the Bible on a daily basis.

Wilson was elected Governor of New Jersey
in 1911, and he began a series of radical reforms
whose success would take him to the White House
in 1912. As Governor, he transformed New Jersey
from a somewhat conservative state into a
progressive one. As a champion of democracy,
Wilson’s administration passed new laws
establishing direct primary elections to the state
legislature, regulation of state public utilities, anti-
trust laws against industrial monopolies, as well
as reform of the state educational system. The
zeal with which he campaigned for what he called
The New Freedom on a national level swept him
to the Presidency in the campaign of 1912. Once
elected, he embarked on a national programme of
reform. Under his leadership, the government
passed the Underwood Act in October 1913,
which reduced tariffs on imports from a level of
about 40 per cent to 25 per cent and expanded the
list of goods that could be imported without tariffs.
He was also responsible for reforming the banking
system, as well as passing radical anti-trust
legislation to prevent national monopolies in
industry. In 1914 he created a Federal Trade
Commission with sweeping powers to prevent
unfair economic competition.

In foreign affairs, Wilson emphasised the
importance of human rights, including the right of
self-government and the illegitimacy of formal
empire. He also believed that the United States
had no interest in following European imperial
practices and that the United States had a key
role to play as a mediator of disputes between
other states. Wilson supported the independence
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ofthe Philippines in 1916 and was quite prepared
to use force to defend democracy in Mexico and
to restore ‘order’ in Nicaragua and Haiti. In 1916,
United States troops occupied the Dominican
Republic and placed it under direct control of the
United States. Nonetheless, Wilson rejected all
notions of Manifest Destiny and territorial
expansionism. He believed that trade and
commerce had superseded annexation as a key
US concern. Ifthe profits of trade could be gained,
then formal control of territory was no longer
necessary.

Wilson’s readiness to use force in Central
America on behalf of stable government and against
dictatorships did not extend to Europe when war
broke out there in 1914. He declared that the
United States would remain neutral in the conflict
and impartial, since the United States had no
interest in a war that he believed to the outcome
of imperial rivalries and arms races among states
with weak constitutional democracies. As long as
the United States could continue to trade without
hindrance, it should act as a mediator rather than
as a participant. Unfortunately, this became
impossible after German submarines attacked
American ships and, in 1917, Wilson asked
Congress for a declaration of war against Germany
and its allies. The involvement of the United States
in the war helped to turn the tide against Germany
in 1918, and the Great War came to an end in
November.

Wilson’s reputation as a liberal internationalist
is based on his grand vision for a peace settlement
in Europe at the end of the war, as well as his role
in helping to establish the League of Nations to
promote col