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PREFACE

. Like many of their elders who should know better, students often assume that the latest

cataclysmic events create a new order of things, reflect nontraditional driving forces of
political events, and make lessons from the past, well, passé. Today’s students know a
world in which political violence occurs in acts of terrorism or small wars within weak
or failed states. Hardly any have any personal memory of the Cold War era. Hardly any
of their teachers have any memory of 1945, when change as epochal as the end of the
Cold War occurred, and prevalent predictions based on what then seemed to be common
sense were soon upended. Not many of either have a sense of history that inclines them
io believe that traditional patterns of large-scale catastrophic conflict could reemerge.
This volume puts the contemporary basis for students’ assumptions into theoretical
perspectives broader than recent conventional wisdom.

In the last decade of the twentieth century the opening of the Berlin Wall and the
collapse of the Soviet Union led many to herald a new era of peace and cooperation, in
which war would be relegated to the margins of international politics. In the first decade
of the twenty-first century terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and other targets
in the United States led many to proclaim a new titanic struggle for the future of the
world, and the return of war to the front burner of foreign policy. Theorists known as
realists, who had dominated thinking about international affairs during much of the Cold
War, went on the defensive in the 1990s as happy events made the ideas of liberal theo-
rists ascendant. After September 11, 2001, however, theorists who emphasized the
importance of cultural conflict became equal contenders in the theoretical debate.

Do these theoretical disputes have much significance beyond the ivory tower, and is it
really necessary to inflict them on students, few of whom will wind up in the obsessive con-
templation of their intellectual navels that their professors find so compelling? Yes. Do any
of the three main approaches to estimating the probability of war or peace in the future have
a lock on good sense about the problem, and can any of them be safely i gnored? No.

On the first point, policymakers and practical observers of international affairs may
care little about theoretical matters, but they all operate on the basis of theories about
what causes tend to produce which effects. The difference is that academics do so explic-
itly while practitioners who consider themselves free from the unrealistic confines of
theory do so unconsciously—and therefore without full recognition of what they take for
granted, how much of what they believe to be self-evident is really unexamined common
sense, assumed and unproved, and how much of what they think they know comes from
instinct and hope or from hard-eyed analysis grounded in history. Presidents and prime
ministers, diplomats and generals, senators and journalists have strong opinions on what
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X Preface

causes wars, and how to avoid them, but most draw those opinions, often subconsciously,
from suppositions outlined and debated in the entries in this book. .

On the second point, it would be a mistake to adopt the spineless position that all
contending theories have enough good and bad points to make them equally respectable.
To figure out which makes the best sense, however, it is necessary to dig deep, stack the
arguments against each other, and compare the fine print. Because real life is always more
complicated than theorists like, none of these contending arguments can be dispatched as
easily as shooting fish in a barrel. Any who think seriously about war and peace need to
confront the logic and evidence behind contending views if they are to come to reasoned
conclusions, whatever school of thought may ultimately convince them most.

This volume helps students to sort out the main debates about whether war is likely
to remain a major problem in international life, or in what forms violent conflict will be
most significant. Because assumptions about what causes war or peace are often uncon-
scious, the book was originally designed to put current issues in intellectual historical
context. Organized in many of its parts as, in effect, a dialogue, the collection juxtaposes
competing views that have been influential at different times over the years. The basic
aim is to make students aware that there are powerful arguments for both optimism and
pessimism, to make them grapple with the reasoning behind those arguments, and to
keep them from letting their own unexamined assumptions lead them to premature
certainty that war is either obsolete or just around the corner.

In the years after the first edition of this volume was published, some of the selected
readings became dated or less useful and are no longer included. Most of the original
selections, however, remained thoroughly relevant and are retained, while many new
ones have been added. The present edition adds some classic readings by exemplars of
the liberal tradition in international relations theory, Richard Cobden and Woodrow
Wilson. It doubles the entries on psychological causes of conflict, including explanations
from the notorious Milgram experiments and more recent research for how good, nor-
mal people can bring themselves to initiate political violence. This edition also adds an
entirely new section on how cultures shape norms and behavioral change regarding war;
in keeping with recent developments in political science, this gives more attention to
constructivist interpretations than were contained in earlier editions. The section on
unconventional warfare and terrorism is expanded, including Osama bin Ladin’s remark-
ably forthright statement of Al Qaeda’s political objectives and strategic rationales, and

Mark Sageman’s fascinating study of the sociology of radical Islamist Jjihadists. The con-
cluding section is entirely new, offering three commentaries on the future barriers to
peace that reflect the general theoretical currents running through the rest of the volume.

For the push to provide this reader, I am grateful to my own students, to colleagues
in Columbia’s Arnold A. Saltzman Institute of War and Peace Studies, and to other
friends in the field of security studies—some of whose writings are included in the pages
that follow. 1 also thank the reviewers of this and previous editions for their contributions—
Timothy J. Lomperis, St. Louis University; Bruce D. Porter, Brigham Young University;
Eric S. Einhorn, University of Massachusetts; Dale R. Smith, Florida State University;
Bruce R. Drury, Lamar University; Herbert K. Tillema, University of Missouri—-Columbia;

P——
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U-Sacramento; Craig T. Cobane, Culver—Stockton College; Stephen
];;r(lj?llnlz;if)ll\)/iczsill University; Karen Ruth Adams, Uniyersity of Moptana; Cha;lelsl $all,
American University; and Ira Afacan, Florida International Umv;rsxty. Most OC s . am
grateful for the patience of my wife Adela M. Bolet and our children ElenAa n‘s]tme;
Michael Francis, and Diego Fitzpatrick Betts, }vho fet Dad dQ another project w1;\ hou
complaint. Since my own views are pessimi{;nc on the question of whether war has a
future, the four of them make me hope that history will prove me wrong.

Richard K. Betts
Teaneck, New Jersey
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PART |

INTRODUCTION: THREE VISIONS
oF WAR AND PEACE

International conflict in the twentieth century was unusually intense. The first half of
the century was an unparalleled catastrophe: two world wars killed well over 60 million
people, and ruined the lives of countless others—hundreds of millions maimed, trauma-
tized, displaced, or impoverished. The second half of the century witnessed the Cold War,
a global struggle between two superpowers and two transnational ideologies. The Cold
War kept conflict within bounds, not least because the nuclear revolution meant that
a World War III would dwarf the earlier world wars in destructiveness. Nevertheless, the
Cold War was punctuated by “proxy” wars in Korea, Vietnam, and Afghanistan, and
numerous revolts and other outbreaks of political violence. In terms of total destruction
and constant levels of military mobilization, the past century ranks as one of the bloodiest
in history.

To some, this dismal record closed decisively in the last decade of the century. Op-
timism bloomed as the Cold War ended, Western liberalism found new security as the
only remaining world-spanning ideology, and growing trade and modern communica-
tions brought nations closer together than ever before. To others, however, the good news
of the 1990s suggested only a temporary respite from an eternal cycle of conflict and
calm. After all, the nineteenth century had witnessed relatively little large-scale interna-
tional violence. And while global competition between great powers ended with the Cold
War, innumerable local disputes burst out and horrific small wars spread in the wake of
communism’s collapse and Third World states’ disintegration. Then on September 11,
2001, terrorist attacks that appeared to declare war on the whole global tide of western-
ization raised the specter of a future frighteningly violent but different in political and
military dynamics from the main wars of the past.

Will the refreshing new wave of international civility that rose when the Berlin Wall
opened be limited to the developed “core™ of Western Europe. Japan, and North America,




2 Part I Introduction

while the poor countries of the “periphery” continue to wallow in force and fury?! Or is
the prospect even worse? Some worry that the durability of the riew peace is doubtful in
Europe too, despite the demise of the Soviet threat. The Cold War standoff between the su-
perpowers had imposed a cautionary discipline on the traditional self-assertion of nations
and forced them to cooperate in the interests of alliance security. Removal of the threat re-
duces the incentives for caution and cooperation, making it easier for states of the conti-
nent to rediscover old frictions and ambitions. Will the end of the standoff bring the “end
of history” and a world of unprecedented peace? or the return of history and old patterns
of violence?? or a new chapter in history in which social identity, conflicts between
cultures, and unconventional threats from transnational or religious groups replace inter-
state combat as the main danger? To figure out whether international relations in the next
millennium will be fundamentally different from the past, we need to understand what
forces made for war or peace in the past,® which of those forces are more important in the
new world and which less, and what novel forces may push events in uncharted directions.

Excessive optimism overlooks the fact that some current explanations of why inter-
national relations have become naturally and permanently peaceful are actually similar
to old explanations, ones that have been jolted if not discredited by the catastrophes of
the first half of the past century (the two world wars) or by the reinvigoration of the Cold
War after the detente of the early 1970s. More than once, analysts have discovered deci-
sive shifts in the world, only to find that less had changed than meets the eye.

Pessimists, on the other hand, overlook how much /as changed. The demise of
Marxism-Leninism everywhere but in a few puny enclaves is even more significant an
elimination of ideological conflict than the destruction of fascism in 1945. Even traditional
dictatorships have been declining as an alternative to the global primacy of Western liberal
norms. Can political and economic change on this scale be irrelevant to the prospects for
peace or war?

The readings in this volume explore competing ideas about present trends in the
light of historic debates about the causes of war and peace. The Introduction presents
three stark arguments, one generally optimistic, the others more pessimistic. The subse-
quent two sections sample the main arguments that have animated debate about whether
the threat of war is inevitable or can be made obsolete. The two overarching theoretical
traditions that subsume most of the arguments are realism (see Part 1I) and liberalism
(see Part I11), both of which cover a wide variety of ideas.

Not long ago, Marxism would have been considered a competing paradigm on a
level with the other two, but except to the degree that it shares some assumptions with re-

-_—
ISee James M. Goldgeier and Michael McFaul, “A Tale of Two Worlds: Core and Periphery in the
Post-Cold War Era.” fnternational Organization 46, No. 2 (spring 1992).

2See Robert Jervis, “The Future of World Politics: Will It Resemble the Past?” International Security
16, No. 3 (winter 1991/92).

*For a comprehensive survey see Jack S. Levy, “The Causes of War: A Review of Theories and Evi-

dence.” in Philip E. Tetlock et al., eds.. Behavior, Societv, and Nuclear War (New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press. 19893, vol. 1.
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alism,? it has fallen by the wayside intellectually as vyel! as politically. Part V, on 911]@1'31
sources of conflict and cooperation, touches on a third schoplef t,l.]iought about interna-
tional relations that has been prominent recently—“construgmsm. Some of the causte)s
and concerns that figure in constructivist challenges to realism .and hbeliaflSl”n can glso ef
seen in the Huntington entries in Parts I and X], and underlie some interpretations o
"TOTISM.
glObiIl\/féll':;SParts II and II1 focus on dynamics in the relations among governments, Parts
[V and V illustrate arguments about how human nature or cu.ltura? differences affect te.n-
dencies toward war or peace. Parts VI to IX present contending views (A)fAhow economic,
political, and rﬁilitary factors may encourage, suppress, or cha}nnel decxsnon§ to resort to
force. Most of these entries reflect variations of the realist and liberal perspectives. (A? ed-
itor I have tried to keep some balance between the two strands of argument, and | per SOT
ally do not have complete faith in either one. Honesty, how_ever, requires that I admit a tilt
in favor of realism.) Part X, which briefly considers poter_mal sources of conflict that traq-
scend borders, shows the extent to which newly salient issues may al_so (.:ut across tradi-
tional lines of theoretical explanation. The Conclusion returns to applications of the three
visions featured at the beginning of the volume to bets abou_t the future. . .
This collection does not represent all relevant perspectives. One problem is that h-ke
all too much of international relations theory, ideas in this vo}un_le are Qrawn primarily
from the experience and interests of Europe and the developed industrial yvorld. A se-
lection of theories must draw from the best of those that have been made e}vallable. While
there is ample literature on the history of war and peace on other continents, mo§t. gt-
tempts at rigorous theory (at least those that can be 1'read in English) hav? drawn thfau in-
spiration from European history. Also, most people in the Wes.t who are mteregted in war
are not worried about war in general, but about big, potentially cataclysmic wars, or
about small ones that could escalate into a big one like World War I or I'I . Thus a%ttentlon
still tends to focus on the great powers and areas where thf.: concentrations f)f high-tech
military capability, gross national product, and per capita wealth are highest, el\;eg
though these areas have been far more-peaceful in recent decades than the so-calle
Third World. Even the most optimistic arguments about a new era of peace restrict them-
selves to the northern hemisphere. . . _
Another omission is the perspective of game theory or “ratlopal choice” analysis.
This volume is not meant to be a sampler, representative of all important strands of

1 its 1 it r 3 h of
*If we substitute classes for states as the essential units in competition for power. Marxism has'mucﬂ
the materialist and determinist logic of realism. Both assert. in comrz'as.t to liberal ism, that gonﬁ;\;t rather
than harmony is the natural condition of human relations. In oppos;t}on to :'eqllsm._c]a551cal lz:inl:xsm
sees the state as only the superstructure of class interests, so transnational social alliances shou at\’/e
proved to be more significant than conflict between states. This idea was thomughly_ knocked out by
World War 1. When Leninism came to dominate Marxism, and married it to Russian and Chinese

i i ; i 1 came eninently realist.

nationalism, Communist statesmanship became eminent : , o 4 '
SFor more in this vein see Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International I’u[m(-.x (Cambrld'ge. I;JK.
Cambridge University Press, 1999); and Peter Katzenstein. ed.. The Culture of Nutional Security (New
York: Columbia University Press. 1996).
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scholarship. In deciding what to fit within the limited number of selections that can be
included, 1 chose to expose a few important intellectual traditions and debates in depth,
and to strive for some cohesion among the selections, rather than include something of
everything. Moreover, while the emphasis in the selections is on theory, it is important
to maintain as close a link as possible to evidence from history and- current topics, so
I have minimized selections that are purely deductive and abstract.

Some of the selections in the volume are reprinted in their entirety. The others have
been edited to avoid repetition or discussion of matters not germane to the theme of the
collection. Standard ellipses indicate where passages have been deleted. Some footnotes
have also been deleted from passages that remain.

LI 2 N

The selections in the Introduction present the pithiest views about whether tradi-
tional international conflict is obsolete, Two of those views bracket more moderate and
conditional versions of liberal and realist predictions. Francis Fukuyama argues that the
developed world has evolved toward a liberal consensus that is effectively close to end-
ing the bases for violent contention of the past.® Fukuyama’s argument is particularly
remarkable because it was first written before the opening of the Berlin Wall, and was
prescient in anticipating the irrelevance of Marxism. At the other extreme, John
Mearsheimer’ challenges optimistic conventional wisdom with a pure distillation of the
realist tradition represented in the readings that follow in Part I1. To him, the intellectual
developments that Fukuyama sees as decisive forces actually matter very little. When
push comes to shove, ideas give way to interests. Mearsheimer asserts not only that the
new era of peace is a mirage, but that the future will be worse than the recent past. The
Cold War, not the new world, represents the most stable and peaceful order we are likely
to see. Samuel Huntington’s essay, extremely controversial when it appeared in the early
post-Cold War period, strikes many as more compelling after September 11. Like liber-
als, he accords more importance to motives and values as sources of conflict than do re-
alists. Unlike liberals, he does not see westernization as an irresistible tide that
overwhelms world politics. Like realists, he sees conflict as natural rather than aberrant,
and though not inevitable in the future, quite probable. Unlike realists, he places less em-
phasis on states as the sources of war in the future, and more on cleavages between ma-
Jor culture areas. Those who focus on the pessimistic aspect of Huntington’s argument
should be sure not to miss his essay (drawn from his more thoroughly developed book)
at the end of this collection, since it charts a course for preventing a clash of civilizations
from becoming a war of civilizations.

_—
“For the full-length version of these arguments see Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last
Man (New York: Free Press. 1992). Responses to early attacks on the argument can be found in
Fukuyama’s “A Reply to My Critics.” The National Inierest No. 18 (winter 1989/90). See also
Fukuyama, “Second Thoughts: The Last Man in a Bottle.” The National Interest No. 56 (summer 1999),
A more academic and detailed version of the argument can be found in John J. Mearsheimer, “Back to
the Future: Instability in Lurope After the Cold War.™ International Securiry 15, No. 4 (spring 1990).
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‘All three of these arguments are arresting, but most observers, even if they iravlnafc

ard one. will have more conditional dlag:.loses and predlcthns. F‘u uyd'ma.
Viear <heimer, and others who argue in the same veins reflect philosophical assumptions
Mear; 'ilrelarl;er and well-developed schools of thought. Huntington reflects a respect fgr
root(\?‘ 1~al importance of identity and culture that anthropologists, or constructivists in
tht]:dcibl scieli)ce, have long recognized—although many of them would be shocked to
o ]1 nselves placed in the same boat with Huntington! Roots of all these approaAches
fl(?grtgﬁ;ent about war and peace are traced in more detail in the subsequent selections.

—RKB



THE END OF HiSTORY?

Francis Fukuyama

In watching the flow of events over the past decade or so, it is hard to avoid the feeling
that something very fundamental has happened in world history. The past year has seen a
flood of articles commemorating the end of the Cold War, and the fact that “peace” seems
to be breaking out in many regions of the world. Most of these analyses lack any larger
conceptual framework for distinguishing between what is essential and what is contingent
or accidental in world history, and are predictably superficial. If Mr. Gorbachev were
ousted from the Kremlin or a new Ayatollah proclaimed the millennium from a desolate
Middle Eastern capital, these same commentators would scramble to announce the rebirth
of a new era of conflict.

And yet, all of these people sense dimly that there is some larger process at work, a
process that gives coherence and order to the daily headlines. The twentieth century saw
the developed world descend into a paroxysm of ideological violence, as liberalism con-
tended first with the remnants of absolutism, then bolshevism and fascism, and finally
an updated Marxism that threatened to lead to the ultimate apocalypse of nuclear war.
But the century that began full of self-confidence in the ultimate triumph of Western lib-
eral democracy seems at its close to be returning full circle to where it started: not to an
“end of ideology” or a convergence between capitalism and socialism, as earlier pre-
dicted, but to an unabashed victory of economic and political liberalism.

The triumph of the West, of the Western idea, is evident first of all in the total ex-
haustion of viable systematic alternatives to Western liberalism. In the past decade, there
have been unmistakable changes in the intellectual climate of the world’s two largest
communist countries, and the beginnings of significant reform movements in both. But
this phenomenon extends beyond high politics and it can be seen also in the ineluctable
spread of consumerist Western culture in such diverse contexts as the peasants’ markets
and color television sets now omnipresent throughout China, the cooperative restaurants
and clothing stores opened in the past year in Moscow, the Beethoven piped into Japanese
department stores, and the rock music enjoyed alike in Prague, Rangoon, and Tehran.

What we may be witnessing is not just the end of the Cold War, or the passing of a
particular period of postwar history, but the end of history as such: that is, the end point
of mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization of Western liberal democracy
as the final form of human government. This is not to say that there will no longer be
events to fill the pages of Foreign Affairs s yearly summaries of international relations, for
the victory of liberalism has occurred primarily in the realm of ideas or consciousness and

Francis Fukuyama, “The End of History?” The National Interest No. 16 (

summer 1989). Copyright ©
1989 by Francis Fukuyama.
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is as yet incomplete in the real or material world. But there are powerful reasons for
S d g ’ ‘ ) ]
believing that it is the ideal that will govern the material world in the long run. To under
tand how this is so, we must first consider some theoretical issues concerning the nature
§ > W

of historical change.

The notion of the end of history is not an original one. Its best known propagator was
Karl Marx, who believed that the direction of historical development was a purposeful
one determined by the interplay of material forces, and would come to an gnd only w¥th
the achievement of a communist utopia that would ﬁna]l.y resolv_e al.l prior gontradlc-
tions. But the concept of history as a dialectical process with a beginning, a mlddl-e, and
an end was borrowed by Marx from his great German predecessor, Georg Wilhelm
riedri el. _
F“e(i:cl)i}:)?[tefr or worse, much of Hegel’s historicism has become part of our conte-mpo}
rary intellectual baggage. The notion that mankind has progressed through a series o
primitive stages of consciousness on his path to‘the present, an}i that these stages cc;]rre—
sponded to concrete forms of social organization, such as mbal,. slave-ownlllg, t e}(l)—
cratic, and finally democratic-egalitarian societies, has become inseparable from the
modern understanding of man. Hegel was the first philosopher to speak the lang.uagt‘s of
modern social science, insofar as man for him was the produf:t of his concrete historical
and social environment and not, as earlier natural right theorists would havg it, a collec’-
tion of more or less fixed “natural” attributes. The mastery and transformation o.f man’s
natural environment through the application of science z_md 'Fe.chnology was oggmally
not a Marxist concept, but a Hegelian one. Unlike later hlstor1c15t§ whose hlst.orlcal rei-
ativism degenerated into relativism fout court, however, Hegel beheved that hxstpry cu(;
minated in an absolute moment—a moment in which a final, rational form of society an
€ victorious. o
Staltel?fi:sC iergel’s misfortune to be known now primarily as Marxjs precursor, and it is our
misfortune that few of us are familiar with Hegel’s work from direct study, but only as it
has been filtered through the distorting lens of Marxism. In France, however, .there has
been an effort to save Hegel from his Marxist interpreters and to resurrect him as the
philosopher who most correctly speaks to our time. Among those mpdern Fren'ch mtef—
preters of Hegel, the greatest was certainly Alex‘andrev Ko;eye,n a brilliant RusmanEemll—
gre who taught a highly influential series of seminars n Paris 1n'the 1930s at thf: C: (ej
Practigue des Hautes Etudes.! While largely unkpown in the Un}ted States, Ko;e\(;e ah
a major impact on the intellectual life of the continent. Among his students ranged suc

e e
tKojéve’s best-known work is his /ntroduction a la lecture de Hegel (Paris: hdll(npns (J-le”l;;ﬂa-ld,r] )411173{]
ich is i > acti res from the 1930s. This book 1s available mn Eng

which is a transcript of the Ecole Practique lectures " . ble
entitled Introduction to the Reading of Hegel arrgnged by Raymond Queneau, edited by Allan Bloom.
and translated by James Nichols (New York: Basic Books, 1969).
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future luminaries as Jean-Paul Sartre on the Left and Raymond Aron on the Right; post-
war existentialism borrowed many of its basic categories from Hegel via Kojéve.

Kojéve sought to resurrect the Hegel of the Phenomenology of Mind, the Hegel who
proclaimed history to be at an end in 1806. For as early as this Hegel saw in Napoleon’s
defeat of the Prussian monarchy at the Battle of Jena the victory of the ideals of the French
Revolution, and the imminent universalization of the state incorporating the principles of
liberty and equality. Kojeve, far from rejecting Hegel in light of the turbulent events of the
next century and a half, insisted that the latter had been essentially correct. The Battle of
Jena marked the end of history because it was at that point that the vanguard of human-
ity (a term quite familiar to Marxists) actualized the principles of the French Revolution.
While there was considerable work to be done after 1806—abolishing slavery and the
slave trade, extending the franchise to workers, women, blacks, and other racial minori-
ties, etc.—the basic principles of the liberal democratic state could not be improved upon.
The two world wars in this century and their attendant revolutions and upheavals simply
had the effect of extending those principles spatially, such that the various provinces of
human civilization were brought up to the level of its most advanced outposts, and of
forcing those societies in Europe and North America at the vanguard of civilization to
implement their liberalism more fully. . . .

For Hegel, the contradictions that drive history exist first of all in the realm of human
consciousness, i.€. on the level of ideas—not the trivial election year proposals of Amer-
ican politicians, but ideas in the sense of large unifying world views that might best be
understood under the rubric of ideology. Ideology in this sense is not restricted to the sec-
ular and explicit political doctrines we usually associate with the term, but can include
religion, culture, and the complex of moral values underlying any society as well.

Hegel’s view of the relationship between the ideal and the real or material worlds
was an extremely complicated one, beginning with the fact that for him the distinction
between the two was only apparent. He did not believe that the real world conformed or
could be made to conform to ideological preconceptions of philosophy professors in any
simple-minded way, or that the “material” world could not impinge on the ideal. Indeed,
Hegel the professor was temporarily thrown out of work as a result of a very material
event, the Battle of Jena. But while Hegel’s writing and thinking could be stopped by a
bullet from the material world, the hand on the trigger of the gun was motivated in turn
by the ideas of liberty and equality that had driven the French Revolution.

For Hegel, all human behavior in the material world, and hence all human history,
is rooted in a prior state of consciousness—an idea similar to the one expressed by John
Maynard Keynes when he said that the views of men of affairs were usually derived from
defunct economists and academic scribblers of earlier generations. This consciousness
may not be explicit and self-aware, as are modern political doctrines, but may rather take
the form of religion or simple cultural or moral habits. And yet this realm of conscious-
ness in the long run necessarily becomes manifest in the material world, indeed creates
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v the material world in its own image. Consciousness is cause and not effect, and can

develop autonomously from the materialAwor]d; h.ence the real subtext underlying the
apparent jumble of current events is the history of ideology. o

Hegel’s idealism has fared poorly at the han(Ajs of later.thmkeis. Marx rejversed the
priority of the real and the ideal completely, relegating the en,t,xre realm of cons§10u511e§§—
religion, art, culture, philosophy itself—to a “superstructure that was determined entu. ely
by the prevailing material mode of production. Yet. another unfprtunate leggcy of Marxx. sm
is our tendency to retreat into materialist or utilitarian explanations of pOlltl(?al or historical
phenomena, and our disinclination to believe in the autonomous power of ideas. A recent
example of this is Paul Kennedy’s hugely successful The Rise qnd Fall of rhg Great PgwerS,
which ascribes the decline of great powers to simple economic overextension. Obv1ous}y,
this is true on some level: an empire whose economy is barely a‘_bove the leve} of subsis-
tence cannot bankrupt its treasury indefinitely. But whether a highly productive modern
industrial society chooses to spend 3 or 7 percent of ?ts GNP on defeqse rathgr than
consumption is entirely a matter of that society’s political priorities, which are in turn
determined in the realm of consciousness.

The materialist bias of modern thought is characteristic not only of pegple on the
Left who may be sympathetic to Marxism, but of many passionate anii-Marxists as well.
Indeed, there is on the Right what one might label the Wall Street Journal school of de-
terministic materialism that discounts the importance of ideology a‘nd cult_ure.and sees
man as essentially a rational, profit-maximizing individual. Itis prec1sely this kind of in-
dividual and his pursuit of material incentives that is posited as the basis for economic
Jife as such in economic textbooks. One small example will illustrate the problematic
character of such materialist views. N 4

Max Weber begins his famous book, The Protestant Ethic and the Spll‘l.l of Capzra{—
ism, by noting the different economic performance.: of Protestant and Catholic communi-
ties throughout Europe and America, summed up in the proverb that Prote§tants eat well
while Catholics sleep well. Weber notes that according to any economic Fheory that
posited man as a rational profit-maximizer, raising the piece-work r.a.te sho.ul'd increase la-
bor productivity. But in fact, in many traditional peasant communities, Taising the picce-
work rate actually had the opposite effect of lowering labor productivity: at the higher
rate, a peasant accustomed t0 earning two and one-half marks per fiay found he c01.11d earn
the same amount by working less, and did so because he valued leisure more than income.
The choices of leisure over income, or of the militaristic life of the Spaﬂgn bopllte over
the wealth of the Athenian trader, or even the ascetic life of the early cap%tahst entrepre-
neur over that of a traditional leisured aristocrat, cannot possibly be explained by the im-
personal working of material forces, but come preeminently out of the sphere of
consciousness—what we have labeled here broadly as ideology. And }ndeed, a central
theme of Weber’s work was to prove that contrary to Marx, the matena].mod'e pf pro-
duction, far from being the “base,” was itself a “superstructure” with roots in religion a_nd

culture, and that to understand the emergence of modern capitalism and the profit motive
one had to study their antecedents in the realm of the spirit. o ' )

As we look around the contemporary world, the poverty of materialist theories O.t eco-
nomic development is all too apparent. The Wall Street Jowrnal school of deterministic




10 Fart I Introduction

materialism habitually points to the stunning economic success of Asia in the past few
decades as evidence of the viability of free market economics, with the implication that all
societies would see similar development were they simply to allow. their populations to
pursue their material self-interest freely. Surely free markets and stable political systems are
a necessary precondition to capitalist economic growth. But just as surely the cultural
heritage of those Far Eastern societies, the ethic of work and saving and family, a religious
heritage that does not, like Islam, place restrictions on certain forms of economic behavior,
and other deeply ingrained moral qualities, are equally importarit in explaining their
economic performance.” And yet the intellectual weight of materialism is such that not a
single respectable contemporary theory of economic development addresses conscious-
ness and culture seriously as the matrix within which economic behavior is formed.
Failure to understand that the roots of economic behavior lie in the realm of
consciousness and culture leads to the common mistake of attributing material causes to
phenomena that are essentially ideal in nature. For example, it is commonplace in the
West to interpret the reform movements first in China and most recently in the Soviet
Union as the victory of the material over the ideal—that is, a recognition that ideological
incentives could not replace material ones in stimulating a highly productive modern
economy, and that if one wanted to prosper one had to appeal to baser forms of self-
interest. But the deep defects of socialist economies were evident thirty or forty years ago
to anyone who chose to look. Why was it that these countries moved away from central
planning only in the 1980s? The answer must be found in the consciousness of the elites
and leaders ruling them, who decided to opt for the “Protestant” life of wealth and risk
over the “Catholic” path of poverty and security. That change was in no way made
inevitable by the material conditions in which either country found itself on the eve of the
reform, but instead came about as the result of the victory of one idea over another. . . .

.. - In the past century, there have been two major challenges to liberalism, those of fas-
cism and of communism. The former3 saw the political weakness, materialism, anomie,
and lack of community of the West as fundamental contradictions in liberal societies

20ne need look no further than the recent performance of Vietnamese immigrants in the U.S. school
system when compared to their black or Hispanic classmates to realize that culture and consciousness
are absolutely crucial to explain not only economic behavior but virtually every other important aspect
of life as well.

3l am not using the term “fascism” here in its most precise sense, fully aware of the frequent misuse
of this term to denounce anyone to the right of the user. “Fascism™ here denotes any organized ultra-
nationalist movement with universalistic pretensions—not universalistic with regard to its nationalism,
of course, since the latter is exclusive by definition. but with regard to the movement’s belief in its
right to rule other people. Hence Imperial Japan would qualify as fascist while former strongman
Stoessner’s Paraguay or Pinochet’s Chile would not. Obviously fascist ideologies cannot be universal-

istic in the sense of Marxism or liberalisn1, but the structure of the doctrine can be transferred from
country to country.

s R o S
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' that could only be resolved by a strong state that forged a new “people” on the basis

of national exclusiveness. Fascism was destroyed as a living ideology by World War 11.
This was a defeat, of course, on a very material level, but it amounted to a defeat of
the idea as well. What destroyed fascism as an idea was not universal moral fevulsion
against it, since plenty of people were willing to endorse the idea as long as it seemed
the wave of the future, but its lack of success. After the war, it seemed to most people
that German fascism as well as its other European and Asian variants were bound to
self-destruct. There was no material reason why new fascist movements cogld pot have
sprung up again after the war in other locales, but for the facF that expansionist ultra-
pationalism, with its promise of unending conflict leading to disastrous military defeat,
had completely lost its appeal. The ruins of the Reich chancellory as well as the atomic
bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki killed this ideology on the level of con-
sciousness as well as materially, and all of the proto-fascist movements spawned by the
German and Japanese examples like the Peronist movement in Argentina or Subhas
Chandra Bose’s Indian National Army withered after the war.

The ideological challenge mounted by the other great alternative to liberalism,
communism, was far more serious. Marx, speaking Hegel’s language, asserted that liberal
society contained a fundamental contradiction that could not be resolved within its context,
that between capital and labor, and this contradiction has constituted the chief accusation
against liberalism ever since. But surely, the class issue has actually been successfully
resolved in the West. . . .

But the power of the liberal idea would seem much less impressive if it had not in-
fected the largest and oldest culture in Asia, China. The simple existence of communist
China created an alternative pole of ideological attraction, and as such constituted a
threat to liberalism. But the past fifteen years have seen an almost total discrediting of
Marxism-Leninism as an economic system. Beginning with the famous third plenum of
the Tenth Central Committee in 1978, the Chinese Communist party set about decollec-
tivizing agriculture for the 800 million Chinese who still lived in the countryside. The
role of the state in agriculture was reduced to that of a tax collector, while production of
consumer goods was sharply increased in order to give peasants a taste of the universal
homogenous state and thereby an incentive to work. The reform doubled Chinese grain
output in only five years, and in the process created for Deng Xiao-ping a solid political
base from which he was able to extend the reform to other parts of the economy. Eco-
nomic statistics do not begin to describe the dynamism, initiative, and openness, evident
in China since the reform began.

China could not now be described in any way as a liberal democracy. At present, no
more than 20 percent of its economy has been marketized, and most importantly it con-
tinues to be ruled by a self-appointed Communist party which has given no hint of want-
ing to devolve power. Deng has made none of Gorbachev’s promises regarding
democratization of the political system and there is no Chinese equivalent of glasnost.
The Chinese leadership has in fact been much more circumspect in criticizing Mao and
Maoism than Gorbachev with respect to Brezhnev and Stalin, and the regime continues
to pay lip service to Marxism-Leninism as its ideological underpinning. But anyone fa-
miliar with the outlook and behavior of the new technocratic elite now governing China
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knows that Marxism and ideological principle have become virtually irrelevant as guides
to policy, and that bourgeois consumerism has a real meaning in that country for the first
time since the revolution. The various slowdowns in the pace of reform, the campaigns
against “spiritual pollution” and crackdowns on political dissent are more properly seen
as tactical adjustments made in the process of managing what is an extraordinarily dif-
ficult political transition. By ducking the question of political reform while putting the
cconomy on a new footing, Deng has managed to avoid the breakdown of authority that
has accompanied Gorbachev’s perestroika. Yet the pull of the liberal idea continues to be
very strong as economic power devolves and the economy becomes more open to the
outside world. There are currently over 20,000 Chinese students studying in the U.S. and
other Western countries, almost all of them the children of the Chinese elite. It is hard to
believe that when they return home to run the country they will be content for China to
be the only country in Asia unaffected by the larger democratizing trend. The student
demonstrations in Beijing that broke out first in December 1986 and recurred recently
on the occasion of Hu Yao-bang’s death were only the beginning of what will inevitably
be mounting pressure for change in the political system as well.

What is important about China from the standpoint of world history is not the present
state of the reform or even its future prospects. The central issue is the fact that the People’s
Republic of China can no longer act as a beacon for illiberal forces around the world,
whether they be guerrillas in some Asian jungle or middle class students in Paris. Maoism,
rather than being the pattern for Asia’s future, became an anachronism. . . .

If we admit for the moment that the fascist and communist challenges to liberalism
are dead, are there any other ideological competitors left? Or put another way, are there
contradictions in liberal society beyond that of class that are not resolvable? Two possi-
bilities suggest themselves, those of religion and nationalism.

The rise of religious fundamentalism in recent years within the Christian, Jewish,
and Muslim traditions has been widely noted. One is inclined to say that the revival of
religion in some way attests to a broad unhappiness with the impersonality and spiritual
vacuity of liberal consumerist societies. Yet while the emptiness at the core of liberalism
1s most certainly a defect in the ideology—indeed, a flaw that one does not need the per-
spective of religion to recognize—it is not at all clear that it is remediable through poli-
tics. Modern liberalism itself was historically a consequence of the weakness of
religiously-based societies which, failing to agree on the nature of the good life, could
not provide even the minimal preconditions of peace and stability. In the contemporary
world only Islam has offered a theocratic state as a political alternative to both liberal-
ism and communism. But the doctrine has little appeal for non-Muslims, and it is hard
to believe that the movement will take on any universal significance. Other less orga-
nized religious impulses have been successfully satisfied within the sphere of personal
life that is permitted in liberal societies.

The other major “contradiction” potentially unresolvable by liberalism is the one
posed by nationalism and other forms of racial and ethnic consciousness. It is certainly
true that a very large degree of conflict since the Battle of Jena has had its roots in na-
tionalism. Two cataclysmic world wars in this century have been spawned by the na-
tionalism of the developed world in various guises, and if those passions have been
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muted to a certain extent in postwar Europe, they are gtill gxtremﬂy powerful in the Th¥rd
World. Nationalism has been a threat to liberalism hlstorlcz}lly in Germany, and contin-
ues to be one in isolated parts of “post-historical” Eurppe llke. Northern Irel‘an.d. _

But it is not clear that nationalism represents an 1rreconglable contradiction in the
heart of liberalism. In the first place, nationalism fs not one s¥ngle phenomenon but sev-
eral, ranging from mild cultural nostalgia to the hlgmy orgamz;d and elaborately articu-
lated doctrine of National Socialism. Only systemfatlc natlonallstr{s of the latter sorAt can
qualify asa formal ideology on the level of liberalism .o‘r communism. The vast major_lty
of the world’s nationalist movements do not have a political program beyond the nﬁegagve
desire of independence from some other group or people, and do not offer anything l_1ke
a comprehensive agenda for socio-economic organization. As guch, they are com}?atlble
with doctrines and ideologies that do offer such agendas. While they_ may _cons..tltute a
source of conflict for liberal societies, this conflict does not arise from hbferallsm itself so
much as from the fact that the liberalism in question is incomplete. Certainly a great deal
of the world’s ethnic and nationalist tension can be explained in terms of peoples who are
forced to live in unrepresentative political systems that they have not chosen. .

While it is impossible to rule out the sudden appearance of new ideologies or pre-
viously unrecognized contradictions in liberal societies, then, the present world seems to
confirm that the fundamental principles of socio-political organization .have not .ad—
vanced terribly far since 1806. Many of the wars and revolutions fought since that time
have been undertaken in the name of ideologies which claimed to be more advanced Fhan
liberalism, but whose pretensions were ultimately unmasked by history. In the megntlme,
they have helped to spread the universal homogenous state to the po.mt where it could
have a significant effect on the overall character of international relations.

v

What are the implications of the end of history for international relations? Clearly, the vgst
bulk of the Third World remains very much mired in history, and will be a terrain of conflict
for many years to come. But let us focus for the time being on the larger and more
developed states of the world who after all account for the greater part of world polmcg.
Russia and China are not likely to join the developed nations of the West as hberal.sc.)m—
eties any time in the foreseeable future, but suppose for a moment that Marxism-.Lem‘msm
ceases to be a factor driving the foreign policies of these states—a prospect which, if got
yet here, the last few years have made a real possibility. How will the overall chara.cFens-
tics of a de-ideologized world differ from those of the one with which we are familiar at
such a hypothetical juncture? .
The most common answer is—not very much. For there is a very widespread be!lef
among many observers of international relations that underneath the skin of ideology isa
hard core of great power national interest that guarantees a fairly high level of compet]txpﬂ
and conflict between nations. Indeed, according to one academically popular school of in-
ternational relations theory, conflict inheres in the international system as such, and to un-
derstand the prospects for conflict one must look at the shape of the system-—for example.
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whether it is bipolar or multipolar—rather than at the specific character of the nations and
regimes that constitute it. This school in effect applies a Hobbesian view of politics to in-
ternational relations, and assumes that aggression and insecurity are universal character-
istics of human societies rather than the product of specific historical circumstances.”

Believers in this line of thought take the relations that existed.between the partici-
pants in the classical nineteenth century European balance of power as a model for what
a de-ideologized contemporary world would look like. Charles Krauthammer, for ex-
ample, recently explained that if as a result of Gorbachev’s reforms the USSR is shorn
of Marxist-Leninist ideology, its behavior will revert to that of nineteenth century im-
perial Russia.* While he finds this more reassuring than the threat posed by a communist
Russia, he implies that there will still be a substantial degree of competition and conflict
inthe international system, just as there was say between Russia and Britain or Wilhelmine
Germany in the last century. This is, of course, a convenient point of view for people who
want to admit that something major is changing in the Soviet Union, but do not want to ac-
cept responsibility for recommending the radical policy redirection mmplicit in such a
view. But is it true?

In fact, the notion that ideology is a superstructure imposed on a substratum of per-
manent great power interest is a highly questionable proposition. For the way in which
any state defines its national interest is not universal but rests on some kind of prior
ideological basis, just as we saw that economic behavior is determined by a prior state
of consciousness. In this century, states have adopted highly articulated doctrines with
explicit foreign policy agendas legitimizing expansionism, like Marxism-Leninism or
National Socialism.

The expansionist and competitive behavior of nineteenth-century European states
rested on no less ideal a basis; it just so happened that the ideology driving it was less
explicit than the doctrines of the twentieth century. For one thing, most “liberal” European
societies were illiberal insofar as they believed in the legitimacy of imperialism, that is, the
right of one nation to rule over other nations without regard for the wishes of the ruled. The
Justifications for imperialism varied from nation to nation, from a crude belief in the
legitimacy of force, particularly when applied to non-Europeans, to the White Man’s
Burden and Europe’s Christianizing mission, to the desire to give people of color access to
the culture of Rabelais and Moliére. But whatever the particular ideological basis, every
“developed” country believed in the acceptability of higher civilizations ruling lower
ones—including, incidentally, the United States with regard to the Philippines. This led to
a drive for pure territorial aggrandizement in the latter half of the century and played no
small role in causing the Great War.

The radical and deformed outgrowth of nineteenth-century imperialism was German
fascism, an ideology which justified Germanys right not only to rule over non-European
peoples, but over all non-German ones. But in retrospect it seems that Hitler represented
a diseased bypath in the general course of European development, and since his fiery
defeat, the legitimacy of any kind of territorial aggrandizement has been thoroughly

4See his article, “Beyond the Cold War,” New Republic, December 19, 1988.
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diser dited.’ Since the Second World War, European nationalism has been defa}nged and
e cal relevance to foreign policy, with the consequence that the nineteenth-
shom of anz r] of great power behavior has become a serious anachronism. The most ex-
o ef 'natg)nélism that any Western European state has mustered since 1945 has
mmeéoglrlli;)m whose self-assertion has been confined largely to the realm of nuisance
EZTirzicsaand cuimre, International life for the part of the World Fhat has reached the end of
i is far more preoccupied with economics than with politics or strategy. .
hlStor)}lulsdeveloped states of the West do maintain defense establishments and in tbe
t\:/‘af period have competed vigorously for influence to meet a worldwide communist
It)}?rseat This behavior has been driven, however, by an external thre?at from states that pos-
ess overtly expansionist ideologies, and would not _ex:st in their abs’e,nce. To .ta.ke the
‘S‘ realist” theory seriously, one would have to believe that “natural compet.ltlve be-
hrzf/(i)(;r would reassert itself among the OECD states were Russia and China to dlsap;l)ear
from the face of the earth. That is, West Germany and France would arm themfle erls
against each other as they did in the 1930s, Aus_trahaAand New Zealand would_ senb I’I(lil -
itary advisers to block each others’ advgnces in Aftica, _and the I.J‘S.-Cana{ilarlld o.r .ei
would become fortified. Such a prospect is, of course, ludlcrous_: m}nu,s, Marxist- eril'n}s
ideology, we are far more likely to see the “Common Marketxzatlo.n. of world politics
than the disintegration of the EEC into nineteenth-century corppetltlvepess. Indeedil as
our experience in dealing with Europe on matters such as terrorism or Libya prove, t e)llC
are much further gone than we down the road that denies the legitimacy of the use o
force in international politics, even in self-defense. o o
The automatic assumption that Russia shorn of its expansmmst commpmgt ideol-
ogy should pick up where the czars left off just prior to the Bolshe\_/lk Revolutionis therfali
fore a curious one. It assumes that the evolution of human consciousness ha§ stoo<_i sti
in the meantime, and that the Soviets, while picking up currently fashionable 1Qeas in the
realm of economics, will return to foreign policy views a cegtury out‘ of date in the rest
of Europe. This is certainly not what happened to China after it began its reform process.
Chinese competitiveness and expansionism on the 'world scene have‘j v1rtgally dlsap—
peared: Beijing no longer sponsors Maoist insurgencies or tries to cultivate influence in
distant African countries as it did in the 1960s. This is not to say that there are not trou-
blesome aspects to contemporary Chinese foreign policy, such as th'e reckless salfa of
ballistic missile technology in the Middle East; and the PRC contmues. to rr?anlfest
traditional great power behavior in its sponsorship of the Khmer Ro_uge agallnst Vletnam.
But the former is explained by commercial motives and the latter is a Vgstlge of earlier
ideologically-based rivalries. The new China far more resembles Gaullist France than
pre—World War I Germany. _ . .
The real question for the future, however, is the degree to which Sov1.et elites have
assimilated the consciousness of the universal homogenous state that is post-Hltler
Europe. From their writings and from my own personal contacts with them, there is no

31t took European colonial powers like France several years after the war to admit the 1ll§g1tlxnac;y of
their empires, but decolonization was an inevitable consequence of the Allied victory which had been
based on the promise of a restoration of democratic freedoms.
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question in my mind that the liberal Soviet intelligentsia rallying around Gorbachev has
arrived at the end-of-history view in a remarkably short time, due in no small measure
to the contacts they have had since the Brezhnev era with the larger European civiliza-
tion around them. “New political thinking,” the general rubric for their views, describes

a world dominated by economic concerns, in which there are no ideological grounds for -

major conflict beween nations, and in which, consequently, the use of military force be-
comes less legitimate. As Foreign Minister Shevardnadze put it in mid-1988:

The struggle between two opposing systems is no longer a determining tendency of the
present-day era. At the modern stage, the ability to build up material wealth at an acceler-
ated rate on the basis of front-ranking science and high-level techniques and technology, and
to distribute it fairly, and through Joint efforts to restore and protect the resources necessary
for mankind’s survival acquires decisive importance.

The post-historical consciousness represented by “new thinking” is only one possi-
ble future for the Soviet Union, however. There has always been a very strong current of
great Russian chauvinism in the Soviet Union, which has found freer expression since
the advent of glasnost. It may be possible to return to traditional Marxism-Leninism for
a while as a simple rallying point for those who want to restore the authority that
Gorbachev has dissipated. But as in Poland, Marxism-Leninism is dead as a mobilizing
ideology: under its banner people cannot be made to work harder, and its adherents have
lost confidence in themselves. Unlike the propagators of traditional Marxism-Leninism,
however, ultranationalists in the USSR believe in their Slavophile cause passionately,
and one gets the sense that the fascist alternative is not one that has played itself out
entirely there.

The Soviet Union, then, is at a fork in the road: it can start down the path that was
staked out by Western Europe forty-five years ago, a path that most of Asia has followed,
or it can realize its own uniqueness and remain stuck in history. The choice it makes will
be highly important for us, given the Soviet Union’s size and military strength, for that

power will continue to preoccupy us and slow our realization that we have already
emerged on the other side of history.

\')

The passing of Marxism-Leninism first from China and then from the Soviet Union will
mean its death as a living ideology of world historical significance. For while there may
be some isolated true believers left in places like Managua, Pyongyang, or Cambridge,
Massachusetts, the fact that there is not a single large state in which itis a going concern
undermines completely its pretensions to being in the vanguard of human history. And
the death of this ideology means the growing “Common Marketization” of international
relations, and the diminution of the likelihood of large-scale conflict between states.
This does not by any means imply the end of international conflict per se. For the
world at that point would be divided between a part that was historical and a part that
was post-historical. Conflict between states still in history, and between those states and
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vﬂ ose at the end of history, would still be possible. There would still be a high and per-
h

ising level of ethnic and nationalist violence, since those are ix‘npulses incom-
o lg ed out,-even in parts of the post-historical world. Palestinians and Kurds,
pl.etel)’ pda%]amils irish Catholics and Walloons, Armenians and Azeris, will continue to
e }?n'r unreso’lved grievances. This implies that terrorism and wars of national liber-
ha've tw(?;] continue to be an important item on the international agenda. But large-scale
i)lggict must involve large states still caught in the grip of history, and they are what ap-
i the scene.

pear;‘;: ‘;119(;1 T)Sf1 I}]fsl;r)cr);l will be a very sad time. The struggle for recognition, the willing-
ness to risk one’s life for a purely abstract goe}l, thfe worIQwide ideological strugg]ie thzlit
called forth daring, courage, imagination, and idealism, Wlll bereplaced by econom;c cal-
culation, the endless solving of technical problems, env1r0nrpentgl concqns, and t e.:“sz;)t-
isfaction of sophisticated consumer demands. In thé post-historical period there }?11 e
neither art nor philosophy, just the perpetual caretaking of the museum of huma_n 1stﬁry.
1 can feel in myself, and see in others around me, a powerful nostallg_la for the t1rf;1_e when
history existed. Such nostalgia, in fact, w.ill continue to fuel competition and con 1c_tt even
in the post-historical world for some time to come. -E.Vfin t_hough 1 recognize its dm-
evitability, I have the most ambivalent feelings fo_r the civilization that has_been create 1r:
Europe since 1945, with its North Atlantic andAsnan offshoots. Perhaps this very prospec
of centuries of boredom at the end of history will serve to get history started once again.




WHY WE WiLL SooN

Miss THE CoLb WAR

John J. Mearsheimer

Peace: 1t’s wonderful. I like it as much as the next man, and have no wish to be will-
fully gloomy at a moment when optimism about the future shape of the world abounds.
Nevertheless, my thesis in this essay is that we are likely soon to regret the passing of
the Cold War.

To be sure, no one will miss such by-products of the Cold War as the Korean and
Vietnam conflicts. No one will want to replay the U-2 affair, the Cuban missile crisis, or
the building of the Berlin Wall. And no one will want to revisit the domestic Cold War,
with its purges and loyalty oaths, its xenophobia and stifling of dissent. We will not wake
up one day to discover fresh wisdom in the collected fulminations of John Foster Dulles.

We may, however, wake up one day lamenting the loss of the order that the Cold War
gave to the anarchy of international relations. For untamed anarchy is what Europe knew
in the forty-five years of this century before the Cold War, and untamed anarchy—
Hobbes’s war of all against all—is a prime cause of armed conflict. Those who think that
armed conflicts among the European states are now out of the question, that the two
world wars burned all the war out of Europe, are projecting unwarranted optimism onto
the future. The theories of peace that implicitly undergird this optimism are notably shal-
low constructs. They stand up to neither logical nor historical analysis. You would not
want to bet the farm on their prophetic accuracy.

The world is about to conduct a vast test of the theories of war and peace put for-
ward by social scientists, who never dreamed that their ideas would be tested by the
world-historic events announced almost daily in newspaper headlines. This social sci-
entist is willing to put his theoretical cards on the table as he ventures predictions
about the future of Europe. In the process, I hope to put alternative theories of war and
peace under as much intellectual pressure as I can muster. My argument is that the
prospect of major crises, even wars, in Europe is likely to increase dramatically now
that the Cold War is receding into history. The next forty-five years in Europe are not
likely to be so violent as the forty-five years before the Cold War, but they are likely
to be substantially more violent than the past forty-five years, the era that we may
someday look back upon not as the Cold War but as the Long Peace, in John Lewis
Gaddis’s phrase.

This pessimistic conclusion rests on the general argument that the distribution and
character of military power among states are the root causes of war and peace. Specifically,
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the peace in Europe since 1945—precarious at first, but increasingly robust over time-—
has flowed from three factors: the bipolar distribution of military power on the Continent;
the rough military equality between the polar powers, the United States and the Soviet
Union; and the ritualistically deplored fact that each of these superpowers is armed with a
large nuclear arsenal.

We don’t yet know the entire shape of the new Europe. But we do know some things.
We know, for example, that the new Europe will involve a return to the multipolar dis-
tribution of power that characterized the European state system from its founding, with
the Peace of Westphalia, in 1648, until 1945. We know that this multipolar European
state system was plagued by war from first to last. We know that from 1900 to 1945 some
50 million Europeans were killed in wars that were caused in great part by the instabil-
ity of this state system. We also know that since 1945 only some 15,000 Eurc?peans have
been killed in wars; roughly 10,000 Hungarians and Russians, in what we might call the
Russo-Hungarian War of October and November, 1956, and somewhere between 1,500
and 5.000 Greeks and Turks, in the July and August, 1974, war on Cyprus.

The point is clear: Europe is reverting to a state system that created powerful in-
centives for aggression in the past. If you believe (as the Realist school of international-
relations theory, to which I belong, believes) that the prospects of international peace are
not markedly influenced by the domestic political character of states—that it is the char-
acter of the state system, not the character of the individual units composing it, that
drives states toward war—then it is difficult to share in the widespread elation of the
moment about the future of Europe. Last year was repeatedly compared to 1789, the year
the French Revolution began, as the Year of Freedom, and so it was. Forgotten in the
general exaltation was that the hope-filled events of 1789 signaled the start of an era of
war and conquest.

A “HARD” THEORY OF PEACE

What caused the era of violence in Europe before 1945, and why has the postwar era, the
period of the Cold War, been so much more peaceful? The two world wars before 1945
had myriad particular and unrepeatable causes, but to the student of international re.]a—
tions seeking to establish generalizations about the behavior of states in the past which
might illuminate their behavior in the future, two fundamental causes stand out. These
are the multipolar distribution of power in Europe, and the imbalances of strength that
often developed among the great powers as they jostled for supremacy or advantage.

There is something elementary about the geometry of power in international rela-
tions, and so its importance is easy to overlook. “Bipolarity” and “multipolarity” are un-
gainly but necessary coinages. The Cold War, with two superpowers serving to anchor
rival alliances of clearly inferior powers, is our model of bipolarity. Europe in 1914, with
France, Germany, Great Britain, Austria-Hungary, and Russia positioned as great pow-
ers. is our model of multipolarity.

If the example of 1914 is convincing enough evidence that multipolar systems are
the more dangerous geometry of power, then perhaps I should rest my case. Alas for
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theoretical elegance, there are no empirical studies providing conclusive support for
this proposition. From its beginnings until 1945 the European state system was multi-
polar, so this history is barren of comparisons that would reveal the differing effects of
the two systems. Earlier history, to be sure, does furnish scattered examples of bipolar
systems, including some—Athens and Sparta, Rome and Carthage—that were warlike.
But this history is inconclusive, because it is incomplete. Lacking a comprehensive
survey of history, we can’t do much more than offer examples—now on this, now on
that side of the debate. As a result, the case made here rests chiefly on deduction.

Deductively, a bipolar system is more peaceful for the simple reason that under it
only two major powers are in contention. Moreover, those great powers generally de-
mand allegiance from minor powers in the system, which is likely to produce rigid al-
liance structures. The smaller states are then secure from each other as well as from
attack by the rival great power. Consequently (to make a Dick-and-Jane point with a well-
worn social-science term), a bipolar system has only one dyad across which war might
break out. A multipolar system is much more fluid and has many such dyads. Therefore,
other things being equal, war is statistically more likely in a multipolar system than it is
in a bipolar one. Admittedly, wars in a multipolar world that involve only minor powers
or only one major power are not likely to be as devastating as a conflict between two ma-
jor powers. But small wars always have the potential to widen into big wars.

Also, deterrence is difficult to maintain in a multipolar state system, because power
imbalances are common-place, and when power asymmetries develop, the strong be-
come hard to deter. Two great powers can join together to attack a third state, as Germany
and the Soviet Union did in 1939, when they ganged up on Poland. Furthermore, a ma-
jor power might simply bully a weaker power in a one-on-one encounter, using its supe-
rior strength to coerce or defeat the minor state. Germany’s actions against
Czechoslovakia in the late 1930s provide a good example of this sort of behavior. Gang-
ing up and bullying are largely unknown in a bipolar system, since with only two great
powers dominating center stage, it is impossible to produce the power asymmetries that
result in ganging up and bullying.

There is a second reason that deterrence is more problematic under multipolarity.
The resolve of opposing states and also the size and strength of opposing coalitions are
hard to calculate in this geometry of power, because the shape of the international order
tends to remain in flux, owing to the tendency of coalitions to gain and lose partners. This
can lead aggressors to conclude falsely that they can coerce others by bluffing war, or
even achieve outright victory on the battlefield. For example, Germany was not certain
before 1914 that Britain would oppose it if it reached for Continental hegemony, and
Germany completely failed to foresee that the United States would eventually move to
contain it. In 1939 Germany hoped that France and Britain would stand aside as it con-
quered Poland, and again failed to foresee the eventual American entry into the war. As
a result, Germany exaggerated its prospects for success, which undermined deterrence
by encouraging German adventurism.

The prospects for peace, however are not simply a function of the number of great
powers in the system. They are also affected by the relative military strength of those ma-

Jor states. Bipolar and multipolar systems both are likely to be more peaceful when

" an aggressor’s pro

" are a powerful
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uted equally in them. Power inequalities invite war, because they increase
spects for victory on the battleﬁeld: Most of the gene‘ral wars that have
ted Europe over the past five centuries have m\{olved one pamculgrly powerful
e t the other major powers in the system. This pattern characterized the wars
e agalnIfrom the attempts at hegemony by Charles V, Philip 11, Louis XIV, Revolu-
that g d Napoleonic France, Wilhelmine Germany, and Nazi Germany. Hence the
U.OHari‘/ ;2 ap ?n military power between the two leading states in the system is a key
e i antgof stability. Small gaps foster peace; larger gaps promote war.
deterr'nml ar weapons seem to be in almost everybody’s bad book, but the fact is that they
e force for peace. Deterrence is most likely to hold when the costs and risks
f going to war are unambiguously stark. The more horrible the prospectt of war, the le_ss
O‘kgl war is. Deterrence is also more robust when conquest is more dlfﬁcglt. Potential
:lg;rZssor states are given pause by the patent futility of attempts at expansion. i

Nuclear weapons favor peace on both cgunFsA The)f are weapons of mass estr;:c-
tion, and would produce horrendous devastation 1f used in any Anurribers. Moreover,l they
are more useful for self-defense than for aggression. If both sides nucl_ear ars_e;xla s ?;e
secure from attack, creating an arrangemer.)t of mut_ugl assured destruction, nc?lt elr side
can employ these weapons to gain a meaningful military advantage. Inteman;)na. con-
flicts then become tests of pure will. Who would dare to use these weapons o ummal%-
inable destructive power? Defenders have the advantage here, because defenders usually
value their freedom more than aggressors value new conquests.

Nuclear weapons further bolster peace by moving power relations among states tg-f
ward equality. States that possess nuclear deterrents can stgnd up to one another, even i
their nuclear arsenals vary greatly in size, as long as both sides haye an assured des:)rluc-
tion capability. In addition, mutual assured destruction l}elps alleviate the vexed problem
of miscalculation by leaving little doubt about the relative power of states.

No discussion of the causes of peace in the twentieth century wguld be completf:,
without a word on nationalism. With “nationalism” as a synonym for lovg of country
[ have no quarrel. But hypernationalism, the belief that other natlon.s or nation-states are
both inferior and threatening, is perhaps the single greatest dorpestlg threat to peace, al-
though it is still not a leading force in world politics. Hypematlonallsm arose in the pas(;
among European states because most of them were' natlc?n-states—stfltes compoze
mainly of people from a single ethnic group—that existed in an anar<?h1c world? under
constant threat from other states. In such a system people whq }ove their own nation can
easily come to be contemptuous of the nationaliges 1nhab1t1ng opposing states. Thet
problem is worsened when domestic elites demonize a rival nation to drum up suppor

ional-security policy. .

o n;t;zzin;ionalgrg ﬁndys its most fertile soil under rpilitary systems relying on'mas]s
armies. These require sacrifices to sustain, and the state 1s tf?mpte'd to appeal to 1_1at|0r'1a -
ist sentiments to mobilize its citizens to make them. The qu1ckepmg of hypernatlonal'ls}r‘n
is least likely when states can rely on small professional armies, or on comp.lex~ high-
technology military organizations that operate without vast Manpower. Fo'r thlfs 1&;;1j0n,
nuclear weapons work to dampen nationalism, becguse they shift the bz‘151s‘o military
power away from mass armies and toward smaller, high-technology orgamizations.

power is distrib
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Hypernationalism declined sharply in Europe after 1945, not only because of the
nuclear revolution but also because the postwar occupation forces kept it down. Moreover,
the European states, no longer providing their own security, lacked an incentive to whip up
nationalism to bolster public support for national defense. But the decisive change came in

the shift of the prime locus of European politics to the United States and the Soviet Union— - §

two states made up of peoples of many different ethnic origins which had not exhibited
nationalism of the virulent type found in Europe. This welcome absence of hypernational-
ism has been further helped by the greater stability of the postwar order. With less expecta-
tion of war, neither superpower felt compelled to mobilize its citizens for war.

Bipolarity, an equal balance of military power, and nuclear weapons—these, then,
are the key elements of my explanation for the Long Peace.

Many thoughtful people have found the bipolar system in Europe odious and have
sought to end it by dismantling the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe and diminishing Soviet
military power. Many have also lamented the military equality obtaining between the
superpowers; some have decried the indecisive stalemate it produced, recommending
instead a search for military superiority; others have lamented the investment of hundreds
of billions of dollars to deter a war that never happened, proving not that the investment,
though expensive, paid off, but rather that it was wasted. As for nuclear weapons, well, they
are a certifiable Bad Thing. The odium attached to these props of the postwar order has kept
many in the West from recognizing a hard truth: they have kept the peace.

But so much for the past. What will keep the peace in the future? Specifically, what
new order is likely to emerge if NATO and the Warsaw Pact dissolve, which they will do
if the Cold War is really over, and the Soviets withdraw from Eastern Europe and the
Americans quit Western Europe, taking their nuclear weapons with them—and should
we welcome or fear it?

One dimension of the new European order is certain: it will be multipolar.
Germany, France, Britain, and perhaps Italy will assume major-power status. The Soviet
Union will decline from superpower status, not only because its military is sure to
shrink in size but also because moving forces out of Eastern Europe will make it more
difficult for the Soviets to project power onto the Continent. They will, of course,
remain a major European power. The resulting four- or five-power system will suffer the
problems endemic to multipolar systems—and will therefore be prone to instability.
The other two dimensions—the distribution of power among the major states and the
distribution of nuclear weapons—are less certain. Indeed, who gets nuclear weapons is
likely to be the most problematic question facing the new Europe. Three scenarios of
the nuclear future in Europe are possible.

THE “EUROPE WITHOUT NUCLEAR
WEAPONS” SCENARIO
Many Europeans (and some Americans) seek to eliminate nuclear weapons from Europe

altogether. Fashioning this nuclear-free Europe would require that Britain, France, and
the Soviet Union rid themselves of these talismans of their sovereignty—an improbable
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evéntuality, to say the least. Those Vf/h() wish for it nevertheless believe that it ‘wo‘uldA be
the most peaceful arrangement possible. In fagt anuclear-free Europe has the dlStlnCtllon
of being the most ddangerous among the epv:snonable post—Cold War‘ orders. The pac1fy-
ing effects of nuclear weapons—the caut}on they genergte, the security they provide, the
rough equality they impose, and the clarity Qf the Telanve power they create——would‘be
lost. Peace would then depend on the other dimensions of the new order—the gumbel of
poles and the distribution of power among them. The geometry o.f power in Europe
would look much as it did between the world wars—a design for tension, crisis, and pos-
sibly even war. .

The Soviet Union and a unified Germany would likely be the most powerful states
in a nuclear-free Europe. A band of small independent states in Eagtern Europe would
lie between them. These minor Eastern European powers would be _llkely to fear the So-
viets as much as the Germans, and thus would probably not bc_: disposed to cooperaFe
with the Soviets to deter possible German aggression. In fact, this very problem arose in
the 1930s, and the past forty-five years of Soviet occupation have surely dpng httle. to
mitigate Eastern European fears of a Soviet military presence. Thu§ scenarios in Wthh‘
Germany uses force against Poland, Czechoslovakia, or even Austria enter the realm of
the possible in a nuclear-free Europe.

Then, too, the Soviet withdrawal from Eastern Europe hardly guarantees a perma-
nent exit. Indeed, the Russian presence in Eastern Europe has surged and ebbed repeat-
edly over the past few centuries. In a grave warning, a merr_lber. of President Mikhail
Gorbachev’s negotiating team at the recent Washington summit said, “You have the same
explosive mixture you had in Germany in the 1930s. The humiliation of a great power.
Economic troubles. The rise of nationalism. You should not underestimate the danger.”

Conflicts between Eastern European states might also threaten the stability of the
new European order. Serious tensions already exist between Hungary and Romania over
Romania’s treatment of the Hungarian minority in Transylvania, a formerly Hungarian
region that still contains roughly two million ethnic Hungarians. Absent the Sovigt
occupation of Eastern Europe, Romania and Hungary might have gone to war over t}.ns
issue by now, and it might bring them to war in the future. This is not the only potential
danger spot in Eastern Europe as the Soviet empire crumbles. The Polish-German border
could be a source of trouble. Poland and Czechoslovakia have a border dispute. If the
Soviets allow some of their republics to achieve independence, the Poles and the
Romanians may lay claim to territory now in Soviet hands which once belonged to them.
Looking farther south, civil war in Yugoslavia is a distinct possibility. Yugoslavi? and
Albania might come to blows over Kosovo, a region of Yugoslavia harboring a natxongl-
istic Albanian majority. Bulgaria has its own quarrel with Yugoslavia over Macedonia,
while Turkey resents Bulgaria’s treatment of its Turkish minority. The danger that these
bitter ethnic and border disputes will erupt into war in a supposedly Edenic nuclear-free
Europe is enough to make one nostalgic for the Cold War.

Warfare in Eastern Europe would cause great suffering to Eastern Europeans. It also
might widen to include the major powers, especially if disorder created fluid politics that
offered opportunities for expanded influence, or threatened defeat for states friendly to
one or another of the major powers. During the Cold War both superpowers were drawn
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into Third World conflicts across the globe, often in distant areas of little strategic im-
portance. Eastern Europe is directly adjacent to both the Soviet Union and Germany, and
it has considerable economic and strategic importance. Thus trouble in Eastern Europe
would offer even greater temptations to these powers than past conflicts in the Third
World offered to the superpowers. Furthermore, Eastern European states would have a
strong incentive to drag the major powers into their local conflicts, because the results of
such conflicts would be largely determined by the relative success of each party in find-
ing external allies.

It is difficult to predict the precise balance of conventional military power that wil}
emeirge in post—Cold War Europe. The Soviet Union might recover its strength soon after
withdrawing from Eastern Europe. In that case Soviet power would outmatch German
power. But centrifugal national forces might pull the Soviet Union apart, leaving no
remnant state that is the equal of a unified Germany. Finally, and probably most likely,
Germany and the Soviet Union might emerge as powers of roughly equal strength. The
first two geometries of power, with their marked military inequality between the two
leading countries, would be especially worrisome, although there would be cause for
concern even if Soviet and German power were balanced.

A non-nuclear Europe, to round out this catalogue of dangers, would likely be
especially disturbed by hypernationalism, since security in such an order would rest on
mass armies, which, as we have seen, often cannot be maintained without a mobilized
public. The problem would probably be most acute in Eastern Europe, with its uncertain
borders and irredentist minority groups. But there is also potential for trouble in
Germany. The Germans have generally done an admirable Jjob of combating hyperna-
tionalism over the past forty-five years, and of confronting the dark side of their past.
Nevertheless, a portent like the recent call of some prominent Germans for a return to
greater nationalism in historical education is disquieting.

For all these reasons, it is perhaps just as well that a nuclear-free Europe, much as
it may be longed for by so many Europeans, does not appear to be in the cards.

THE “CURRENT OWNERSHIP” SCENARIO

Under this scenario Britain, France, and the Soviet Union retain their nuclear weapons, but
no new nuclear powers emerge in Europe. This vision of a nuclear-free zone in Central
Europe, with nuclear weapons remaining on the flanks of the Continent, is also popular in
Europe, but it, too, has doubtful prospects.

Germany will prevent it over the long run. The Germans are not likely to be willing
to rely on the Poles or the Czechs to provide their forward defense against a possible di-
rect Soviet conventional attack on their homeland. Nor are the Germans likely to trust
the Soviet Union to refrain for all time from nuclear blackmail against a non-nuclear
Germany. Hence they will eventually look to nuclear weapons as the surest means of se-
curity, just as NATO has done.

The small states of Eastern Europe will also have strong incentives to acquire nu-
clear weapons. Without them they would be open to nuclear blackmail by the Soviet
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r by Germany if proliferation stopped there. Even if those major powers did not

‘ N - - et o
Umer, Is, no Eastern European state could match German or Soviet con-

have nuclear.arsena

ional strength. . . | | oo

velltl((j)learly then, a scenario in which current ownership continues, without prolifera
b ’

tjon, seems Very unlikely.

THE “NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION”
SCENARIO.

The most probable scenario in the wake of the Cold War is mthel' puclear px;;)lifsralt;ont
in Europe. This outcome is laden with dangers, but 1t al§0 might just provide t e 6_:5
be for maintaining stability on the Continent. Everything depends on how prolifera-
Ezrr)]eis managed. Mismanaged proliferation could produce disaster; well-managed pro-
liferation could produce an order nearly as stable as that_of thf: Lon.g Peace. N
The dangers that could arise from 1msmanaged prohfera'tlon are both profoun fm;
numerous. There is the danger that the proliferation process itself cguld g.nl/ce one o t e
existing nuclear powers a strong incentive to stop a nontn'uclear neighbor ;;olm JoTnllmi
the club, much as Israel used force to stop Irag from acquiring a nuclear capability. ;ex
is the danger. that an unstable nuclear competition \fvould emerge amgng the nevlv nuc] ga]r
states. They might lack the resources to make their _nuclear f_orces 1r_1vu1nergb e W “]T h
could create first-strike fears and incentives—a recipe for disaster in a crisis. Finally,
there is the danger that by increasing the number of fingers on the nuclear .m gger,. pro-
liferation would increase the risk that nuclear weapons would be fired by accident or cap-
ists or used by madmen.
tureqrt;l)ést:r;r?crll Zther danger}sl of proliferation can be lessened if the current nu.clear pow-
ers take the right steps. To forestall preventive attacks, they can extend security guar.an-]
tees. To help the new nuclear powers secure their deterrents, thely can provide techmc}?
assistance. And they can help to socialize nascent nuclear societies to unders_tand t e
lethal character of the forces they are acquiring. This kind of well-managed proliferation
olster peace. .
cou}(lj’r}:)e;li?el;ation srl)lould ideally stop with Germany. It has a large economic base, and
so could afford to sustain a secure nuclear force. Moreover, Gf:rmany 'would no dpubt
feel insecure without nuclear weapons, and if it felt insecure its impressive conventlong}
strength would give it a significant capacity to disturb' the tranquillity qf Europe: But i
the broader spread of nuclear weapons proves impossxple tq prevent Wlthout taklng' ex-
treme steps, the current nuclear powers should let prol}feratlon occur in Eastern Europe
while doing all they can to channel it in safe directions. o
However, 1 am pessimistic that proliferation can be well manage'd. The membq s of the
nuclear club are likely to resist proliferation, but they cannot easily manage thls_ thck):
process while at the same time resisting it—and they will have sgveral motives to re_snst. Tjn
established nuclear powers will be exceedingly chary of helpl.ng the new nuc]‘em PO,_“‘,UE
build secure deterrents, simply because it goes against the grain of state.t?ehavaor to share
military secrets with other states. After all, knowledge of sensitive military technology
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could be turned against the donor state if that technology were passed on to adversaries. Fur. |

thermore, proliferation in Europe will undermine the legitimacy of the 1968 Nuclear Non.
Proliferation Treaty, and this .could open the floodgates of proliferation worldwide. The

current nuclear powers will not want that to happen, and so they will probably spend their ]

energy trying to thwart proliferation, rather than seeking to manage it.

The best time for proliferation to occur would be during a period of relative inter-
national calm. Proliferation in the midst of a crisis would obviously be dangerous, since
states in conflict with an emerging nuclear power would then have a powerful incentive

to interrupt the process by force. However, the opposition to proliferation by citizens of 3
the potential nuclear powers would be so vociferous, and the external resistance from the ',’
nuclear club would be so great, that it might take a crisis to make those powers willing i
to pay the domestic and international costs of building a nuclear force. All of which #

means that proliferation is likely to occur under international conditions that virtually
ensure it will be mismanaged.

IS WAR OBSOLETE?

Many students of European politics will reject my pessimistic analysis of post—-Cold War
Europe. They will say that a multipolar Europe, with or without nuclear weapons, will
be no less peaceful than the present order. Three specific scenarios for a peaceful future
have been advanced, each of which rests on a well-known theory of international rela-
tions. However, each of these “soft” theories of peace is flawed.

Under the first optimistic scenario, a non-nuclear Europe would remain peaceful
because Europeans recognize that even a conventional war would be horrific. Sobered by
history, national leaders will take care to avoid war. This scenario rests on the “obsolescence
of war” theory, which posits that modern conventional war had become so deadly by 1945
as to be unthinkable as an instrument of statecraft. War is yesterday’s nightmare.

The fact that the Second World War occurred casts doubt on this theory: if any war
could have persuaded Europeans to forswear conventional war, it should have been
the First World War, with its vast casualties. The key flaw in this theory is the assump-
tion that all conventional wars will be long and bloody wars of attrition. Proponents
ignore the evidence of several wars since 1945, as well as several campaign-ending
battles of the Second World War, that it is still possible to gain a quick and decisive
victory on the conventional battlefield and avoid the devastation of a protracted conflict.
Conventional wars can be won rather cheaply; nuclear war cannot be, because neither
side can escape devastation by the other, regardless of what happens on the battlefield.
Thus the incentives to avoid war are of another order of intensity in a nuclear world than
they are in a conventional world.

There are several other flaws in this scenario. There is no systematic evidence
demonstrating that Europeans believe war is obsolete. The Romanians and the
Hungarians don’t seem to have gotten the message. However, even if it were widely
believed in Europe that war is no longer thinkable, attitudes could change. Public
opinion on national-security issues is notoriously fickle and responsive to
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o ulation by elites as well as to changes in the international environment. An end
i g . .
'mat?lfcold War, as we have seen, will be accompanied by a sea change in the geom-
t: y of poWer in Europe, which will surely alter European thinking about questions
etr

ar and peace. Is it not possible, for example, that German thinking about the
of W& f controlling Eastern Europe will change markedly once American forces
benef']t}ido wn from Central Europe and the Germans are left to provide for their own
are WI: orlas it not possible that they would countenance a conventional war against
secugl tz;ltially weaker Eastern European state to enhance their position vis-a-vis the
;ztiest Union? Finally, only one country need decide that war is thinkable to make

) war pOSSible.

|S PROSPERITY THE PATH TO PEACE?

Proponents of the second optimistic scenar.io base their optimis_m a.bout the future of
Europe on the unified European market coming in 1992—the realization of the dream of
the European Community. A strong EC, they argue, ensures that the European economy
will remain open and prosperous, which will keep the European states.cooperatmg w1.th
one another. Prosperity will make for peace. The threat of an aggressive Germany will
be removed by enclosing the newly unified German state in the benign emprace of the
EC. Even Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union can eventually bg brought into the EC.
Peace and prosperity will then extend their sway from the Atlantic to the Urals.

This scenario is based on the theory of economic liberalism, which assumes that
states are primarily motivated by the desire to achieve prosperity anq that lc?aders plgce
the material welfare of their publics above all other considerations, including §ecur1ty.
Stability flows not from military power but from the creation of a liberal economic order.

A liberal economic order works in several ways to enhance peace and dampen
conflict. In the first place, it requires significant political cooperation to make the trad_—
ing system work—make states richer. The more prosperous states grow, t.he grfaater thglr
incentive for further political cooperation. A benevolent spiral relat{onsh1p sets in
between political cooperation and prosperity. Second, a liberal economic order fgsters
economic interdependence, a situation in which states are mutually vulnerable in the
economic realm. When interdependence is high, the theory holds, there is less tempta-
tion to cheat or behave aggressively toward other states, because all states can retahgte
economically. Finally, some theorists argue, an international institution like the EC w1_ll,
with ever-increasing political cooperation, become so powerful that it will take ona life
of its own, eventually evolving into a superstate. In short, Mrs. Thatcher’s presentiments
about the EC are absolutely right. o

This theory has one grave flaw: the main assumption underplpnlng it is wrong.
States are not primarily motivated by the desire to achieve prosperity. Althopgh eco-
nomic calculations are hardly trivial to them, states operate in both an international po-
litical and an international economic environment, and the former dominates the la‘tter
when the two systems come into conflict. Survival in an anarchic international political
system is the highest goal a state can have.
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Proponents of economic liberalism largely ignore the effects of anarchy on state be-
havior and concentrate instead on economic motives. When this omission is corrected,
however, their arguments collapse for two reasons. - ) -

Competition for security makes it difficult for states to cooperate, which, according
to the theory of economic liberalism, they must do. When security is scarce, states be-
come more concerned about relative than about absolute gains. They ask of an exchange
not “Will both of us gain?” but “Who will gain more?” They reject even cooperation that
will yield an absolute economic gain if the other state will gain more, from fear that the
other might convert its gain to military strength, and then use this strength to win by co-
ercion in later rounds. Cooperation is much easier to achieve if states worry only about
absolute gains. The goal, then, is simply to ensure that the overall economic pie is ex-
panding and that each state is getting at least some part of the increase. However, anar-
chy guarantees that security will often be scarce; this heightens states’ concerns about
relative gains, which makes cooperation difficult unless the pie can be finely sliced to re-
flect, and thus not disturb, the current balance of power.

Interdependence, moreover, is as likely to lead to conflict as to cooperation, because
states will struggle to escape the vulnerability that interdependence creates, in order to
bolster their national security. In time of crisis or war, states that depend on others for
critical economic supplies will fear cutoff or blackmail; they may well respond by try-
ing to seize the source of supply by force of arms. There are numerous historical exam-
ples of states’ pursuing aggressive military policies for the purpose of achieving
economic autarky. One thinks of both Japan and Germany during the interwar period.
And one recalls that during the Arab oil embargo of the early 1970s there was much talk
in America about using military force to seize Arab oil fields.

In twentieth-century Europe two periods saw a liberal economic order with high lev-
els of interdependence. According to the theory of economic liberalism, stability should
have obtained during those periods. It did not.

The first case clearly contradicts the economic liberals. The years from 1890 to 1914
were probably the time of greatest economic interdependence in Europe’s history. Yet
those years of prosperity were all the time making hideously for the First World War.

The second case covers the Cold War years, during which there has been much in-
terdependence among the EC states, and relations among them have been very peaceful.
This case, not surprisingly, is the centerpiece of the economic liberals’ argument.

We certainly see a correlation in this period between interdependence and stability,
but that does not mean that interdependence has caused cooperation among the Western
democracies. More likely the Cold War was the prime cause of cooperation among the
Western democracies, and the main reason that intra-EC relations have flourished.

A powerful and potentially dangerous Soviet Union forced the Western democracies
to band together to meet a common threat. This threat muted concerns about relative
gains arising from economic cooperation among the EC states by giving each Western
democracy a vested interest in seeing its alliance partners grow powerful. Each incre-
ment of power helped deter the Soviets. Moreover, they all had a powerful incentive
to avoid conflict with one another while the Soviet Union loomed to the East, ready to
harvest the grain of Western quarrels.

iy
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[n addition, America’s hegemonic position in NATO, the military counterpart to the

. EC, mitigated the effects of anarchy on the Western democracies and induced cooperation
> f=1

them. America not only provided protection against the Soviet threat; it also guar-
amon§ that no EC state would aggress against another. For example, France did not have
ant:e  Germany as it re-armed, because the American presence in Germany meant that
iﬁe eGaermans were contained. With the United States serving asa night watchman, fears
about relative gains among the Western Europez.m states were miti gate@, and furthermore,
those states were willing to allow their economies to become tightly mterdepe'ndent
Take away the present Soviet threat to Western Europe, send the American forces

- home, and relations among the EC states will be fundamentally altered. Without a com-

mon Soviet threat or an American night watchman, Western European states will do what
they did for centuries before the onset qf the Cold War.—~]ook upon one.another with
abiding suspicion. Consequently, they will worry about nnba%anc_es in gains and abo.ut
the loss of autonomy that results from cooperation. Coqperapon in this new order will
be more difficult than it was during the Cold War. Conflict will be more likely.

In sum, there are good reasons for being skeptical about the claim that 2 more pow-
erful EC can provide the basis for peace in a multipolar Europe.

DO DEMOCRACIES REALLY LOVE PEACE?

Under the third scenario war is avoided because many European states have become
democratic since the early twentieth century, and liberal democrac.ies simply do not
fight one another. At a minimum, the presence of liberal demogracxes in Western Europe
renders that half of Europe free from armed conflict. At a maximum, democrac_y spreads
to Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, bolstering peace. The idea that peace is cognate
with democracy is a vision of international relations shared by both liberals and
neoconservatives.

This scenario rests on the “peace-loving democracies” theory. Two arguments are
made for it.

First, some claim that authoritarian leaders are more likely to go to war than lead-
ers of democracies, because authoritarian leaders are not accountable to their publif:s,
which carry the main burdens of war. In a democracy the citizenry, which pays the price
of war, has a greater say in what the government does. The people, so the argurvent goes,
are more hesitant to start trouble, because it is they who must pay the bloody price; hence
the greater their power, the fewer wars. .

The second argument rests on the claim that the citizens of liberal democrages re-
spect popular democratic rights—those of their countrymen, and those of people in other
states. They view democratic governments as more legitimate than other§, a.nc'i so are
Joath to impose a foreign regime on a democratic state by force. Thus an inhibition on
war missing from other international relationships is introduced when two democracies
face each other. _ ‘

The first of these arguments is flawed because it is not possible to sustain the Cli}l]ﬂ
that the people in a democracy are especially sensitive to the costs of war and therefore
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less willing than authoritarian leaders to fight wars. In fact the historical record shows
that democracies are every bit as likely to fight wars as are authoritarian states, though
admittedly, thus far, not with.other democracies. o .

Furthermore, mass publics, whether in a democracy or not, can become deeply im-
bued with nationalistic or religious fervor, making them pfone to support aggression and
quite indifferent to costs. The widespread public support in post-Revolutionary France
for Napoleon’s wars is just one example of this phenomenon. At the same time, author-
itarian leaders are often fearful of going to war, because war tends to unleash democra-
tic forces that can undermine the regime. In short, war can impose high costs on
authoritarian leaders as well as on their citizenry.

The second argument, which emphasizes the transnational respect for democratic
rights among democracies, rests on a secondary factor that is generally overridden by
other factors such as nationalism and religious fundamentalism. Moreover, there is an-
other problem with the argument. The possibility always exists that a democracy, espe-
cially the kind of fledgling democracy emerging in Eastern Europe, will revert to an
authoritarian state. This threat of backsliding means that one democratic state can never
be sure that another democratic state will not turn on it sometime in the future. Liberal
democracies must therefore worry about relative power among themselves, which is
tantamount to saying that each has an incentive to consider aggression against another
to forestall trouble. Lamentably, it is not possible for even liberal democracies to tran-
scend anarchy.

Problems with the deductive logic aside, at first glance the historical record seems
to offer strong support for the theory of peace-loving democracies. It appears that no tib-
eral democracies have ever fought against each other. Evidentiary problems, however,
leave the issue in doubt.

First, democracies have been few in number over the past two centuries, and thus
there have not been many cases in which two democracies were in a position to fight with
each other. Three prominent cases are usually cited: Britain and the United States (1832
to the present); Britain and France (1832-1849; 1871-1940); and the Western democra-
cies since 1945.

Second, there are other persuasive explanations for why war did not occur in those
three cases, and these competing explanations must be ruled out before the theory of
peace-loving democracies can be accepted. Whereas relations between the British and
the Americans during the nineteenth century were hardly blissful, in the twentieth cen-
tury they have been quite harmonious, and thus fit closely with the theory’s expectations.
That harmony, however, can easily be explained by common threats that forced Britain
and the United States to work together—a serious German threat in the first part of the
century, and later a Soviet threat. The same basic argument applies to relations between
France and Britain. Although they were not on the best of terms during most of the nine-
teenth century, their relations improved significantly around the turn of the century, with
the rise of Germany. Finally, as noted above, the Soviet threat goes far in explaining the
absence of war among the Western democracies since 1945.

Third, several democracies have come close to fighting each other, suggesting that the
absence of war may be due simply to chance. France and Britain approached war during

' the Rhineland during t
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crisis of 1898. France and Weimar Germany might have come to blows over
he 1920s. The United States has clashed with a number of elected
overnments in the Third World during the Cold War, including the Allende regime in
Chile and the Arbenz regime in Gl.xatemgla. .
Last, some would classify Wilhelmine Germany as a democracy, or at least a quasi-
democracy; if s, the First World War becomes a war among demgcracxes.
While the spread of democracy across Europe has great potential benefits for human
:shts, it will not guarantee peaceful relations among the states of post—Cold War
i ’e Most Americans will find this argument counterintuitive. They see the United
};J::t?; a.s fundamentally peace-loving, and they ascribc? this peacefulness to its democra-
tic character. From this they generalize that democracies are more peac.efull than author-
tarian states, which leads them to conclude thgt the complete delmocratlz?t.lon. of _Europe
would largely eliminate the threat of war. This view of international politics is likely to
be repudiated by the events of coming years.

the Fashoda

MISSING THE COLD WAR

The implications of my analysis are straightforward, if paradoxic?al. Dev.elopm.ents. that
threaten to end the Cold War are dangerous. The West has an interest in maintaining
peace in Europe. It therefore has an interest in maintaining the Cold War order, and he_nce
has an interest in continuing the Cold War confrontation. The Cold War aptagomsm
could be continued at lower levels of East-West tension than have pre\{alled in the past,
but a complete end to the Cold War would create more problems than it would’ solve:

The fate of the Cold War is mainly in the hands of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union
is the only superpower that can seriously threaten to overrun Europe, aqd the Soviet threat
provides the glue that holds NATO together. Take away that offensw_e threat and the
United States is likely to abandon the Continent; the defensive alliance it has headed for
forty years may well then disintegrate, bringing an end to the bipolar order that has kept
the peace of Europe for the past forty-five years.

There is little the Americans or the West Europeans can do to perpetuate the Cold War.

For one thing, domestic politics preclude it. Western leaders obviously cannot base
national-security policy on the need to maintain forces in Central Europe sxr'nply to k_eep
the Soviets there. The idea of deploying large numbers of troops in order to bait the Soviets
into an order-keeping competition would be dismissed as bizarre, and contrary to the
general belief that ending the Cold War and removing the Soviet yoke from Eastern Europe
would make the world safer and better. .

For another, the idea of propping up a declining rival runs counter to the.: basic be-
havior of states. States are principally concerned about their relative power in the sys-
tem-—hence they look for opportunities to take advantage of one another. If anything,
they prefer to see adversaries decline, and invariably do whgtever they can to speed up
the process and maximize the distance of the fall. States, in other worfis, do 1191 ask
which distribution of power best facilitates stability and then do everything pOS'Slb.]e' to
build or maintain such an order. Instead, each pursues the narrower aim of maximizing
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its power advantage over potential adversaries. The particular international order that
results is simply a by-product of that competition. h

Consider, for example, the origins of the Cold War order in' Europe. No state in-
tended to create it. In fact the United States and the Soviet Union each worked hard in
the early years of the Cold War to undermine the other’s position in Europe, which would
have needed the bipolar order on the Continent. The remarkably stable system that
emerged in Europe in the late 1940s was the unintended consequence of an intense com-
petition between the superpowers. :

Moreover, even if the Americans and the West Europeans wanted to help the Soviets
maintain their status as a superpower, it is not apparent that they could do so. The Soviet
Union is leaving Eastern Europe and cutting its military forces largely because its econ-
omy is floundering badly. The Soviets don’t know how to fix their economy themselves,
and there is little that Western governments can do to help them. The West can and should
avoid doing malicious mischief to the Soviet economy, but at this juncture it is difficult to
see how the West can have a significant positive influence.

The fact that the West cannot sustain the Cold War does not mean that the United
States should make no attempt to preserve the current order. It should do what it can to
avert a complete mutual withdrawal from Europe. For instance, the American negotiat-
ing position at the conventional-arms-control talks should aim toward large mutual force
reductions but should not contemplate complete mutual withdrawal. The Soviets may opt
to withdraw all their forces unilaterally anyway; if so, there is little the United States can
do to stop them.

Should complete Soviet withdrawal from Eastern Europe prove unavoidable, the
West would confront the guestion of how to maintain peace in a multipolar Europe.
Three policy prescriptions are in order.

First, the United States should encourage the limited and carefully managed pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons in Europe. The best hope for avoiding war in post—Cold
War Europe is nuclear deterrence; hence some nuclear proliferation is necessary, to
compensate for the withdrawal of the Soviet and American nuclear arsenals from
Central Europe. Ideally, as I have argued, nuclear weapons would spread to Germany
but to no other state.

Second, Britain and the United States, as well as the Continental states, will have to
counter any emerging aggressor actively and efficiently, in order to offset the ganging up
and bullying that are sure to arise in post-Cold War Europe. Balancing in a multipolar
system, however, is usually a problem-ridden enterprise, because of either geography or

the problems of coordination. Britain and the United States, physically separated from
the Continent, may conclude that they have little interest in what happens there. That
would be abandoning their responsibilities and, more important, their interests. Both
states failed to counter Germany before the two world wars, making war more likely. It
is essential for peace in Europe that they not repeat their past mistakes.

Both states must maintain military forces that can be deployed against Continental
states that threaten to start a war. To do this they must persuade their citizens to support
a policy of continued Continental commitment. This will be more difficult than it once
was, because its principal purpose will be to preserve peace, rather than to prevent an
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: ny. and the prevention of hegemony is a simpler goal to explau;l
jmminent RESED o this prescription asks both countnes to take on an gnaccustome
ublicty: Fur’thefn?or:?» basic nature of states to focus on maximizing relative power, ngt
task, given. e l'S] 't ]eNevertheless, the British and the Americans have a real stake 1‘n
on bolstenn Stabl' 12; there is the risk that a European war might involve the large-scaie
peace, espema‘l Y Smcms Therefore, it should be possible for their govgrnments to lead
use of nu‘.;lefm v\_/eaP niz.e this interest and support policies thgt protect it. 4
their pUbe sio inay eventually return to its past €expansionism and tl‘n eaten to up-
The Sovie Un;?rs‘o vgle are back to the Cold War. However, if the Soviets adhere t_o
st e S e So:/iet power could play a key role in counterng Germany_and in
statue pOhcles"n Eastern Europe. It is important in those cases v\fhere the Sov1et§ are
ma‘inta?mng olr(:\i:ri;g capacity that the United States cooperate with its former adversary
e bas?dual distrust from the Cold War obtrude. 4 _ .
ond r;"ol:i]rfit, zrieconcerted effort should be made to keep hyperna}lflo(r:lailclsr\r}lv at b;)l/; ei:tsie;:iteg]
i i ined during the Co ar,
in Baser Europe.SI:)]\?it:t)r;?Ssrmheﬁcziez)::ensulieave the heﬁrt of Euro_pe. It wi_ll be a force
Lo e Oilce curbed. The teaching of honest national history is especially _1mpor—
o trquble he ess;chin of false. chauvinist history is the main vehicle for §prgadmg hy-
o s:irzyilea;i;(e;tatesgthat teacix a dishonestly self-exculpating or self-glorifying history
perna : S th ¢ .
ShOU;\(]j o rc))‘??cl}]x::ls}; (t:arllstlicslaaiclll Eg]edesai;r;(.:tllgl}?ci;, 1 expect that the bulk of my :rest;rif;;):(si
b i tant strains of domestic Americ
will o ff_ﬂl_owe;lr;‘(ririgstthzuga;in;;ﬁetg; ;lzftzrbehavior. And even ifthey are followe}?,
B Opmlm\:ill not be guaranteed. If the Cold War is truly b_ehmd us, t}_lerefore, dt e
pte i)ci‘lai;; 511: tr}(x): E1:)ast forty-five years is not likely to be seen again in the coming decades.
sta




THE CLASH
OF CIVILIZATIONS?

- Samuel P Huntington

THE NEXT PATTERN OF CONFLICT

World politics is entering a new phase, and intellectuals have not hesitated to proliferate
visions of what it will be—the end of history, the return of traditional rivalries between
nation states, and the decline of the nation state from the conflicting pulls of tribalism
and globalism, among others. Each of these visions catches aspects of the emerging re-
ality. Yet they all miss a crucial, indeed a central, aspect of what global politics is likely
to be in the coming years.

It is my hypothesis that the fundamental source of conflict in this new world will
not be primarily ideological or primarily economic. The great divisions among hu-
mankind and the dominating source of conflict will be cultural. Nation states will remain
the most powerful actors in world affairs, but the principal conflicts of global politics
will occur between nations and groups of different civilizations. The clash of civiliza-
tions will dominate global politics. The fault lines between civilizations will be the bat-
tle lines of the future.

Conflict between civilizations will be the latest phase in the evolution of conflict in
the modern world. For a century and a half after the emergence of the modern interna-
tional system with the Peace of Westphalia, the conflicts of the Western world were
largely among princes—emperors, absolute monarchs and constitutional monarchs at-
tempting to expand their bureaucracies, their armies, their mercantilist economic
strength and, most important, the territory they ruled. In the process they created nation
states, and beginning with the French Revolution the principal lines of conflict were be-
tween nations rather than princes. In 1793, as R. R. Palmer put it, “The wars of kings
were over; the wars of peoples had begun” This nineteenth-century pattern lasted until
the end of World War 1. Then, as a result of the Russian Revolution and the reaction
against it, the conflict of nations yielded to the conflict of ideologies, first among com-
munism, fascism-Nazism and liberal democracy, and then between communism and 1ib-
eral democracy. During the Cold War, this latter conflict became embodied in the
struggle between the two superpowers, neither of which was a nation state in the classi-
cal European sense and each of which defined its identity in terms of its ideology.

These conflicts between princes, nation states and ideologies were primarily conflicts
within Western civilization, “Western civil wars.” as William Lind has labeled them.
This was as true of the Cold War as it was of the world wars and the earlier wars of the
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seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. With the end of the Cold War., interna-
tional politics moves out of its Western phase, and its centerpiece becomes the interaction
between the West and non-Western civilizations and among non-Western civilizations. In
the politics of civilizations, the peoples and governments of non-Western civilizations no
jonger remain the objects of history as targets of Western colonialism but join the West as
movers and shapers of history.

THE NATURE OF CIVILIZATIONS

During the Cold War the world was divided into the First, Second and Third Worlds.
Those divisions are no longer relevant. It is far more meaningful now to group countries
not in terms of their political or economic systems or in terms of their level of economic
development but rather in terms of their culture and civilization.

What do we mean when we talk of a civilization? A civilization is a cultural entity.
Villages, regions, ethnic groups, nationalities, religious groups, all have distinct cultures at
different levels of cultural heterogeneity. The culture of a village in southern Italy may be
different from that of a village in northern Italy, but both will share in a common Italian
culture that distinguishes them from German villages. European communities, in turn, will
share cultural features that distinguish them from Arab or Chinese communities. Arabs,
Chinese and Westerners, however, are not part of any broader cultural entity. They consti-
tute civilizations. A civilization is thus the highest cultural grouping of people and the
broadest level of cultural identity people have short of that which distinguishes humans
from other species. It is defined both by common objective elements, such as language,
history, religion, customs, institutions, and by the subjective self-identification of people.
People have levels of identity: a resident of Rome may define himself with varying degrees
of intensity as a Roman, an Italian, a Catholic, a Christian, a European, a Westerner.
The civilization to which he belongs is the broadest level of identification with which
he intensely identifies. People can and do redefine their identities and, as a result, the com-
position and boundaries of civilizations change.

Civilizations may involve a large number of people, as with China (“a civilization
pretending to be a state,” as Lucian Pye put it), or a very small number of people, such
as the Anglophone Caribbean. A civilization may include several nation states, as is the
case with Western, Latin American and Arab civilizations, or only one, as is the case with
Japanese civilization. Civilizations obviously blend and overlap, and may include sub-
civilizations. Western civilization has two major variants, European and North Ameri-
can, and Islam has its Arab, Turkic and Malay subdivisions. Civilizations are nonetheless
meaningful entities, and while the lines between them are seldom sharp, they are real.
Civilizations are dynamic; they rise and fall; they divide and merge. And, as any student
of history knows, civilizations disappear and are buried in the sands of time.

Westerners tend to think of nation states as the principal actors in global affairs.
They have been that, however, for only a few centuries. The broader reaches of human
history have been the history of civilizations. In 4 Study of History, Arnold Toynbee
identified 21 major civilizations; only six of them exist in the contemporary world.
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WHY CIVILIZATIONS WILL CLASH

Civilization identity will be increasingly important in the future, and the world will be
shaped in large measure by the interactions among seven or eight major civilizations,
These include Western, Confucian, Japanese, Islamic, Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox, Latin
American and possibly African civilization. The most important conflicts of the future
will occur along the cultural fault lines separating these civilizations from one another.

Why will this be the case?

First, differences among civilizations are not only real; they are basic. Civilizations
are differentiated from each other by history, language, culture, tradition and, most im-
portant, religion. The people of different civilizations have different views on the rela-
tions between God and man, the individual and the group, the citizen and the state,
parents and children, husband and wife, as well as differing views of the relative impor-
tance of rights and responsibilities, liberty and authority, equality and hierarchy. These
differences are the product of centuries. They will not soon disappear. They are far more
fundamental than differences among political ideologies and political regimes. Differ-
ences do not necessarily mean conflict, and conflict does not necessarily mean violence.
Over the centuries, however, differences among civilizations have generated the most
prolonged and the most violent conflicts.

Second, the world is becoming a smaller place. The interactions between peoples of
different civilizations are increasing; these increasing interactions intensify civilization
consciousness and awareness of differences between civilizations and commonalities
within civilizations. North African immigration to France generates hostility among
Frenchmen and at the same time increased receptivity to immigration by “good” Euro-
pean Catholic Poles. Americans react far more negatively to Japanese investment than
to larger investments from Canada and European countries. Similarly, as Donald
Horowitz has pointed out, “An Ibo may be . . . an Owerri Ibo or an Onitsha Ibo in what
was the Eastern region of Nigeria. In Lagos, he is simply an Ibo. In London, he is a
Nigerian. In New York, he is an African.” The interactions among peoples of different
civilizations enhance the civilization-consciousness of people that, in turn, invigorates
differences and animosities stretching or thought to stretch back deep into history.

Third, the processes of economic modernization and social change throughout the
world are separating people from longstanding local identities. They also weaken the
nation state as a source of identity. In much of the world religion has moved in to fill this
gap, often in the form of movements that are labeled “fundamentalist.” Such movements
are found in Western Christianity, Judaism, Buddhism and Hinduism, as well as in Islam.
In most countries and most religions the people active in fundamentalist movements are
young, college-educated, middle-class technicians, professionals and business persons.
The “unsecularization of the world,” George Weigel has remarked, “is one of the domi-
nant social facts of life in the late twentieth century.” The revival of religion, “la revanche
de Dieu,” as Gilles Kepel labeled it, provides a basis for identity and commitment that
transcends national boundaries and unites civilizations.

Fourth, the growth of civilization-consciousness is enhanced by the dual role of the
West. On the one hand, the West is at a peak of power. At the same time. however, and
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erhaps as a result, a return to the roots phenomenon 1s occurring among non-Western

7 - ilizations. Increasingly one hears references to trends toward a turning inward and
civi :

«Agianization” in Japan, the end of the Nehru legacy and the “Hinduization™ Of_ lnfiia.

ilure of Western ideas of socialism and nationalism and hence “rAe-I.slar.mza‘non ? Qf

the %Il'd dle East, and now a debate over Westernization versus Russianization in Boris

t\t/‘;tsi:{s country. A West at the peak of its power confronts nqn-Wests that increasingly
have the desire, the will and the resources 19 shape the world in non-Western ways.

In the past, the elites of non-Western societies were usually the people who were most

involved with the West, had been educated at Oxford, the Sorbonne or Sandhurst, and had

" absorbed Western attitudes and values. At the same time, the populace in non-Western

countries often remained deeply imbued with thg infiigenou§ cu}turg. Ngw, howeyer, .these
relationships are being reversed. A de-Westernization and indigenization of elites is oc-
curring in many non-Western countries at the same time that Western, usually American,
cultures, styles and habits become more popular among the mass of the people. _

Fifth, cultural characteristics and differences are less mutable and hence less eas1_ly
compromised and resolved than political and economic. ones. In the former SOYlet
Union, communists can become democrats, the rich can become poor and t_he poor rich,
but Russians cannot become Estonians and Azeris cannot become Armem’ans. In class
and ideological conflicts, the key question was “Which side are you on?’ and people
could and did choose sides and change sides. In conflicts between civilizations, the ques-
tion is “What are you?” That is a given that cannot be changed. Anq as we know, from
Bosnia to the Caucasus to the Sudan, the wrong answer to that question can mean avbul-
let in the head. Even more than ethnicity, religion discriminates sharply and excluswevly
among people. A person can be half-French and half-Arab aTnd sunultaneous}y even a cit-
izen of two countries. It is more difficult to be half-Catholic and half-Muslim.

Finally, economic regionalism is increasing. The proportions of total tradg that were
intraregional rose between 1980 and 1989 from 51 percent to 59 percent in Eurqpe,
33 percent to 37 percent in East Asia, and 32 percent to 3§ percept n No?th America.
The importance of regional economic blocs is likely to continue to increase mvthe' ﬁlt}lre.
On the one hand, successful economic regionalism will reinforce c1v1llzat1.or.1-
consciousness. On the other hand, economic regionalism may succeed only when 1t 1s
rooted in a common civilization. The European Community rests on the shared foupda—
tion of European culture and Western Christianity. The success of the North Arpencan
Free Trade Area depends on the convergence now underway of Mexican, Canadian and
American cultures. Japan, in contrast, faces difficulties in creating a con‘]parable_ eco-
nomic entity in East Asia because Japan is a society and civilization untque to 1tse;lf.
However strong the trade and investment links Japan may develop with other East Amgn
countries, its cultural differences with those countries inhibit and perhaps preclude its
promoting regional economic integration like that in Europe and North America. _

Common culture, in contrast, is clearly facilitating the rapid expansion of the economic
relations between the People’s Republic of China and Hong Kong, Tajwan. Singapore and
the overseas Chinese communities in other Asian countries. With the C old War over, gl]tural
commonalities increasingly overcome ideological differences, and mainland China an'd
Taiwan move closer together. If cultural commonality is a prerequisite for economic




38 Part I Introduction

integration, the principal East Asian economic bloc of the future is likely to be centered
on China. This bloc is, in fact. already coming into existence. As Murray Weidenbaum hag
observed, '

Despite the current Japanese dominance of the region, the Chinese-based economy of Asia is
rapidly emerging as a new epicenter for industry, commerce and finance. This strategic area
contains substantial amounts of technology andvmanufacturing capability (Taiwan), outstand-
ing entrepreneurial, marketing and services acumen (Hong Kong), a fine communications
network (Singapore), a tremendous pool of financial capital (all three), and very large endow-
ments of land, resources and labor (mainland China). . . . From Guangzhou to Singapore, from
Kuala Lumpur to Manila, this influential network—often based on extensions of the tradi-
tional clans—has been described as the backbone of the East Asian economy. !

Culture and religion also form the basis of the Economic Cooperation Organization,
which brings together ten non-Arab Muslim countries: Iran, Pakistan, Turkey, Azerbaijan,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, Tadjikistan, Uzbekistan and Afghanistan. One
impetus to the revival and expansion of this organization, founded originally in the 1960s
by Turkey, Pakistan and Iran, is the realization by the leaders of several of these countries
that they had no chance of admission to the European Community. Similarly, Caricom,
the Central American Common Market and Mercosur rest on common cultural founda-
tions. Efforts to build a broader Caribbean-Central American economic entity bridging
the Anglo-Latin divide, however, have to date failed.

As people define their identity in ethnic and religious terms, they are likely to see an
“us” versus “them” relation existing between themselves and people of different ethnic-
ity or religion. The end of ideologically defined states in Eastern Europe and the former
Soviet Union permits traditional ethnic identities and animosities to come to the fore.
Differences in culture and religion create differences over policy issues, ranging from
human rights to immigration to trade and commerce to the environment. Geographical
propinquity gives rise to conflicting territorial claims from Bosnia to Mindanao. Most
important, the efforts of the West to promote its values of democracy and liberalism as
universal values, to maintain its military predominance and to advance its economic
interests engender countering responses from other civilizations. Decreasingly able to
mobilize support and form coalitions on the basis of ideology, governments and groups
will increasingly attempt to mobilize support by appealing to common religion and
civilization identity.

The clash of civilizations thus occurs at two levels. At the microlevel, adjacent
groups along the fault lines between civilizations struggle, often violently, over the con-
trol of territory and each other. At the macro-level, states from different civilizations
compete for relative military and economic power, struggle over the control of interna-

tional institutions and third parties, and competitively promote their particular political
and religious values.

'Murray Weidenbaum. Greater China: The Next Economic Superpower? St. Louis: Washington University
Center for the Study of American Business, Contemporary Issues, Series 57, February 1993, pp. 2-3.
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FTHE FAULT LINES BETWEEN

CIVILIZATIONS

The fault lines betweén civilizations are replAacing the political and ideological boundaries
£ the Cold War as the flash points for crisis and bloodshed. The Cold War began wh.en
:)he iron Curtain divided Europe politically and ideologically. The qud War ended with
the end of the Iron Curtain. As the ideological diyxglor} of Europe has disappeared, the cul-
tural division of Europe between Western Christianity, on the one hand, z_lnq .Orth.odc?x
Christianity and Islam, on the other, has reemerged. The most significant dividing line in
Europe, as William Wallace has suggested, may well be the eastern boundary_ of Western
Christianity in the year 1500. This line runs along what are now the boundaries between
Finland and Russia and between the Baltic states an.d Russia, cuts through Belarus fmd
Ukraine separating the more Catholic western Ukraine from Orthodo?( eastern Ukraine,
swings westward separating Transylvania from the rest of Romama, -and then goes
through Yugoslavia almost exactly along the hpe now separating (_Zroatla_ and Slgven%a
from the rest of Yugoslavia. In the Balkans this hne., of course, coincides with the historic
boundary between the Hapsburg and Ottoman empires. The peoples tg the north and west
of this line are Protestant or Catholic; they shared the.: common experiences of European
history—feudalism, the Renaissance, the Reformation, the Enh_ghtenment, the French
Revolution, the Industrial Revolution; they are generally eco_nomxcglly petter off thaq the
peoples to the east; and they may now look forward to increasing 1nv91.\{exnent in a
common European economy and to the consolidation of democran-c polmcal. systems.
The peoples to the east and south of this line are OrthodO)g or Muslim; they h1st0r1cglly
belonged to the Ottoman or Tsarist empires and were only lightly touchgd by the shaping
events in the rest of Europe; they are generally less advanced economically; they seem
much less likely to develop stable democratic political systems. The Velye.t Curtgm ‘?f
culture has replaced the Iron Curtain of ideology as the most sigmﬁcant d1v1§1n'g line in
Europe. As the events in Yugoslavia show, it is not only a line of difference; it is also at
times a line of bloody conflict. o
Conflict along the fault line between Western and Islamic civillzat{ons has been
going on for 1,300 years. After the founding of Islam, the Arab and .MOOI'lSh surge west
and north only ended at Tours in 732. From the eleventh to the thlrteenth' c;ntury the
Crusaders attempted with temporary success to bring Christianity and Christian rule to
the Holy Land. From the fourteenth to the seventeenth century, the Ottoman Turks
reversed the balance, extended their sway over the Middle East and the Balkans, captured
Constantinople, and twice laid siege to Vienna. In the nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
turies as Ottoman power declined Britain, France, and Italy established Western control
over most of North Africa and the Middle East. .
After World War 11, the West, in turn, began to retreat; the colonial empires disap-
peared; first Arab nationalism and then Islamic fundamentalism manifested themselve's;
the West became heavily dependent on the Persian Gulf countries for its energy; the oil-
rich Muslim countries became money-rich and, when they wished to. weapons-rich. Sev-
eral wars occurred between Arabs and Israel (created by the West). France fought a bloody
and ruthless war in Algeria for most of the 1950s; British and French forces invaded Egypt
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in 1956; American forces went into Lebanon in 1958; subsequently American forces
returned to Lebanon, attacked Libya, and engaged in various military encounters with
Iran; Arab and Islamic terrorists, supported by at least three Middle Eastern governments,
employed the weapon of the weak and bombed Western planes and installations and
seized Western hostages. This warfare between Arabs and the West culminated in 1990,
when the United States sent a massive army to the Persian Gulfto defend some Arab coun-
tries against aggression by another. In its aftermath NATO planning is increasingly
directed to potential threats and instability along its “southern tier.”

This centuries-old military interaction between the West and Islam is unlikely to de-

cline. It could become more virulent. The Gulf War left some Arabs feeling proud that -
Saddam Hussein had attacked Israel and stood up to the West. It also left many feeling

humiliated and resentful of the West’s military presence in the Persian Gulf, the West’s
overwhelming military dominance, and their apparent inability to shape their own des-
tiny. Many Arab countries, in addition to the oil exporters, are reaching levels of economic
and social development where autocratic forms of government become inappropriate and
efforts to introduce democracy become stronger. Some openings in Arab political systems
have already occurred. The principal beneficiaries of these openings have been Islamist
movements. In the Arab world, in short, Western democracy strengthens anti-Western
political forces. This may be a passing phenomenon, but it surely complicates relations
between Islamic countries and the West. ]

Those relations are also complicated by demography. The spectacular population
growth in Arab countries, particularly in North Africa, has led to increased migration to
Western Europe. The movement within Western Europe toward minimizing internal
boundaries has sharpened political sensitivities with respect to this development.
In Italy, France and Germany, racism is increasingly open, and political reactions and
violence against Arab and Turkish migrants have become more intense and more wide-
spread since 1990.

On both sides the interaction between Islam and the West is seen as a clash of civiliza-
tions. The West’s “next confrontation,” observes M. J. Akbar, an Indian Muslim author,
“is definitely going to come from the Muslim world. It is in the sweep of the Islamic nations
from the Maghreb to Pakistan that the struggle for a new world order will begin.” Bernard
Lewis comes to a similar conclusion:

We are facing a mood and a movement far transcending the level of issues and policies and
the governments that pursue them. This is no less than a clash of civilizations—the perhaps
irrational but surely historic reaction of an ancient rival against our Judeo-Christian heritage,
our secular present, and the worldwide expansion of both.2

Historically, the other great antagonistic interaction of Arab Islamic civilization has
been with the pagan, animist, and now increasingly Christian black peoples to the south.
In the past, this antagonism was epitomized in the image of Arab slave dealers and black

2Bernard Lewis, “The Roots of Muslim Rage.” The drlantic Monthly, vol. 266, September 1990, p. 60;
Time, June 15, 1992, pp. 24-28.
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has been reflected in the on-going civil war in the Sudan between Arabs and
fighting in Chad between Libyan—supportedA insurgents and th.e government,

. ons between Orthodox Christians and Muslims in the Horn ofAfrlca, and the‘po—
tb(? ensio flicts; recurring riots and communal violence between Musltims and Christians
1mca} o 1Thé modernization of Africa and the spread of Christianity are likely to en-
in nge}?a' robability of violence along this fault line. Symptomatic of the intensification
hancfit S pﬂict was the Pope John Paul II’s speech in Khartoum in February 1993 attack-
9fthls COI1ions of the Sudan’s Islamist government against the Christian minority there.
e ﬂ(]:ni;e northern border of Islam, conflict has increasingly erupted between Orthodox

SlaVeS. 1t

" and Muslim peoples, including the carnage of Bosnia and Sarajevo, the simmering

violence between Serb and Albanian, the tenuous relations between Bulggrigns and their
Turkish minority, the violence between Ossetians anfi Ingush, the um‘e.mlttmg slaughter
of each other by Armenians and Azeris, the tense relations between Rus§1a11§ and Mu§]11ns
in Central Asia, and the deployment of Russian troops to p{‘otect Russm_n 1¥1tere§t.s in the
Caucasus and Central Asia. Religion reinforces the revival of ethnic 1(?entmes an.d
restimulates Russian fears about the security of their southern borders. This concern is
well captured by Archie Roosevelt:

Much of Russian history concerns the struggle between the Slavs and the Turkic peoples on
their borders, which dates back to the foundation of the Russian state more than a tthusand
years ago. In the Slavs’ millennium-long confrontation with their eastern neighbors lies the
key to an understanding not only of Russian history, but Russian char_acter. To understand
Russian realities today one has to have a concept of the great Turkic ethnic group that has pre-

occupied Russians through the centuries.?

The conflict of civilizations is deeply rooted elsewhere in Asia. The historic .clash
between Muslim and Hindu in the subcontinent manifests itself now not only in’the rivalry
between Pakistan and India but also in intensifying religious strife wit_hin India betwefen
increasingly militant Hindu groups and India’s substantial Muslim minority. The deStI'l.lCtl(?n
of the Ayodhya mosque in December 1992 brought to the fore the issue of .wheth.er India will
remain a secular democratic state or become a Hindu one. In East Asia, China hgs out-
standing territorial disputes with most of its neighbors. It has pursued a ruthless.pohcy to-
ward the Buddhist people of Tibet, and it is pursuing an increasingly ruthless policy toward
its Turkic-Muslim minority. With the Cold War over, the underlying differences between
China and the United States have reasserted themselves in areas such as human rights, trade
and weapons proliferation. These differences are unlikely to moderatg. A “new col'd war,”
Deng Xaioping reportedly asserted in 1991, is under way between China and‘Amerlca.

The same phrase has been applied to the increasingly difficult relatnogs betwe.en
Japan and the United States. Here cultural difference exacerbates ecgnmm_c conflict.
People on each side allege racism on the other, but at least on the Amerlcan side the an-
tipathies are not racial but cultural. The basic values, attitudes, behavioral patterns 0fthe
two societies could hardly be more different. The economic issues between the United

3Archie Roosevelt. For Lust of Knowing. Boston: Little, Brown, 1988, pp 332-333.
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States and Europe are no less serious than those between the United States and Japan,
but they do not have the same political salience and emotional intensity because the dif.
ferences between American culture and European culture are so much Jess than those be-
tween American civilization and Japanese civilization.

The interactions between civilizations vary greatly- in the extent to which they are -1

likely to be characterized by violence. Economic competition clearly predominates be-
tween the American and European subcivilizations of the West and between both of them
and Japan. On the Eurasian continent, however, the proliferation of ethnic conflict, epit-
omized at the extreme in “ethnic cleansing,” has not been totally random. It has been
most frequent and most violent between groups belonging to different civilizations. In
Eurasia the great historic fault lines between civilizations are once more aflame. This is
particularly true along the boundaries of the crescent-shaped Islamic bloc of nations
from the bulge of Africa to central Asia. Violence also occurs between Muslims, on the
one hand, and Orthodox Serbs in the Balkans, Jews in Israel, Hindus in India, Buddhists
in Burma and Catholics in the Philippines. Islam has bloody borders.

CIVILIZATION RALLYING: THE KIN-
COUNTRY SYNDROME

Groups or states belonging to one civilization that become involved in war with people
from a different civilization naturally try to rally support from other members of their
own civilization. As the post—Cold War world evolves, civilization commonality, what
H. D. S. Greenway has termed the “kin-country” syndrome, is replacing political ide-
ology and traditional balance of power considerations as the principal basis for coop-
eration and coalitions. It can be seen gradually emerging in the post—Cold War conflicts
in the Persian Gulf, the Caucasus and Bosnia. None of these was a full-scale war be-
tween civilizations, but each involved some elements of civilizational rallying, which
seemed to become more important as the conflict continued and which may provide a
foretaste of the future.

First, in the Gulf War one Arab state invaded another and then fought a coalition of
Arab, Western and other states. While only a few Muslim governments overtly supported
Saddam Hussein, many Arab elites privately cheered him on, and he was highly popular
among large sections of the Arab publics. Islamic fundamentalist movements universally
supported Iraq rather than the Western-backed governments of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia.
Forswearing Arab nationalism, Saddam Hussein explicitly invoked an Islamic appeal.
He and his supporters attempted to define the war as a war between civilizations. “It is
not the world against Iraq,” as Safar Al-Hawali, dean of Islamic Studies at the Umm
Al-Qura University in Mecca, put it in a widely circulated tape. “It is the West against
Islam.” Ignoring the rivalry between Iran and Iraq, the chief Iranian religious leader,
Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, called for a holy war against the West: “The struggle against
American aggression, greed, plans and policies will be counted as a jihad, and anybody
who 1s killed on that path is a martyr.” “This is a war,” King Hussein of Jordan argued,
“against all Arabs and all Muslims and not against lraq alone.”
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The rallying of substantial sections of Arab elilesAa.nd publics behind SAaddm‘n AH‘ussein

d those Arab governments in the anti-Iraq coalition to mo@erate their activities and

cause heir public statements. Arab governments opposed or distanced themselves from

temper ¢ eln“};estem efforts to apply pressure on Iraq, including enforcement of a no-fly

SUbsequet?e summer of 1992 and the bombing of Iraq in January 1993. The Western-

Zsm\)/ti:e:nTu:kish—Arab anti-Iraq coalition of 1990 had by 1993 become a coalition of almost
oviet-

7 wait against Iraq.
only;\;]es\lhi/i: il:)(rj)tlfz:lsted Wistern ac?ions against Iraq with the West’s failure to protect
nial]JlS against Setbs and to impose sanctions on Israel for violating UN ¥'e§glL1t%ons.
o West, they alleged, was using a double standard. A world of clashing civilizations,
I:fvever, ’is inevitably a world of double standards: people apply one standard to their
kin-countries and a different standard to others. . o .
Second, the kin-country syndrome also appeared in cqnﬂlcts in the former Soviet
Union. Armenian military successes in 19924 and ]9?3 spn}ulated Turlfey to bec91ne
increasingly supportive of its religious, ethnic a.nd linguistic brethrer_{ n .A,z’erb'aljan.
«We have a Turkish nation feeling the same sentiments as the Azerbaijanis,” said one
Turkish official in 1992. “We are under pressure. OuT newspapers are full of the
photos of atrocities and are asking us if we are still serious ?bout pursuing our .neu,-,
tral policy. Maybe we should show Armenia that there’s a big Turke:‘y in the region.
president Turgut Ozal agreed, remarking that Turkey should at least “scare Fhe Arme;
nians a little bit.” Turkey, Ozal threatened again in 1993, would_“show its fangs.
Turkish Air Force jets flew reconnaissance flights along the Armenian border; Turkey
suspended food shipments and air flights to Armt?'ma; and Turkey and Irap ann.ounced
they would not accept dismemberment of Azerbaijan. Ip the last years of its ex1s.tence,
the Soviet government supported Azerbaijan because 1-ts government was dommat.ed
by former communists. With the end of the Soviet Union, however, .polltlcal consid-
erations gave way to religious ones. Russian troops fought on the glde of the Arme’—’
nians, and Azerbaijan accused the “Russian government of turning 180 degrees
toward support for Christian Armenia. . -
Third, with respect to the fighting in the former Yugoslavia, Western publics mani-
fested sympathy and support for the Bosnian Muslims and the horrors they suffered at the
hands of the Serbs. Relatively little concern was expressed, however, over Croatian attacks
on Muslims and participation in the dismemberment of Bosnia-ngzegovipg. I'n' thve early
stages of the Yugoslav breakup, Germany, inan unusual display of d}plomanc 1n1t}at1ve aqd
muscle, induced the other 11 members of the European Community to follow its lead in
recognizing Slovenia and Croatia. As a result of the pope’s determinat_ign to provide strong
backing to the two Catholic countries, the Vatican extended recognition evep before the
Community did. The United States followed the European lead. Thus the lgadmg actors in
Western civilization rallied behind their coreligionists. Subsequently Croatia was reported
to be receiving substantial quantities of arms from Central European and other Wgstern
countries. Boris Yeltsin’s government, on the other hand, attempted to pursue a middle
course that would be sympathetic to the Orthodox Serbs but not alienate Russia f.rom the
West. Russian conservative and nationalist groups, however, including many legislators,
attacked the government for not being more forthcoming in its support for the Serbs.



44 Part I: Introduction

By early 1993 several hundred Russians apparently were servin
and reports circulated of Russian arms being supplied to Serbia

Islamic governments and groups, on the other hand, castigated the West for not 2
coming to the defense of the Bosnians. Iranian leaders urged Muslims from all coyp. 3
tries to provide help to Bosnia; in violation of the U.N. arms embargo, Iran supplieq 3
weapons and men for the Bosnians; Iranian-supported Lebanese groups sent guerriliag :
to train and organize the Bosnian forces. In 1993 up to 4,000 Muslims from over twq ;
dozen Islamic countries were reported to be fighting in Bosnia. The governments of 4

Saudi Arabia and other countries felt under increasing pressure from fundamentaligy

groups in their own societies to provide more vigorous support for the Bosnians. By

the end of 1992, Saudi Arabia had reportedly supplied substantial funding for weapong

and supplies for the Bosnians, which significantly increased their military capabilitieg

vis-a-vis the Serbs.

In the 1930s the Spanish Civil War provoked intervention from countries that
politically were fascist, communist and democratic. In the 1990s the Yugoslav conflict is 4
provoking intervention from countries that are Muslim, Orthodox and Western Christian. 3
The parallel has not gone unnoticed. “The war in Bosnia-Herzegovina has become the

emotional equivalent of the fight against fascism in the Spanish Civil War,” one Saudi

editor observed. “Those who died there are regarded as martyrs who tried to save their §

fellow Muslims.”

Conflicts and violence will also occur between states and groups within the same

civilization. Such conflicts, however, are likely to be less intense and less likely to ex-
pand than conflicts between civilizations. Common membership in a civilization re-
duces the probability of violence in situations where it might otherwise occur. In
1991 and 1992 many people were alarmed by the possibility of violent conflict be-
tween Russia and Ukraine over territory, particularly Crimea, the Black Sea fleet, nu-
clear weapons and economic issues. If civilization is what counts, however, the
likelihood of violence between Ukrainians and Russians should be low. They are two
Slavic, primarily Orthodox peoples who have had close relationships with each other
for centuries. As of early 1993, despite all the reasons for conflict, the leaders of the
two countries were effectively negotiating and defusing the issues between the two
countries. While there has been serious fighting between Muslims and Christians
elsewhere in the former Soviet Union and much tension and some fighting between
Western and Orthodox Christians in the Baltic states, there has been virtually no vi-
olence between Russians and Ukrainians.

Civilization rallying to date has been limited, but it has been growing, and it clearly
has the potential to spread much further. As the conflicts in the Persian Gulf, the Caucasus
and Bosnia continued, the positions of nations and the cleavages between them increas-
ingly were along civilizational lines. Populist politicians, religious leaders and the media
have found it a potent means of arousing mass support and of pressuring hesitant govern-
ments. In the coming years, the local conflicts most likely to escalate into major wars will

be those, as in'Bosnia and the Caucasus, along the fault lines between civilizations. The
next world war, if there is one, will be a war between civilizations.
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WEST VERSUS THE REST

extraordinary peak of power in relation to 0tl1§r civilizations. Its
et h. disappeared from the map. Military conflict among Western
e a(Si WesI:ern military power is unrivaled. Apart from Japap, t‘he
?2 challenge. It dominates intema.tional political a‘n.d secu(rjlty in-
th Japan international economic institum.ons‘ Global pqhgcal and secu-
d W}t i pl settled by a directorate of the United States, Britain and France,
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ofconflict. V. S. Naipaul has argued that Western civilization is the *
that “fits all men.” At a superficial level much of Western cul
rest of the world. At a more basic level, however, We
from those prevalent in other civilizations. Wester:
constitutionalism, human rights, equality, liberty,
kets, the separation of church and state, often have
Japanese, Hindu, Buddhist or Orthodox cultures.
produce instead a reaction against
digenous values, as can be seen in t
generation in non-Western cultur
ilization” is a Western idea, direc
and their emphasis on what disti
a review of 100 comparative st
values that are most important

n idéas of individualism, liberalism,

cal realm, of course, these differences are most manifest in the effort
States and other Western powers to induce other peoples to adopt We
cerning democracy and human ri ghts. Modern democratic government
West. When it has developed in non-Western societies it has usually be
Western colonialism or imposition.

The central axis of world politics in the future i
phrase, the conflict between “the West and the Re
civilizations to Western power and values.® Those responses generally take one or a
combination of three forms. At one extreme, non-Western states can, like Burma and
North Korea, attempt to pursue a course of isolation, to insulate their societies from
penetration or “corruption” by the West, and, in effect, to opt out of participation in the
Western-dominated global community. The costs of this course, however, are high, and
few states have pursued it exclusively. A second alternative, the equivalent of “band-
wagoning” in international relations theory, is to attempt to join the West and accept its
values and institutions. The third alternative is to attempt to “balance™ the West by devel-
oping economic and military power and cooperating with other non-Western societies

against the West, while preserving indigenous values and institutions; in short, to modern-
ize but not to Westernize.
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THE TORN COUNTRIES
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s the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, are can-
Some other countries have a fair degree of cultural
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*Harry C. Triandis, The New York Times, Dec. 25, 1990, p. 41,
ualism and Collectivism.” Nebraska Symposium on Motivatior
SKishore Mahbubani, “The West and the Rest.” The

and “Cross-Cultural Studies of Individ-
1. vol. 37, 1989, pp. 41-133.
National Interest, summer 1992, pp. 3-13.
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tries. Their leaders typically wish to pursue a bandwagoning §Frategy
e e embers of the West, but the history, culture and traditions of
y coum\x;\/estr;n The most obvious and prototypical torn country is Turkey.
their countrics - ety leaders of Turkey have followed in the Attatiirk tradition and
The late e o cular, Western nation state. They allied Turkey with the West
defined Turke}f S Sej ’ lied for membership in the European Community.
i d in the Gulf War; they applie : : : iy
inNAT 370, however, elements in Turkish society have supported an Islamic reviva
Avthesame T hOZNTurk’ey is basically a Middle Eastern Muslim sociefy. In addition,
i lite of T?Jrkey has defined Turkey as a Western society, the elite of the West
while the < Turkey as such. Turkey will not become a member of th; European
fefuses acce}()itthe rea)ll reason, as President Ozal said, “is that we are Ml.lshm _and they
Commlw’ n d they don’t say ’that” Having rejected Mecca, and then being rejected py
are O e d e: Turkey look? Tashkent may be the answer. The end _of t_hf: .Sov_1et
Bmssels, Wherek N the opportunity to become the leader of a revived Turkic civilization
Union_gl\’es - g?mtries from the borders of Greece to those of China. Enc.ouraged by the
O ey 161 aking strenuous efforts to carve out this new identity for. 1t§elf.
weStI,)TuzrlijtlllZI;ast decade Mexico has assumed a position somewhz:jt s1m1lart t(; ';hgto ?,f
st its historic opposition to Europe and attempted to jou
ke, e e T‘Lr:: }s/t?)z:r;?ioél:gx:itzgll 122;‘;);)1}:5 opposition to the United Stat'es and is
Eumpe, Mexwt(i)n to imitate the United States and to join it in the North Arpenc_an Fr_ee
o attenlt/ll) '%an leaders are engaged in the great task of redefining Mexwan identity
Tr?id}?a;/A::e;trofltlced fundamental economic reforms that eventually \gn}l leaddto Ct;l(l)rrlgz;
o iti adviser to President Carlos Salinas de
ment{ll P(;) htt l1Cal ‘ttltlliggr:l-e Ieﬁlltiz lcl?arlogrf’:s the Salinas government was making. When he
des'cnbe ; enrgked~ “That’s most impressive. It seems to me that bas.lcally you Wajlt to
ﬁlllnshed’l\iléye(rirclz fror.n a Latin American country into a North Amencan country. He
ookl ith surprise and exclaimed: “Exactly! That’s precisely vs{hat we are try{ng
120;)6 db?lttr(r)? cV:)ilrse v?; could never say so publicly.” As his rema.rlf indllsatt}i:s., in xﬁi:;’(;
in’Turke . significant elements in society resist the redefinition of their cour s
et o B s e 0 e g, » o
ilgn ; or —
pzzls%:z: gtz tgqxzcsvfgésl?oﬁlisﬁ\x:xgotz be a Latin American country (Salinas’ Ibero-
g -
Ameﬁfsigrizigai{?rf:ysﬁg l::;:e)n the most profoundly torn country. For thtetUthe;luittzrl;eiss,
ico is the most immediate torn country. Globally the most importan orn s
]I\{Alf;(s]i(:.)"ll"ie question of whether Russia is part qf the West or the leiiei osfS i wast;rslc(:)tbsslczz/rlecd
Orthodox civilization has been a recurring onein Russian history. .da 110 ot it o
by the communist victory in Russia, which 1mp9rted a Westet{nhx tez . fl)(/), e
Russian conditions and then challenged the West in the name o t. a xersus %{); e dom:
nance of communism shut off the historic debate over Westermzahgn v
With communism discredited Russians once again face that que?ond ecking to make
President Yeltsin is adopting Western principles and goahb :]lsgial] g 1o mese
Russia a “normal” country and a part of the West. Yet ﬁoth tde f (le e Serpe
Russian public are divided on this issue. Among the more modera .

and to make the
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Stankevich argues that Russia should reject the “Atlanticist” course, which would leaqd
it “to become European, to become a part of the world economy in rapid and orga-
nized fashion, to become the eighth member of the Seven, and to put particular em-
phasis on Germany and the United States as the two dominant members of the Atlantic

alliance.”” While also rejecting an exclusively Eurasian policy, Stankevich nonetheless

argues that Russia should give priority to the protection of Russians in other countries,
emphasize its Turkic and Muslim connections, and promote “an appreciable redistrib-
ution of our resources, our options, our ties, and our interests in favor of Asia, of the
eastern direction.” People of this persuasion criticize Yeltsin for subordinating Russia’s
interests to those of the West, for reducing Russian military strength, for failing to sup-
port traditional friends such as Serbia, and for pushing economic and political reform
in ways injurious to the Russian people. Indicative of this trend is the new popularity
of the ideas of Petr Savitsky, who in the 1920s argued that Russia was a unique
Eurasian civilization.” More extreme dissidents voice much more blatantly nationalist,
anti-Western and anti-Semitic views, and urge Russia to redevelop its military strength
and to establish closer ties with China and Muslim countries. The people of Russia are as
divided as the elite. An opinion survey in European Russia in the spring of 1992 revealed
that 40 percent of the public had positive attitudes toward the West and 36 percent had
negative attitudes. As it has been for much of its history, Russia in the early 1990s is truly
a torn country. .

To redefine its civilization identity, a torn country must meet three requirements.
First, its political and economic elite has to be generally supportive of and enthusiastic
about this move. Second, its public has to be willing to acquiesce in the redefinition.
Third, the dominant groups in the recipient civilization have to be willing to embrace the
convert. All three requirements in large part exist with respect to Mexico. The first two
in large part exist with respect to Turkey. It is not clear that any of them exist with respect
to Russia’s joining the West. The conflict between liberal democracy and Marxism-
Leninism was between ideologies which, despite their major differences, ostensibly
shared ultimate goals of freedom, equality and prosperity. A traditional, authoritarian, na-
tionalist Russia could have quite different goals. A Western democrat could carry on an
intellectual debate with a Soviet Marxist. It would be virtually impossible for him to do
that with a Russian traditionalist. If, as the Russians stop behaving like Marxists, they
reject liberal democracy and begin behaving like Russians but not like Westerners, the
relations between Russia and the West could again become distant and conflictual 8

Sergei Stankevich, “Russia in Search of Ytself)” The National Interest, summer 1992, pp. 47-51; Daniel
Schneider, “A Russian Movement Rejects Western Tilt,” Christian Science Monitor, Feb. 5. 1993, pp. 5-7.
%Owen Harries has pointed out that Australia is trying (unwisely in his view) 1o become a torn country
in reverse. Although it has been a full member not only of the West but also of the ABCA military and
intelligence core of the West, its current leaders are in effect proposing that it defect from the West, re-
define itself as an Asian country and cultivate close ties with its neighbors. Australia’s future, they ar-
gue, is with the dynamic economies of East Asia. But, as I have suggested, close economic cooperation
normally requires a common cultural base. In addition, none of the three conditions necessary for a torn
country to join another civilization is likely o exist in Australia’s case.
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'TH,E CONFUCIAN-ISLAMIC CONNECTION

to non-Western countries joining the West vary considerably. They are least
in American and East European countries. They are greatAer for the Qrthodgx coun-
for Lo former Soviet Union. They are still greater for Muslim, Confucian, Hindu and
fries Of' e 1:'es Japan has established a unique position for itself as an associate mem-
Buddb™ SOClet'l it.iscin the West in some respects but clearly not of the West in important
ber of tbe YVCS}]- countries that for reason of culture and power do not wish to, or cannot,
dimensions. | 05;3 ete with the West by developing their own economic, military and polit-
join the We?ft}f: ndi) this by promoting their internal development and by cooperating with
el powerw st:fn countries. The most prominent form of this cooperation is the Confucian-
otber o eection that has emerged to challenge Western interests, values and power.
ISlamKl: C(())rsltn without exception, Western countries are reducing their military power; under
Yelts/is;l’rsnleadership so also is Russia. China, North Korea an(_ivs‘everal Mlddlde I_Zasttehr.n
however, are significantly expanding their military capabilities. They are doing this
i 1t of arms from Western and non-Western sources and by the development of
py [‘he o rms industries. One result is the emergence of what Charles Krauthammer has
lndlger‘1‘(\)?:115 ; on States,” and the Weapon States are not Western states. Another result is the
e iti ear())f arms C(’mtro] which is a Western concept and a Western goal. During the
red]edﬁ :]?\l/:;) It]he primary purp(’)se of arms control was to establish a stable military balance
geotween the United States and its allies and the Sovi§t Union and its allies. In the ptols)t—CoIlS
War world the primary objective of arms control is to prevent the deyeloPlnenTl y \1}1\]0 -
Western societies of military capabilities that could threaten Westem 1r.1te1es(,its. :e " Z !
attempts to do this through internati(l)lnallag_reements, economic pressure and contro
d weapons technologies.
e t?ﬁzfsgggi:ﬁse;zeen thz West and the Confuci?n—ls!amic states focuse§ ¥arge.ly,. ]al-
though not exclusively, on nuclear, chemi(_:al and biological weapons, b.alh‘slt.lc 1]]125; ;:Z
and other sophisticated means for delivering them, and the guidance, inte 1g$rflc and
other electronic capabilities for achieving that goal. Thfe West Promotes nonpr(; i eTl ‘
as a universal norm and nonproliferation treaties aqd inspections as means of rea 1z(;ngf
that norm. It also threatens a variety of sanctions against those who promote the spr:ta gf
sophisticated weapons and proposes some benefits for those who.do not. T.he atte;? 1\?\/11 o
the West focuses, naturally, on nations that are actually or pqter?tlally hostxl.e to the Z .
The non-Western nations, on the other hand, as;,ert the'Ir right to acquire al;)d t(?bee(:j:
ploy whatever weapons they think necessary for their securle: They also havezj a ‘soi o
to the full, the truth of the response of the Indian defe?lse minister when asked wha e
son he learned from the Gulf War: “Don’t fight the Umtgd 'States un']ess you .hztt)veb ;mc .ij,l_
weapons.” Nuclear weapons, chemical weapons and missiles are ylewed p10. aC h)i/nil e
neously, as the potential equalizer of superior Western. conventional p(l))\.al/c'zl_ [ de( ,lo
course, already has nuclear weapons; Pakistan a1_1d India have the capa i ity O, Fim-z
them. North Korea, Iran, Iraq, Libya and Algeria appear to be attemptl‘ng 't_o dcileal-
them. A top Iranian official has declared that all Muslx'm states s‘h-())tni.d mqﬂ“,f,l}t;, e
weapons, and in 1988 the president of Iran rgporlgdly x;sme(l a (iflg?txlvt, u | I\V‘:q o
velopment of “offensive and defensive chemical. biological and radiological weapons.

The obStaC\CS
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Centrally important to the development of counter-West military capabilities is the
sustained expansion of China’s military power and its means to create military power,
Buoyed by spectacular economic development, China is rapidly increasing its military
spending and vigorously moving forward with the modernization of its armed forces. It
is purchasing weapons from the former Soviet states; it is developing long-range mis-
siles; in 1992 it tested a one-megaton nuclear device. It is developing power-projection
capabilities, acquiring aerial refueling technology, and trying to purchase an aircraft car-
rier. Its military buildup and assertion of sovereignty over the South China Sea are pro-
voking a multilateral regional arms race in East Asia. China is also a major exporter of
arms and weapons technology. It has exported materials to Libya and Iraq that could be
used to manufacture nuclear weapons and nerve gas. It has helped Algeria build a reac-
tor suitable for nuclear weapons research and production. China has sold to Iran nuclear
technology that American officials believe could only be used to create weapons and ap-
parently has shipped components of 300-mile-range missiles to Pakistan. North Korea
has had a nuclear weapons program under way for some while and has sold advanced
missiles and missile technology to Syria and Iran. The flow of weapons and weapons
technology is generally from East Asia to the Middle East. There is, however, some
movement in the reverse direction; China has received Stinger missiles from Pakistan.

A Confucian-Islamic military connection has thus come into being, designed to pro-
mote acquisition by its members of the weapons and weapons technologies needed to
counter the military power of the West. It may or may not last. At present, however, it is,
as Dave McCurdy has said, “a renegades’ mutual support pact, run by the proliferators
and their backers”” A new form of arms competition is thus occurring between Islamic-
Confucian states and the West. In an old-fashioned arms race, each side developed its
own arms to balance or to achieve superiority against the other side. In this new form of
arms competition, one side is developing its arms and the other side is attempting not to
balance but to limit and prevent that arms build-up while at the same time reducing its
own military capabilities.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE WEST

This article does not argue that civilization identities will replace all other identities, that
nation states will disappear, that each civilization will become a single coherent political
entity. that groups within a civilization will not conflict with and even fight each other.
This paper does set forth the hypotheses that differences between civilizations are real and
important; civilization-consciousness is increasing; conflict between civilizations will
supplant ideological and other forms of conflict as the dominant global form of conflict;
international relations, historically a game played out within Western civilization, will in-
creasingly be de-Westernized and become a game in which non-Western civilizations are
actors and not simply objects: successful political, security and economic international in-
stitutions are more likely to develop within civilizations than across civilizations; conflicts
between groups in different civilizations will be more frequent, more sustained and more
violent than conflicts between groups in the same civilization; violent conflicts between
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oroups in different civilizations are the most likely and most dangerous source of escala-
o

rion that could lead to global wars; the paramount axis of world politics will be the rela-
tions between “the West and the Rest”; the elites in some torn non-Western countries will
try to make their countries part of the We§t, but in most cases face major obstacles to ac-
complishing this; a central focus of conflict for the immediate future will be between the
West and several Islamic-Confucian states.

This is not to advocate the desirability of conflicts between civilizations. It is to set
forth descriptive hypotheses as to what the future may be like. If these are plausible
hypotheses, however, it is necessary to consider their implications for Western policy.
These implications should be divided between short-term advantage and long-term
accommodation. In the short term it is clearly in the interest of the West to promote
greater cooperation and unity within its own civilization, particularly between its Euro-
pean and North American components; to incorporate into the West societies in Eastern
Europe and Latin America whose cultures are close to those of the West; to promote and
maintain cooperative relations with Russia and Japan; to prevent escalation of local
inter-civilization conflicts into major inter-civilization wars; to limit the expansion of the
military strength of Confucian and Islamic states; to moderate the reduction of Western
military capabilities and maintain military superiority in East and Southwest Asia; to
exploit differences and conflicts among Confucian and Islamic states; to support in other
civilizations groups sympathetic to Western values and interests; to strengthen interna-
tional institutions that reflect and legitimate Western interests and values and to promote
the involvement of non-Western states in those institutions.

In the longer term other measures would be called for. Western civilization is both
Western and modern. Non-Western civilizations have attempted to become modern
without becoming Western. To date only Japan has fully succeeded in this quest. Non-
Western civilizations will continue to attempt to acquire the wealth, technology, skills,
machines and weapons that are part of being modern. They will also attempt to recon-
cile this modernity with their traditional culture and values. Their economic and mili-
tary strength relative to the West will increase. Hence the West will increasingly have to
accommodate these non-Western modern civilizations whose power approaches that of
the West but whose values and interests differ significantly from those of the West. This
will require the West to maintain the economic and military power necessary to protect
its interests in relation to these civilizations. It will also, however, require the West to de-
velop a more profound understanding of the basic religious and philosophical assump-
tions underlying other civilizations and the ways in which people in those civilizations
see their interests. It will require an effort to identify elements of commonality between
Western and other civilizations. For the relevant future, there will be no universal civi-
lization, but instead a world of different civilizations, each of which will have to learn
to coexist with the others.



PART Il

INTERNATIONAL REALISM:
ANARCHY AND POWER

The appeal of different schools of thought in international relations tends to vary with de-
velopments in the real world. Perhaps because the twentieth century was one of unprece-
dented catastrophe, the dominant tradition has been what is known colloquially as “power
politics.” In academic circles this family of ideas is known as “realism.” The main themes in
this school of thought are that in order to survive, states are driven to seek power, that moral
or legal principles that may govern relations among citizens within states cannot control the
relations among states, and that wars occur because there is no sovereign in the international
system to settle disputes peacetully and enforce judgments. States have no one but them-
selves to rely on for protection, or to obtain what they believe they are entitled to by right.

Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War, the history of the conflict between Athens and
Sparta two and a half millennia ago, is the classic statement of these ideas. The selection
included here-—the Melian Dialogue—is perhaps the most extreme and frank discussion
of power politics, unclouded by diplomatic niceties, ever recorded. Taken alone, the di-
alogue can appear a caricature, so readers are encouraged to read more of the original
work, which is rich in commentary on various aspects of balance of power politics, strat-
egy, and the role of ideology and domestic conflict in international relations.!

The tradition of realism can be traced in various forms through Machiavelli,
Hobbes, the German schools of Realpolitik and Machtpolitik, to E. H. Carr, Reinhold
Niebuhr, Hans Morgenthau, and others in the mid-twentieth century. The selections from
Machiavelli’s The Prince and Hobbes’s Leviathan that follow capsulize their views of the
roots of political ruthlessness, the similarity of diplomacy and political competition to
the state of nature, and the need for leaders who seek to secure their regimes to do things
in public life that are condemned in traditional codes of morality.

"Thucydides also presents examples that differ markedly from the Melian Dialogue, such as the Mytifene
debate. See Michael Walzer's comparison in Jist and Unjust Wars (New York: Basic Books. 1977).pp. 5 11
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Students not steeped in political philosophy should avoid the popular misinterpre-
tation of these thinkers as amoral. Rather they should be understood as moral relativists,
concerned with the need to secure the prerequisite (power) for achievement of anything
moral, a need that may require behavior inconsistent with absolute norms or religious
ethics. As Machiavelli argues in the following excerpt, a prince must “not deviate from
what is good, if possible, but be able to do evil if constrained.”

In the past century, Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations? was the most prominent
textbook of realism in the United States. Carr’s Twenty Years Crisis, on the other hand,
is distinguished by its pungency, which helps to convey the essence of realism in brief
selections. Before pigeonholing Carr as a strident realist, however, note his eloquent dis-
cussion of the serious deficiencies of the theory in the middle of the excerpts that follow.

The most prominent recent writings in the realist school have been dubbed “neo-
or “structural” realism to distinguish their more rigorously scientific formulation of the
theory. Neorealists focus less on the questions of human motivation or the nature of po-
litical regimes than on the security incentives posed by the structure of the international
system. The selection by Kenneth Waltz, the dean of neorealism, is close to a summary
of his masterwork, Theorv of International Politics.> Mearsheimer’s hyper-realist argu-
ment in favor of the Cold War, featured in Part 1, derives directly from Waltz’s reasoning
about the stability of a bipolar world (discussed in this selection), and the pacifying ef-
fect of nuclear weapons (discussed in the selection by Waltz in Part VIII).

The favorable view of bipolarity among neorealists, however, contradicts traditional
balance of power theory. In considering whether a world of only two major powers, as
opposed to a world of many, should be less likely to lead to war, compare Waltz and
Mearsheimer with Thucydides, Blainey, and Gilpin. The competition between Athens
and Sparta, for example, unlike that between the United States and the Soviet Union,
ended in disaster. Where Waltz sees bipolarity as imposing clarity and stability on the
competition, others see it as inherently unstable, a delicate balance between contenders
ever striving for primacy. Robert Gilpin sees history as a succession of struggles for
hegemony between declining and rising powers, with the struggles normally resolved by
a major war. Geoffrey Blainey considers a hierarchical system, in which differences in
power are clear, as most stable. When there is no doubt about who would prevail if dis-
agreements were to lead to combat, there is little chance that the strong will need to re-
sort to combat or that the weak will dare. Blainey sees a world of rough parity, in
contrast, as unstable, because it is easier for states to miscalculate the balance of power
and their chances of being able to impose their will by either initiating or resisting the
use of force. This view is consistent with Gilpin’s, since the challenger in a hegemonic
transition is usually one whose power is approaching that of the leading state.

*Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 5th edition (New York: Knopf. 1973).

SKenneth N. Waliz. Theory of International Politics (Reading. Mass.: Addison-Wesley. 1979). See also
Waliz, Man, the State. and War (New York: Columbia University Press. 1959). For a larec collection of
recent views on realism see the two special issues in volume 5, numbers 2 and 3. of Securiny Siudies
edited by Benjamin Frankel: Roois of Realism (winter 1995) and Realism: Restatemenis and Renewal
(spring 1996)
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How much do the structure of the international balance of power and competition
for primacy determine the actions f)f stalcsj.’ We might ask l?ow one c?uld have predicted
the end of the Cold War from real@ theorle.s. Was Flle Soyset Umon s voluntary surren-
der of controi over Eastern Europe in 1989. indeed its entire w1thdrawﬂ from thg power
struggle with the West, consistent with suc;h explanatpns of state behavior? Realists un-
Jerstand that statesmen do not always act in accord Wlm realist norms. But the enormity
of the Gorbachev revolution is an uncomfortable exception for the theory to have to bear.
Nevertheless, realist scholars offer arguments for why the end of the Cold War should
confirm their theories rather than revise them.* 4

If readers are not fully convinced that realist theories adequately explain the end of
the Cold War they might consider another possibility. The greﬁltest irony xnlght be that
the end came from the adoption of liberal ideas about international cooperation by the
leadership of the Soviet Union, the superpower that had so tenaciously opposed Western
liberalism as 2 model for the world.> The readings in Part I1I will present some tenets of
the liberal tradition that offer a very different view of the possibilities of peace from the
one presented in this section.

—RKB

YKenneth N. Waltz, “Structural Realism After the Cold War,” International Security 25, No. | (summer
2000): William C. Wohlforth. “Realism and the End of the Cold War,” Jnrernational Security 19. No. 3
(winter 1994/95). See also Richard K. Betts, “Not with My Thucydides. You Don’t,” The American In-
terest 2. No. 4 (March/April 2007), p. 142. i

3A further irony would be that if the liberal explanation for Soviet foreign policy at the end of the Cold
War is convineing, the results in terms of international politics are still consistent with realism. The
Gorbachev rcvoltﬁion contributed to the destruction of the Soviet Union, even if it did not fully causc it.
ft was not necessarily inevitable that a more ruthless Soviet leadership would have failed to preserve
the empire. at least into the twenty-first century. In Waltz's terms. the Soviet Union certainly did “fall by
the wayside”




THE MELIAN DIALOGUE

Thucydides

The Melians are a colony of Lacedaemon [Sparta] that would not submit to the Atheni-
ans like the other islanders, and at first remained neutral and took no part in the strug-
gle, but afterwards upon the Athenians using violence and plundering their territory,
assumed an attitude of open hostility. Cleomedes, son of Lycomedes, and Tisias, son of
Tisimachus, the generals, encamping in their territory with the above armament, before
doing any harm to their land, sent envoys to negotiate. These the Melians did not bring
before the people, but bade them state the object of their mission to the magistrates and
the few; upon which the Athenian envoys spoke as follows:—

Athenians: ‘Since the negotiations are not to go on before the people, in order that
we may not be able to speak straight on without interruption, and deceive the ears of the
multitude by seductive arguments which would pass without refutation (for we know that
this is the meaning of our being brought before the few), what if you who sit there were
to pursue a method more cautious still! Make no set speech yourselves, but take us up at
whatever you do not like, and settle that before going any farther. And first tell us if this
proposition of ours suits you.’

The Melian commissioners answered:—

Melians: “To the fairness of quietly instructing each other as you propose there is
nothing to object; but your military preparations are too far advanced to agree with what
you say, as we see you are come to be judges in your own cause, and that all we can rea-
sonably expect from this negotiation is war, if we prove to have right on our side and
refuse to submit, and in the contrary case, slavery.’

Athenians: ‘1f you have met to reason about presentiments of the future, or for any-
thing else than to consult for the safety of your state upon the facts that you see before
you, we will give over; otherwise we will go on.’

Melians: ‘It is natural and excusable for men in our position to turn more ways than
one both in thought and utterance. However, the question in this conference is, as you
say, the safety of our country; and the discussion, if you please, can proceed in the way
which you propose.’

Athenians: ‘For ourselves, we shall not trouble you with specious pretences—
either of how we have a right to our empire because we overthrew the Mede, or are
now attacking you because of wrong that you have done us—and make a long speech
which would not be believed; and in return we hope that you, instead of thinking to

Thucydides. The Peloponnesian War, Richard Crawley, trans. (New York: The Modern Library, 1934),
Book V.
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; nce us by saying that you did not join the Lacedaemonians, although their
mﬂue. ts. or that you have done us no wrong, will aim at what is feasible, holding in
quofl:}ie }eal sentiments of us both; since you know as well as we do that right, as the
Vlev:d goes, 1S only in question between equals in power, while the strong do what they
wc;r and the weak suffer what they must.’ _ _ A
Melians: ‘As we think, at any rate, it is expedient—we speak as we are obliged, since
ou enjoin us to let right alone and talk only of interest—that you should.not destroy
?Nhat is our common protection, the privilege of being allowed inA dgnger to invoke what
is fair and right, and even to profit by argumgnts qot strictly valid if they can be got.to
pass current. And you are as much interested in this as any, as your .fall would ’be a sig-
nal for the heaviest vengeance and an example for the world to mefhtate upon.”
Athenians: “The end of our empire, if end it should, does not frlghten us:a rwgl em-
pire like Lacedaemon, even if Lacedaemon was our real antagonist, 18 no.t so terrible _to
the vanquished as subjects who by themselves attagk and overpower their rulers. This,
however, is a risk that we are content to take. We will now proceed to show you that we
are come here in the interest of our empire, and that we shall. say whgt we are now going
to say, for the preservation of your country; as we would fain CXCI'C’ISG that empire over
you without trouble, and see you preserved for the good of us both. ’
Melians: “And how, pray, could it turn out as good for us to serve as for youto rulfa?
Athenians: ‘Because you would have the advantage of submitting before suffering
the worst, and we should gain by not destroying you.’
Melians: “So that you would not consent to our being neutral, friends instead of en-
emies, but allies of neither side.’ o
Athenians: “No; for your hostility cannot so much hurt us as your friendship will be
an argument to our subjects of our weakness, and your enmity of our power.’ .
Melians: ‘s that your subjects’ idea of equity, to put those who have nothing tg do
with you in the same category with peoples that are most of them your own colonists,
and some conquered rebels?’ .
Athenians: ‘As far as right goes they think one has as much of it as the other, and that if
any maintain their independence it is because they are strong, and that if we do not' mplest
them it is because we are afraid; so that besides extending our empire we should gain in se-
curity by your subjection; the fact that you are islanders and weaker than others rendering it
all the more important that you should not succeed in baffling the masters of the sea.’ o
Melians: ‘But do you consider that there is no security in the policy which we indi-
cate? For here again if you debar us from talking about justice and invite us to obey your
interest, we also must explain ours, and try to persuade you, if the two happen to coin-
cide. How can you avoid making enemies of all existing neutrals who shall look gt our
case and conclude from it that one day or another you will attack them? And what is this
but to make greater the enemies that you have already, and to force others to become $0
who would otherwise have never thought of it?” '
Athenians: “Why, the fact is that continentals generally give us but little a'la'nn; the llb—
erty which they enjoy will long prevent their taking precautions against us; it 18 rather is-
landers like yourselves, outside our empire, and subjects smarting under thg yoke, whcz
would be the most likely to take a rash step and lead themselves and us into obvious danger.

ca
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Melians: ‘Well then, if you risk so much to retain your empire, and your subjects tg
get rid of it, it were surely great baseness and cowardice in us who are still free'not to try
everything that can be tried, before submitting to your yoke.’ :

Athenians: “Not if you are well advised, the contest not being an equal one, with ho-
nour as the prize and shame as the penalty, but a question of self-preservation and of not
resisting those who are far stronger than you are.’

Melians: ‘But we know that the fortune of war is sometimes more impartial than the
disproportion of numbers might lead one to suppose; to submit is to give ourselves over
to despair, while action still preserves for us a hope that we may stand erect.”

Athenians. “Hope, danger’s comforter, may be indulged in by those who have abun-
dant resources, if not without loss at all events without ruin; but its nature is to be ex-
travagant, and those who go so far as to put their all upon the venture see it in its true
colours only when they are ruined; but so long as the discovery would enable them to
guard against it, it is never found wanting. Let not this be the case with you, who are
weak and hang on a single turn of the scale; nor be like the vulgar, who, abandoning such
security as human means may still afford, when visible hopes fail them in extremity, turn
to invisible, to prophecies and oracles, and other such inventions that delude men with
hopes to their destruction.’

Melians: *You may be sure that we are as well aware as you of the difficuity of con-
tending against your power and fortune, unless the terms be equal. But we trust that the
gods may grant us fortune as good as yours, since we are just men fighting against un-
Just, and that what we want in power will be made up by the alliance of the Lacedaemo-
nians, who are bound if only for very shame, to come to the aid of their kindred. Our
confidence, therefore, after all is not so utterly irrational”’

Athenians: ‘When you speak of the favour of the gods, we may as fairly hope for
that as yourselves; neither our pretensions nor our conduct being in any way contrary
to what men believe of the gods, or practise among themselves. Of the gods we believe,
and of men we know, that by a necessary law of their nature they rule wherever they
can. And it is not as if we were the first to make this law, or to act upon it when made:
we found it existing before us, and shall leave it to exist for ever after us; all we do is
to make use of it, knowing that you and everybody else, having the same power as we
have, would do the same as we do. Thus, as far as the gods are concerned, we have no
fear and no reason to fear that we shall be at a disadvantage. But when we come to your
notion about the Lacedaemonians, which leads you to believe that shame will make
them help you, here we bless your simplicity but do not envy your folly. The Lacedae-
monians, when their own interests of their country’s laws are in question, are the wor-
thiest men alive; of their conduct towards others much might be said, but no clearer idea
of it could be given than by shortly saying that of all the men we know they are most
conspicuous in considering what is agreeable honourable, and what is expedient just.

Such a way of thinking does not promise much for the safety which you now unrea-
sonably count upon.’

Melians: *But it is for this very reason that we now trust to their respect for expedi-

ency to prevent them from betraying the Melians, their colonists, and thereby losing the
confidence of their friends in Hellas and helping their enemies.’

- o0k to this even more

The Melian Dialogue 59

' ians. “Then you do not adopt the vi?w that expediency goes with security,
At-hen‘mnahd honour cannot be followed without danger; and danger the Lacedae-
Whm'a Juszzserally court as little as possible.’ . P
o s ‘But we believe that they would be more likely to face even danger for our
Melzanf. e confidence than for others, as our nearness to Peloponnese makes
sake, ’and wlt}? m(z; act. and our common blood insures our fidelity. .
it cast®” fOI"t e-n?Y b;n what an intending ally trusts to, is not the goodwill of those
A ets’ decided superiority of power for action; and the Lacedaemonians
o than others. At least, such is their distrust of tl_le?r home resources
.t is only with numerous allies that they attack a pelghb?ur; now is it likely that while
that 3t 3 ters of the sea they will cross over to an island? A ‘ .
wea® m_aS e-rS‘B t they would have others to send. The Cretan sea1s a wide one, anq it
MEIM'M& 1 1fI th?)se who command it to intercept others, than for those w}}o wish
s m10 r(;? dtl}fgfr:l tto (()11;3 so safely. And should the Lacedaemonians miscarry in this, they
to eluce ’

1d fall upon your land, and upon those left of your allies whom Brasidas did not
wou

h: and instead of places which are not yours, you will have to fight for your own
reach; .
and your own confederacy. _ _
Coun,tcirt}}lzeniaZS' ‘Some diversion of the kind you speak of you may one dgy experience,
;15 others have done, that the Athenians never once yet withdrew from a
P truck by the fact, that after saying you would con-
i is di i i thing
11 this discussion you have mentioned no
the safety of your country, in 2
SUIF i?rmen migh)t, trust in and think to be saved by. Your strongest arguments depepd
e hope and the future, and your actual resources are t00 scanty, as compared with
U}E’(’n arIr)ayed against you, for you to come out victorious. You will therefore show
e , ) _
tr(e):zxt blindness of judgment, unless, after allowing us to retire, you can ﬁn.d some
. sel more prudent than this. You will surely not be caught by thaF idea of d%sgrace,
Cot?'zh in dangers that are disgraceful, and at the same time too plain t}cl> be 121§taken,
whi
i i i the very men that have their eyes
nkind; since in too many cases .
B o e o it ’ ing 1 hi lled disgrace, by the mere
hing into, let the thing ca grace,
erfectly open to what they are rus . _ ;
?nﬁuenc}é cf)f a seductive name, lead them on to a point at vs{hlch they b.econ'lce1 50 en
slaved by the phrase as in fact to fall wilfully into hopeless disaster, aI;]d mcm1 1sfgra.ce
i i f error, than when it comes as the result of mis-
more disgraceful as the companion © )t con : .
fortune "%his if you are well advised, you will guard against; and y]i)u will ?g)t thll’(lik
. , will : ink
it di i test city in Hellas, when it makes you the m
it dishonourable to submit to the grea : : e b the mod-
ing its tri 1ly, without ceasing to enjoy the country
erate offer of becoming its tributary ally, witho _ .
longs to you; nor when you have the choice given you between war an}c]l szcuntty, w1]1;
i And it is certain that those who do not yie
ou be so blinded as to choose the WOTSe. . : .
ilo their equals, who keep terms with their superiors, and are moderate ftowa\rds tl?::}ir
' 1 tter, therefore, after our with-
i 1 le succeed best. Think over the matter, .
;nfem;rs, 0(;1 thﬂeezth:nce and again that it is for your country that you are consulting,
and re : . . isulting,
tk:::v;o,u have not more than one, and that upon this one deliberation depends its pros

who ask his aid, b

only to le
siege for fear of any. But we are s

perity or ruin’ .
The Athenians now withdrew frgm t .
selves, came to a decision corresponding with wh

he conference; and the Melians, left to them-
at they had maintained in the discussion,
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and answered, ‘Our resolution, Athenians, is the same as it was at first. We will not in amo. 3

ment deprive of freedom a city that has been inhabited these seven hundred
put our trust in the fortune by which the gods have

our country after making such a treaty as shall seem fit to us both.’

Such was the answer of the Melians. The Athenians now departing from the con. ‘\
ference said, “Well, you alone, as it seems to us, judging from these resolutions, regard ;
what is future as more certain than what is before your eyes, and what is out of sight, in 1

your eagerness, as already coming to pass; and as you have staked most on, and trusted

most in, the Lacedaemonians, your fortune, and your hopes, so will you be most com- 3

pletely deceived.

The Athenian envoys now returned to the army; and the Melians showing no signs
of yielding, the generals at once betook themselves to hostilities, and drew a line of cir-
cumvallation round the Melians, dividing the work among the different states. Subse-
quently the Athenians returned with most of their army, leaving behind them a certain
number of their own citizens and of the allies to keep guard by land and sea. The force
thus left stayed on and besieged the place. ...

Summer was now over. The next winter the Lacedaemonians intended to invade the
Argive territory, but arriving at the frontier found the sacrifices for crossing un-
favourable, and went back again. This intention of theirs gave the Argives suspicions of
certain of their fellow-citizens, some of whom they arrested; others, however, escaped
them. About the same time the Melians again took another part of the Athenian lines
which were but feebly garrisoned. Reinforcements afterwards arriving from Athens in
consequence, under the command of Philocrates, son of Demeas, the siege was now

pressed vigorously; and some treachery taking place inside, the Melians surrendered at
discretion to the Athenians, who put to death all the grown men whom they took, and

sold the women and children for slaves, and subsequently sent out five hundred colonists
and inhabited the place themselves.

years; but we 4
preserved it until now; and in the help 1
of men, that is, of the Lacedaemonians; and so we will try and save ourselves. Meanwhile ]

we invite you to allow us to be friends to you and foes to neither party, and to retire from |

DoinGg EviL IN ORDER
10 DO GooD

Niccolo Machiavelli

OF THE THINGS FOR WHICH MEN,
AND ESPECIALLY PRINCES,
ARE PRAISED OR BLAMED

1 is sub-
ins to be seen what are the methods and rules fora prince as regards his st
I d as I know that many have written of this, fear that my writing
Jects and e o ss tuous, differing as I do, especially in this matter, from
it may be deemed presumptuous, : do, : from
a: o 1'nion)g of others. But my intention being to write somet}}lun%g }(l)f usento tt}}l;sn o
e . he real truth of the matter
1 er to go to the r
nd, it appears to me more prop _ | truth of : s
under'S[altig’n' arll)d many have imagined republics and principalities whlc? havs ne ver
i a ’ . . B Ow
Lmag‘:een or known to exist in reality; for how we live is so fa}: rerrtl)ovgd roxill w e
o is done for what ought to be done,
ive, that he who abandons what is do » . !
ity i i 1 A man who wishes to make a
i than his preservation.
to bring about his own ruin ¢ _ ake
learfr;ssion 01% goodness in everything must necessarily come to‘grlef amon.gtS(i)n himy
. a g
pr}?o are not good. Therefore it is necessary for a prince, who wishes to :na;r;ording ™
o If. to learn how not to be good, and to use this knowledge and not use it, a
self,
ssity of the case. . ' . .
e niczving on one side, then, those things which concern only an imaginary p}fxnc;:é
) : : d especially princes, who a
i t are real, I state that all men, and especi . :
ond spea e e . i 1t1 hich bring them either praise
i tain qualities whic g
ter height, are reputed for cer i '
e, Thos i i ] r miserly (using a Tuscan term,
i d liberal, another misero o .
or blame. Thus one is considere s . A
i 0 Wi till means one who is rapaciously acquistt
seeing that avaro with us s ' Y e
i 1 ; a free giver, another rap ; :
makes grudging use of his own); one : : o
Zttll::r mercifil' oie a breaker of his word, another trustworthy; one effemlr;]ate a}?td Puone
lanimous anc’>ther fierce and high-spirited; one humane, another -au;gle Sye,rious
lasciviou; another chaste; one frank, another astute; one hard, another eaS)tz},1 0t - Oné
another fri’volous; one religious, another an unbeheve;r, and so on. | k?lot\;;/ alamve_named
will admit that it would be highly praiseworthy in a prince to posses; a bes o aman
qualities that are reputed good, but as they cannot all be possesse dor :) e
conditions not permitting of it, it is necessary that he should lzie pru deﬁi ::;elfgi o
i 1 1d lose him the state, and guar \
the scandal of those vices which wou ' : o
against those which will not lose it him, but if not able to, he can indulge them w

i ern Library, 1950).
Niccoldé Machiavelli, The Prince, Luigi Ricci and E. R. P. Vincent. trans. (Modern Library,
Chapters 15, 17. 18.

61




62 Part II: International Realism

scruple. And yet he must not mind incurring the scandal of those vices, without which i
would be difficult to save the state, for if one considers well, it will be found that some g
things which seem virtues would, if followed, lead to one’s ruin, and some others which

appear vices result in one’s greater security and well-being. . . . .

OF CRUELTY AND CLEMENCY, AND
WHETHER IT IS BETTER TO BE
LOVED OR FEARED

Proceeding to the other qualities before named, I say that every prince must desire to be con-
sidered merciful and not cruel. He must, however, take care not to misuse this mercifulness,
Cesare Borgia was considered cruel, but his cruelty had brought order to the Romagna,
united it, and reduced it to peace and fealty. If this is considered well, it will be seen that he
was really much more merciful than the Florentine people, who, to avoid the name of cru-
elty, allowed Pistoia to be destroyed. A prince, therefore, must not mind incurring the charge
of cruelty for the purpose of keeping his subjects united and faithful; for, with a very few
examples, he will be more merciful than those who, from excess of tenderness, allow dis-
orders to arise, from whence spring bloodshed and rapine; for these as a rule injure the whole
community, while the executions carried out by the prince injure only individuals. And of
all princes, it is impossible for a new prince to escape the reputation of cruelty, new states
being always full of dangers. Wherefore Virgil through the mouth of Dido says:

Res dura, et regni novitas me talia cogunt
Moliri, et late fines custode tueri.

Nevertheless, he must be cautious in believing and acting, and must not be afraid of
his own shadow, and must proceed in a temperate manner with prudence and humanity,
so that too much confidence does not render him incautious, and too much diffidence
does not render him intolerant.

From this arises the question whether it is better to be loved more than feared, or
feared more than loved. The reply is, that one ought to be both feared and loved, but as
it is difficult for the two to go together, it is much safer to be feared than loved, if one of
the two has to be wanting. For it may be said of men in general that they are ungrateful,
voluble, dissemblers, anxious to avoid danger, and covetous of gain; as long as you ben-
efit them, they are entirely yours; they offer you their blood, their goods, their life, and
their children, as I have before said, when the necessity is remote; but when it ap-
proaches, they revolt. And the prince who has relied solely on their words, without mak-
ing other preparations, is ruined; for the friendship which is gained by purchase and not
through grandeur and nobility of spirit is bought but not secured, and at a pinch is not to

be expended in your service. And men have less scruple in offending one who makes
himself loved than one who makes himself feared; for love is held by a chain of obliga-
tion which, men being selfish, is broken whenever it serves their purpose; but fear is
maintained by a dread of punishment which never fails.

he at any rate
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el apri ce should make himself feared in such a way that if he does not gain love,
sull ¢ me, ids hatred; for fear and the absence of hatred may well go togethejr, a.rxfi
saz\ar?;inéd by 0}16 who abstains from intgrferiqg with the property off his citi-
ects or with their women. And when he is obl’lged to take the‘h.fe 0 agly oncii
; when there is a proper justification and manifest reason for it; t?ut above a
et him 4o *9 from taking the property of others, for men forget more ‘easﬂy the death
he mqst ablsml?han the loss of their patrimony. Then also pretexts for seizing property are
of theit o e and one who begins to live by rapine will always find some reason for tak-
e waml(rj]g’of others, whereas causes for taking life are rarer and more fleeting. _
ing 12 go% i the rinc,e is with his army and has a large number of soldiers under his con-
im “i/t ie snextrfmely necessary that he should not minq being thought cruel; for w1t}}11-
ol ! 'er: tation he could not keep an army united or disposed to any duty. Among the
o ctions of Hannibal is numbered this, that although he had an enormous army,
mte‘};vg;}(;yoaf men of all nations and fighting in foreign countries, fthe:re never a;ro;e ;1;11);
e sion ci inst the prince, either in good fortune or in bad.
disSGHSWT;D el(tizzrtg?:;%it:ge r;u?lrliafi?l?z:nan E:)ruelty, which together with his inﬁni_te othgr
C(')UId o il him always venerated and terrible in the sight of his soldiers, and w'lthout it
e i fues would not have sufficed to produce that effect. Thoughtless writers ad-
hl? Other}\n/lrone hand his actions, and on the other blame the principal cause of them.
m]rerg(; t;at it is true that his other virtues would not have sufﬁl(;ed r?laz be see;n f}rl(l)cr?1
the case of Scipio (famous not only in regard. to h1§ own times, u.t a 1me;r o thh_
1 ies rebelled against him in Spain, which arose from n
:?1;“;?1?}/1 1r se emxi]:sss)i’v\gkll?ﬁfinaég, which allowegd more licence to thfa so}idiers t}txanbwa;a%?lr;
sonant with military discipline. He was reproached \-)V.lt.h this 1pht ei nsex;z een d); .
Maximus, who called him a corrupter of the Rom.an militia. Ltc})lc;rznsz:;en% been destioved
by one of Scipio’s officers was not revenged by l-nm, norc\;:asso e wishin 1o
punished, simply by reason of his easy nature; so mu A im o e
excuse him in the senate, said that there were {nany.rpen who knew RN
than how to correct the errors of others. This @s;.)osmon would in time e e e
lory of Scipio had he persevered in it under the empire, but living u .
lrcirlzeo?‘rtl}(ljegsen;/te this }Iljarmful quality was not only concealed but became a gll(())jg ;(t) g:z:r
I conclude, therefore, with regard to being feared and l.oved,' that meltl Ve aL e
own free will, but fear at the will of the prince, and that a wise prince r:]uslregozmrive ”
is in his power and not on what is in the power of others, and he must only

avoid incurring hatred, as has been explained.

will be alway
zens and subj

IN WHAT WAY PRINCES MUST KEEP FAITH

i i ith i i ith as-
How laudable it is for a prince to keep good faith and llye w1t}}11 mteglr]]ty, anqnncoetsvro has
i rience of our times shows those pri
tuteness, everyone knows. Still the expe : e by ae
X ngs ‘ ittle regard for good faith, and ha
done great things who have had Ii ' . ooy
tuteneis to con?use men’s brains, and who have ultimately overcome those w

made loyalty their foundation.
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You must know, then, that there are two methods of fighting, the one by law, the 3
other by force: the first method is that of men, the second of beasts; but as the first
method is often insufficient, one must have recourse to the second. It is therefore nec.
essary for a prince to know well how to use both the beast and the man. This was 3
covertly taught to rulers by ancient writers, who relate how Achilles and many others of 1
those ancient princes were given to Chiron the centaur to be brought up and educateq 3

under his discipline. The parable of this semi-animal, semi-human teacher is meant tg

indicate that a prince must know how to use both natures, and that the one without the ;

other is not durable.

A prince being thus obliged to know well how to act as a beast must imitate the fox 3

and the lion, for the lion cannot protect himself from traps, and the fox cannot defend
himself from wolves. One must therefore be a fox to recognise traps, and a lion to
frighten wolves. Those that wish to be only lions do not understand this. Therefore, a pru-
dent ruler ought not to keep faith when by so doing it would be against his interest, and
when the reasons which made him bind himself no longer exist. If men were all good,
this precept would not be a good one; but as they are bad, and would not observe their
faith with you, so you are not bound to keep faith with them. Nor have legitimate grounds
ever failed a prince who wished to show colourable excuse for the non-fulfilment of his
promise. Of this one could furnish an infinite number of modern examples, and show
how many times peace has been broken, and how many promises rendered worthless, by
the faithlessness of princes, and those that have been best able to imitate the fox have suc-
ceeded best. But it is necessary to be able to disguise this character well, and to be a great
feigner and dissembler; and men are so simple and so ready to obey present necessities,
that one who deceives will always find those who allow themselves to be deceived.
I'will only mention one modern instance. Alexander VI did nothing else but deceive
men, he thought of nothing else, and found the occasion for it; no man was ever more able
to give assurances, or affirmed things with stronger oaths, and no man observed them less;
however, he always succeeded in his deceptions, as he well knew this aspect of things.
Itis not, therefore, necessary for a prince to have all the above-named qualities, but
it is very necessary to seem to have them. I would even be bold to say that to possess
them and always to observe them is dangerous, but to appear to possess them is useful.
Thus it is well to seem merciful, faithful, humane, sincere, religious, and also to be so;
but you must have the mind so disposed that when it is needful to be otherwise you may
be able to change to the opposite qualities. And it must be understood that a prince, and
especially a new prince, cannot observe all those things which are considered good in
men, being often obliged, in order to maintain the state, to act against faith, against char-
ity, against humanity, and against religion. And, therefore, he must have a mind disposed
to adapt itself according to the wind, and as the variations of fortune dictate, and, as I said
before, not deviate from what is good, if possible, but be able to do evil if constrained.
A prince must take great care that nothing goes out of his mouth which is not full
of the above-named five qualities, and, to see and hear him, he should seem to be all
mercy, faith, integrity, humanity, and religion. And nothing is more necessary than to
seem to have this Jast quality, for men in general judge more by the eyes than by the
hands, for everyone can see, but very few have to feel. Everybody sees what you appear
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feel what you are, and those few will not dare to oppose themselves to thz:l
ho have the majesty of the state to defend them; and in thg actions of men, an

many,'W f princes, from which there is no appeal, the end justifies the means. Let a
espemally of pe aim ;t conquering and maintaining the state, and the means will always
prince therehOY ourable and praised by everyone, for the vulgar is always taken by
be judged O::d the issue of the event; and the world consists only of the vulgar, anq the
appearan®es ¢ ot vulgar are isolated when the many have a rallying point in the prince.
few whp g nce of the present time, whom it is well not to name, never does apythmg
A cor? pnzace and good faith, but he is really a great enemy to both, and enhgr of
o priz((:ihh}; observed them, would have lost him state or reputation on many occasions.
them, 4

to be, few




THE STATE OF NATURE
AND THE STATE OF WAR

Thomas Hobbes

OF THE NATURAL CONDITION OF
MANKIND AS CONCERNING THEIR
FELICITY AND MISERY

Men by nature equal. Nature hath made men so equal, in the faculties of the body, and
mind; as that though there be found one man sometimes manifestly stronger in body, or
of quicker mind than another; yet when all is reckoned together, the difference between
man, and man, is not so considerable, as that one man can thereupon claim to himself
any benefit, to which another may not pretend, as well as he. For as to the strength of
body, the weakest has strength enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machination,
or by confederacy with others, that are in the same danger with himself.

And as to the faculties of the mind, setting aside the arts grounded upon words, and
especially that skill of proceeding upon general, and infallible rules, called science;
which very few have, and but in few things; as being not a native faculty, born with us;
nor attained, as prudence, while we look after somewhat else, I find yet a greater equal-
ity amongst men, than that of strength. For prudence, is but experience; which equal
time, equally bestows on all men, in those things they equally apply themselves unto.
That which may perhaps make such equality incredible, is but a vain conceit of one’s own
wisdom, which almost all men think they have in a greater degree, than the vulgar; that
is, than all men but themselves, and a few others, whom by fame, or for concurring with
themselves, they approve. For such is the nature of men, that howsoever they may ac-
knowledge many others to be more witty, or more eloquent, or more learned; yet they
will hardly believe there be many so wise as themselves; for they see their own wit at
hand, and other men’s at a distance. But this proveth rather that men are in that point
equal, than unequal. For there is not ordinarily a greater sign of the equal distribution of
any thing, than that every man is contented with his share.

From equality proceeds diffidence. From this equality of ability, ariseth equality of
hope in the attaining of our ends. And therefore if any two men desire the same thing,
which nevertheless they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies; and in the way to their
end, which is principally their own conservation, and sometimes their delectation only,
endeavour to destroy, or subdue one another. And from hence it comes to pass, that where
an invader hath no more to fear, than another man’s single power; if one plant, sow, build,

Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. Michael Oakeshott. Macmillan Publishing Company, 1962. Originally
published in 1651.
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- ing their own po
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' a convenient seat, others may probably be expected .to come prepared with
o to dispossess, and deprive him, not only of the fruit of his labour, but also
forees l'lmted’l‘berty And t};e invader again is in the like danger of another.
of 10® ife Or' 1'denc;z war. And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for
From dlfﬁcure himsélf so reasonable, as anticipation; that is, by force, or wiles,
any man 16 °7 rsons of ;ll men he can, so long, till he see no other power great
mester er him: and this is no more than his own conservation requireth, and
?Ev%ed. Aléo because there be some, that taking pleasure in contemplat-
wer in the acts of conquest, which they pursue farther thap their se-
- requires; if others, that otherwise would be glad to be at ease within modest
o qh ul(i not by invasion increase their power, they would not be able, long
bounds ding only on their defence, to subsist. And by consequence, .such aug-
time, % Stzrf1 dorﬁinion over men being necessary to a man’s conservation, it ought to

to
enough to end

is generally al

mentation
ed him. o .
b al/ls,og\:lin men have no pleasure, but on the contrary a great deal of grief, in keeping

where there is no power able to over-awe them all. For every man looketh that
cqmpan}ﬁ jon should value him, at the same rate he sets upon himself: and upon .all
h}S COni"panntem t. or undervaluing, naturally endeavours, as far as he dares, (which
o t f}(l)em thI:l{have no common power to keep them in quiet, is far enough to make
?}i?r?iistroy each other), to extort a greater value from his contemners, by damage; and
mple. _
froms(gttl}ellz;st’ ilrjlyt;l};enzﬁrepof man, we find three principal causes of quarrel. First, com-
ition; diffidence; thirdly, glory. .
petltil?}?é ?iercsznx(xixlzlizeth men invade for gain; the second, for safety; and the thll,'d, f:rrsf)e;p;-
utation. The first use violence, to make themselves master§ of othe_rﬂmer:1 Ss apword’;
wives, children, and cattle; the second, to defend them; the tk}lrd, fqr tri 'est,h 2 word.
smile, a different opinion, and any other sign of qnderyalue, e.1ther ;11re«?t in ihe;i)r name,
or by reflection in their kindred, their friends, their nation, theI.r profession, orHereby " is.
Out of civil states, there is always war of every one against eviry otn:.m ey !
manifest, that during the time men live without a common power .to feep eman againS;
they are in that condition which is called war; and such a war, as ﬁlS }(1) .ev.egl ma ; agains,
every man. For WAR, consisteth not in battlf: only, or the act of g uggt,h jnaactof
time, wherein the will to contend by battle is ?uﬂicxent.ltyilsqil:zz. rz:.:mre erewemher no
i ime. is to be considered in the nature of war; as 1 ( : cather. T
:;) rt]h(::fri;rtnli:elsof foul weather, lieth not in a shower or tvxfo of ram;'but in zlar;i 1r;10t§:1na‘t;;:lr;
thereto of many days together: so the nature of war, c0n51§teth not in actu;a thge o ]gt,rary
in the known disposition thereto, during all the time there is no assurance to .
ime is PEACE. '
M O;"};izri::;:rsngdities of such a war. Whatsoever therefore. is consequent to ?h:n:ii ](;f
war, where every man is enemy to every man; the same is conseql,lelzit tt}:)e‘r ey ini
wherein men live without other security, than whgt their own strength, afn ' dx o
vention shall furnish them withal. In such condition, there is no place ?r 11n \::.arg)t ©
cause the fruit thereof is uncertain: and consequept]y no Cultu‘re '0 H‘(e)mm()d,i ne
navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be imported by sea; no ¢
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building; no instruments of moving, and removing, such things as require much force. 4
no knowledge of the face of the earth; no account of time; no arts; no letters; no sociegy. F
and which is worst of all, continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of map,

solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.

It may seem strange to some man, that has not well weighed these things; that n,.
ture should thus dissociate, and render men apt to invade, and destroy one another: apq 3
he may therefore, not trusting to this inference, made from the passions, desire perhaps 4
to have the same confirmed by experience. Let him therefore consider with himself, §

when taking a journey, he arms himself, and seeks to go well accompanied; when goip

to sleep, he locks his doors; when even in his house he locks his chests; and this when %
he knows there be laws, and public officers, armed, to revenge all injuries shall be done 8§
him; what opinion he has of his fellow-subjects, when he rides armed; of his fellow cit. 1
izens, when he locks his doors; and of his children, and servants, when he locks hjs 3

chests. Does he not there as much accuse mankind by his actions, as I do by my words?
But neither of us accuse man’s nature in it. The desires, and other passions of man, are

in themselves no sin. No more are the actions, that proceed from those passions, till they 3

know a law that forbids them: which till laws be made they cannot know: nor can any
law be made, till they have agreed upon the person that shall make it.

It may peradventure be thought, there was never such a time, nor condition of war
as this; and I believe it was never generally so, over all the world: but there are many
places, where they live so now. For the savage people in many places of America, except
the government of small families, the concord whereof dependeth on natural lust, have
No government at all; and live at this day in that brutish manner, as I said before. How-
soever, it may be perceived what manner of life there would be, where there were no
common power to fear, by the manner of life, which men that have formerly lived under
a peaceful government, use to degenerate into, in a civil war.

But though there had never been any time, wherein particular men were in a condi-
tion of war one against another; yet in all times, kings, and persons of sovereign author-
ity, because of their independency, are in continual Jealousies, and in the state and
posture of gladiators; having their weapons pointing, and their eyes fixed on one another;
that is, their forts, garrisons, and guns upon the frontiers of their kingdoms; and contin-
ual spies upon their neighbours; which is a posture of war. But because they uphold
thereby, the industry of their subjects; there does not follow from it, that misery, which
accompanies the liberty of particular men.

In such a war nothing is unjust. To this war of every man, against every man, this
also is consequent; that nothing can be unjust. The notions of right and wrong, justice
and injustice have there no place. Where there is no common power, there is no law:
where no law, no injustice. Force, and fraud, are in war the two cardinal virtues. Justice,
and injustice are none of the faculties neither of the body, nor mind. If they were, they
might be in a man that were alone in the world, as well as his senses, and passions. They
are qualities, that relate to men in society, not in solitude. It is consequent also to the
same condition, that there be no propriety, no dominion, no mine and thine distinct; but
only that to be every man’s, that he can get: and for so long, as he can keep it. And thus
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ill condition, which man by mere nature is actually placeq in;_ though with
'the ’ out (’)f it, consisting partly in the passions, partly in his reason.
1ty “‘) CO];;;:JI incline’men to peace. The passions that incline men to peace, are
OZZire of such things as are necessary to commodiqus liv11‘1gl; andfa hope
-~ industry to obtain them. And reason suggesteth convenient artlg es of peace,
by their It e hay be drawn to agreement. These articles, are they, wl}mh otherwise
upol \;;hzic?h?ir;:/s zf Nature: whereof 1 shall speak more particularly, in the two fol-
are callc

Jowing chapters. ...

much for
a possibil

The paSSl
fear of death; d

OF OTHER LAWS OF NATURE

i iged to
hird law of nature, justice. From that law of nature, by which we lilfed’ogi;%: L
The tf lr to another, such rights, as being retained, hinder the peace of ma.m ¥nh hete fol
- kf a third; which is this, that men perform their covenants made. w1tuot;1 W re,
towe! ants are ’in vain, and but empty words; and the right of all men to all things
coven: amn, I o
ining, we are still in the condition o war. ‘ .
mam.;rllsgt’ice‘and injustice what. And in this law of nature, consisteth the fouptiltnbzen
igi lal of JUSTICE. For where no covenant hath preceded, there hath not.rlg ! been
n . }
N ferred, and every man has right to everything; apd cqnsequently, no gc. ;or; n e
tra_nsst But when a covenant is made, then to break it is unjust: and the defini io orm-
‘IIII}J;TI-CE is no other than the not performance of covenant. And whatsoever 1s n
just, is just. o .
JUSt’}:litice and propriety begin with the constitution of commonweqlth. Bu;t bece};l;ih
i s
covenants of mutual trust, where there is a fear of not perf<_>rpqa;1cc; on f_lthel:)r ptz;1 " s Ii o
id i invalid; though the original of justice be
en said in the former chapter, are i ; ‘ oking
bzcovenantS' yet injustice actually there can be none, till the cause of such feaﬁrr E:refore
gway' which,while men are in the natural condition of war, ca;mot be done. R
’ j coerc A
j t can have place, there must be some
fore the names of just, and unjus _ ver
1): compel men equally to the performance of their covenants,l:)y the terrortof s((i)rtrcl)e n}:ake
i enant; an
i fit they expect by the breach of their cov ; .
ishment, greater than the bene e eommonse of the
i hich by mutual contract men acquire, :
B et oy atane i before the erection of a com-
i : h power there is none befo on of a.
versal right they abandon: and suc . e e e
is i thered out of the ordinary defini ]
monwealth. And this is also to be ga ' in: ofjustice In e
justice is the constant will of giving to every m
Schools: for they say, that justice is , ‘ g cvery man his o e
1 t 1S no propriety, there 1s no injustice; 4
therefore where there is no own, thal / e
is no coercive power erected, that is, where there is no commonws:alth, therel;snr\:v e:hh
1 i ings: there is no comn X
iety; ht to all things: therefore where . ! it
e nothine s e justi isteth in keeping of valid
ing i ] ture of justice, consis il
there nothing is unjust. So that the na ‘ ‘ eep e
covenants: b%t the validity of covenants begins not but .w?th the constltuU‘ont okf) :gim
power. sui;ﬁcient to compel men to keep them: and then it is also that propriety begins.




REALISM AND IDEALIS)

Edward Hallett Cayy 4

- . In Europe after 1919, planned economy, which rests on the assumption that no nat.
ural harmony of interests exists and that interests must be artificially harmonised by state
action, became the practice, if not the theory, of almost every state. In the United States,

the persistence of an expanding domestic market staved off this development til] after 3

1929. The natural harmony of interests remained an integral part of the American view
of life; and in this as in other respects, current theories of international politics were
deeply imbued with the American tradition. Moreover, there was a special reason for the
ready acceptance of the doctrine in the international sphere. In domestic affairs it is
clearly the business of the state to create harmony if no natural harmony exists. In
international politics, there is no organized power charged with the task of creating
harmony; and the temptation to assume a natural harmony is therefore particularly
strong. But this is no excuse for burking the issue. To make the harmonisation of inter-
ests the goal of political action is not the same thing as to postulate that a natural harmony
of interests exist; and it is this latter postulate which has caused so much confusion in
international thinking.
Politically, the doctrine of the identity of interests has commonly taken the form of

an assumption that every nation has an identical interest in peace, and that any nation
which desires to disturb the peace is therefore both irrational and immoral. This view
bears clear marks of its Anglo-Saxon origin. It was easy after 1918 to convince that part
of mankind which lives in English-speaking countries that war profits nobody. The argu-
ment did not seem particularly convincing to Germans, who had profited largely from the
wars of 1866 and 1870, and attributed their more recent sufferings, not to the war of 1 914,
but to the fact that they had lost it; or to Italians, who blamed not the war, but the treach-
ery of allies who defrauded them in the peace settlement; or to Poles or Czecho-Slovaks
who, far from deploring the war, owed their national existence to it; or to Frenchmen, who
could not unreservedly regret a war which had restored Alsace-Lorraine to France; or to
people of other nationalities who remembered profitable wars waged by Great Britain and
the United States in the past. But these people had fortunately little influence over the
formation of current theories of international relations, which emanated almost exclu-
sively from the English-speaking countries. British and American writers continued to
assume that the vselessness of war had been irrefutably demonstrated by the experience
of 191418, and that an intellectual grasp of this fact was all that was necessary to induce
the nations to keep the peace in the future; and they were sincerely puzzled as well as
disappointed at the failure of other countries to share this view.

From Edward Hallett Carr, The Twenty Years™ Crisis. 1919-1939, 2nd ed. Macmillan Ltd., 1956.
Reproduced with permission of Palgrave Macmillan.
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v fusion was increased by the ostentatious readiness of other countries to flat-
The con US on world by repeating its slogans. In the fifteen years after the first
Anglo- aXGj*eaT Power (except, perhaps, Italy) repeatedly did lip-service to the
. an e(\i/er]yaring peace to be one of the main objects of its policy.! But as Lenin
doctrine by :ca o, peace in itself is a meaningless aim. “Absolutely everybody is in
observed long i‘i ’en eral”, he wrote in 1915, “including Kitchener, Joffre, Hindenburg
favourAOf peactehe Bgloody f’or everyone of them wishes to end the war”? The common
and Nlcpolas asks t};e fact that some nations desire to maintain the status quo with-
interestixrilgp;azeg ht for it, and others to change the status quo without having to fight in

ter the
wol‘ld w

out hav
order to do so. . . -

INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC HARMONY

We find in the modern period an extréordinary divergence betwegn thc_e t_heort{e}s1 Qf
cconomic experts and the practice of those respon31'b]e for the economic pohc_les of their
o et ountries. Analysis will show that this divergence springs from a simple fact.
e rcnic exper.t dominated in the main by laissez-faire doctrine, considers the hy-
Thile:i?;?economic interest of the world as a whole, and is con.tt?n.t to assume that this
I‘)O'tde tical with the interest of each individual country. The politician pursues the con-
. lt e?nlerest of his country, and assumes (if he makes any assumption at all) that the in-
tcéree:t of the world as a whole is identical with it. Nearly every pronouncer_n.er;t ccl)fb ev:;;y
international economic conference helc_l betwee‘n the”two.world wa_lrs ngs v1ttl)a]e ‘y (1)?
assumption that there was some “solution” or “plan . wl.nf‘,h, by a judicious balancing
interests, would be equally favourable to all and prejl_ldlclal to none. . . . . i

In the nineteenth century, Germany and the .U_mted States, by pursuing g, stnr:u ){
nationalistic policy”, had placed themselves in a posmop to challenge Glteat Bntlagugl 8 v;mﬂad
monopoly of world trade. No conference of economic ex'peris, meeting 1ln . , could
have evolved a “general plan” for “parallel or concerted action” which would have g .atly.
the economic rivalries of the time in a manner equally advantageous to Great Britain,

” (Bni ions: Ni bly, p. 83). “The
1“Peace must prevail, must come before allf (Bn:;?;i, Le.'ague }of 1\,1,‘1({11;;; Izlzer;t;:u,:ffexan); fs . S,-))c,een,h
i f peace is the first objective of British foreign policy s :
;l:s‘::l?lazn (;)eOIOPG). “Peace is our dearest treasure” (Hitler, in a spcec.h I'n the.German Remhsta_g or;
January)"a;o .1937 reported in The Times, February 1, 1937). “The pqnmpal ;1@ of [;h? mter;a;oncae
i \ ; ion i i f peace” (Chicherin in The Soviet Union and Pea
| f the Soviet Union is the preservation o . i
Fl(’912c9y] Op 249). “The object of Japan, despite propaganda to the contrary, is peace (Matsuqkz}, League;
of Nali’on'S' Special Assembly 1932-33, iii. p. 73). The paucity of ltalian pronoun]::/lemenlt_s 1r} avc:]utrhc:lt
) ' ine ion of Italian troops as fighters: Mussolini feare
bably explained by the poor reputation o : M
Ia)risC:n?;)fazzoe:pr)ésqign of preference for peace would be construed as an admission that Italy had no
tomach for war. ) ‘ o o s ot
glf):;i; ]Collecrefl Works (Engl. transl.), xviii. p. 264. Compare Spenser lek;)nson S ?tlclu?ée;t;:!;;
: o isi I object. The truth cannot be too often r
but preponderance that is in each case the real ob) v often rep
EZ:EZ is‘unepvell‘alhe object of policy: you cannot define peace except by reference to war, which is a means
and never an end” (Government and the War. p. 121).
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Germany and the United States. It was not less presumptuous to suppose that a conference
meeting in 1927 could allay the economic rivalries of the later period by a “plan” beneficiy| §
to the interests of everyone. Even the economic crisis of 1930-33 failed to bring home t,

the economists the true nature of the problem which they had to face. The experts whq

prepared the “Draft Annotated Agenda” for the World Economic Conference of 1933
condemned the “world-wide adoption of ideals of national self-sufficiency which cyt 1

unmistakably athwart the lines of economic development”.3 They did not apparently pause

to reflect that those so-called “lines of economic development”, which might be beneficia] §
to some countries and even to the world as a whole, would inevitably be detrimental to other
countries, which were using weapons of economic nationalism in self-defence. . . . Laissez- 3
Jaire, in international relations as in those between capital and labour, is the paradise of the :f
economically strong. State control, whether in the form of protective legislation or of
protective tariffs, is the weapon of self-defence invoked by the economically weak. The

clash of interests is real and inevitable; and the whole nature of the problem is distorted by
an attempt to disguise it.

THE FOUNDATIONS OF REALISM

... The three essential tenets implicit in Machiavelli’s doctrine are the foundation-stones
of the realist philosophy. In the first place, history is a sequence of cause and effect,
whose course can be analysed and understood by intellectual effort, but not (as the utopi-
ans believe) directed by “imagination”. Secondly, theory does not (as the utopians as-
sume) create practice, but practice theory. In Machiavelli’s words, “good counsels,
whencesoever they come, are born of the wisdom of the prince, and not the wisdom of
the prince from good counsels”. Thirdly, politics are not (as the utopians pretend) a func-
tion of ethics, but ethics of politics. Men “are kept honest by constraint”. Machiavelli
recognised the importance of morality, but thought that there could be no effective
morality where there was no effective authority. Morality is the product of power.*

The extraordinary vigour and vitality of Machiavelli’s challenge to orthodoxy
may be attested by the fact that, more than four centuries after he wrote, the most con-
clusive way of discrediting a political opponent is still to describe him as a disciple of
Machiavelli. . . .

- - . Theories of social morality are always the product of a dominant group which
identifies itself with the community as a whole, and which possesses facilities denied to
subordinate groups or individuals for imposing its view of life on the community. The-
ories of international morality are, for the same reason and in virtue of the same process,
the product of dominant nations or groups of nations. For the past hundred years, and
more especially since 1918, the English-speaking peoples have formed the dominant
group in the world; and current theories of international morality have been designed to

3League of Nations: C.48, M.18, 1933, ii. p. 6.
*Machiavelli, The Prince, chs. 15 and 23 (Engl. transl., Everyman’s Library, pp. 121, 193).
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- heir supremacy and expressed in the idiom peculiar to them. }?r.ance, retain-
erpetua® 0 f her eighteenth-century tradition and restored to a position of domi-
for a Sﬁo(;t period after 1918, has p]ayeq a minor part in the creatiqn of curre‘ntl
nance rality, mainly through her insistence on the role of law in the mora
imemanonal oy neve; a dominant Power and reduced to helplessness aftgr 1918, has
order Germaf]liﬂ se reasons outside the charmed circle of creators of intemagonal mpral-
rem'gnte]? tf}(:; tvieew that the English-speaking peoples are monopolists of international
ity. Bo

lity and the view that they are consumimate international hypocrites may be reduced
morall

the plain fact that the current canons of international virtue have, by a natural and
. to the

inevitable process, been mainly created by them.
1

THE REALIST CRITIQUE OF THE
HARMONY OF INTERESTS

The doctrine of the harmony of interests yields readily to analysis in terrr}lls of this pl:m-
: i ivileged class, whose members
i ous and privileged class,
i s the natural assumption of a prosper: . nbe
Clple.alziznninant voice in the community and are therefore naturally prone to 1dent1ft}: ;:s
mtviest with their own. In virtue of this identification, any assailant of the mtergsts o tt (}
gl reninant group is made to incur the odium of assailing the allegeq commgn 1nt}f.res “(,)n
t}(:e whole community, and is told that in making this assault he is attacking his ?Ous
higher interests. The doctrine of the harmony of interests thus serveil as tan. 1n§e;;1 o
' i inceri ivi i er to jus
ice i rfect sincerity, by privileged groups in or
moral device invoked, in pe ' : e romacy
intai i i ition. But a further point requires notice. .
maintain their dominant pos1 _ o
ithi i ivileged group may be, and often s, S0 _
within the community of the privi verwhelming (0
is, 1 i ich its interests are those of the community,
there is, in fact, a sense In which 1 he oINS e
i i i ith it some measure of well-being for othe
being necessarily carries with i : e o
i i 1d entail the collapse of the community
community, and its collapse wou _ e onented
tural harmony of interests has any reality,
so far, therefore, as the alleged na . ' : : =
by the overwhelming power of the privileged group, and is an excellent illustration of t
i 1 i ity 1 duct of power.
hiavellian maxim that morality is the pro _ . ]
Hee British nineteenth-century statesmen, having discovered t'hat free trade é):}?e
motc;d'E;ritish prosperity, were sincerely convinced that, in domglzo, 1tdalso protrrtll(:: 1 ihe
iti i i trade was a
i 1d as a whole. British predominance 1n wor s at
B ataing tha i i between British interests
i tain undeniable harmony betw
so overwhelming that there was a cer : . " oh Interetts
i iti ity flowed over into other coun R
and the interests of the world. British prosper ' 1 e Ol
iti i t world-wide ruin. British free tra
British economic collapse would have mean n. : e
and did argue that protectionist countries were not only egotxstxcz}l]lly dam'rlglsr(l)gttgl;t ;;heir
i i wn
i hole, but were stupidly damaging their own, SO tidt
perity of the world as a W A sing S ably
i 1 dle headed. In British eyes,
behaviour was both immoral and mud ' ey
proved that international trade was a single whole, gnd flourished gr slumic:ri t(t)f e
Nevertheless, this alleged international harmony of 1r}ter.est's. seeme i m'ocim ;naﬁona]
under-privileged nations whose inferior status and insignificant stake l1nl O
trade were consecrated by it. The revolt against it destroyed that overwhelming
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preponderance which had provided a plausible basis for the theory. Economically, Greag . 3
Britain in the nineteenth century was dominant enough to make a bold bid to. impose o, ‘&
the world her own conception of international economic morality. When competition of ¥
all against all replaced the domination of the world market by a single Power, concep. ‘ :

tions of international economic morality necessarily became chaotic.

Politically, the alleged community of interest in the maintenance of peace, whose §
ambiguous character has already been discussed, is capitalised in the same way by 5 §
dominant nation or group of nations. Just as the ruling class in a community prays for 4
domestic peace, which guarantees its own security and predominance, and denounces & -
class-war, which might threaten them, so international peace becomes a special vested 3.
interest of predominant Powers. In the past, Roman and British imperialism were com- §
mended to the world in the guise of the pax Romana and the pax Britannica. To-day, §
when no single Power is strong enough to dominate the world, and supremacy is vested }
in a group of nations, slogans like “collective security” and “resistance to aggression” 4
serve the same purpose of proclaiming an identity of interest between the dominant

group and the world as a whole in the maintenance of peace:

... Itis a familiar tactic of the privileged to throw moral discredit on the under-
privileged by depicting them as disturbers of the peace; and this tactic is as readily
applied internationally as within the national community. “International law and order”,

writes Professor Toynbee of a recent crisis, “were in the true interests of the whole of ]

mankind . . . whereas the desire to perpetuate the region of violence in international
affairs was an anti-social desire which was not even in the ultimate interests of the citi-
zens of the handful of states that officially professed this benighted and anachronistic
creed.”” This is precisely the argument, compounded of platitude and falsehood in about
equal parts, which did duty in every strike in the early days of the British and American
Labour movements. It was common form for employers, supported by the whole capi-
talist press, to denounce the “anti-social” attitude of trade union leaders, to accuse them
of attacking law and order and of introducing “the reign of violence”, and to declare that
“true” and “ultimate” interests of the workers lay in peaceful cooperation with the em-
ployers.® In the field of social relations, the disingenuous character of this argument has
long been recognised. But just as the threat of class-war by the proletarian is “a natural
cynical reaction to the sentimental and dishonest efforts of the privileged classes to
obscure the conflict of interest between classes by a constant emphasis on the minimum
interests which they have in common”,” so the war-mongering of the dissatisfied Powers
was the “natural, cynical reaction” to the sentimental and dishonest platitudinising of the
satisfied Powers on the common interest in peace. When Hitler refused to believe “that

3Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs, 1935, ii. p. 46.
“Pray carnestly that right may triumph”, said the representative of the Philadelphia coal-owners in an
early strike organised by the United Mine Workers, “remembering that the Lord God Omnipotent still

reigns, and that His reign is one of law and order, and not of violence and crime” (H. F. Pringle, Theodore
Roosevelt, p. 267).

R. Niebuhr, Moral Man and Immoral Society, p. 153.

God has

- Th ¢ exposure by realist cri
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itted some nations first to acquire a world by force and then to defend this

p?rm ralising theories™® he was merely echoing in another context the Marx-

robbery v niOmmunity of interest between “haves” and “have-nots”, the Marxist ex-

ist dema]f(;}f): i;(:erestéd character of “bourgeois morality”, and the Marxist demand for
posure 0

the expropriation of the expropriators. . . .

THE LIMITATIONS OF REALISM

ticism of the hollowness of the utopian edifice is the first task
: litical thinker. It is only when the sham has been demolished tha‘t there can be
of e P> f raising a more solid structure in its place. But we cannot ultimately find a
o .hopel N ¢ in pure realism; for realism, though logically overwhelming, does not pro-
re:stmg p ?tch the springs of action which are necessary even to the pursuit of thox}ght. In-
iide “il m itself, if we attack it with its own weapons, often turns out in pfactlce to be
fleed, :e:nllsch condi’tioned as any other mode of tpought. In politics, the belief that cer-
]u§t ; re unalterable or certain trends irresistible commonly reflects a lack_ of desire
o famsfaimerest to change or resist them. The impossibility of being a consmten? gnd
or lack (})1- oing realist is one of the most certain and most curious lesso_ns Qf poh_tlcal
t;;(i);z:g C%)nsistent realism excludes four things whic}? appear to be es.se}rlltla; mgrraeld.lli;lt?
of all effective political thinking: a finite goal, an emotional appeal, aright oi moral judg
nd for action. . . .
memCac?:siastge;Oturealism, as has already been noted, _involves acceptance of the wholre
historical process and precludes moral judgments on it. As we hav.e.seen, mensa::;1 ge::n_
ally prepared to accept the judgment of h1§tow on the past, pralilr.lg sgcce}:lsinstimtions
demning failure. This test is also widely applied t(? conte.mporary politics. ug itutions
as the League of Nations, or the Soviet or Fascist regimes, are toa con51.te.:ra e
judged by their capacity to achieve what they profess to f«.lchleve; and the ligl imacy i
test is implicitly admitted by their own propagan_dz_l, which constantly seeks to e}:}xz;gg e
their successes and minimise their failures. Yet it 1s cle-ar tha-t manklr_lq asa :;v ole sthe
prepared to accept this rational test as a universally valid basis of political judgment. "
belief that whatever succeeds is right, and has only to be unders't(')od to be z?pprO\;ed(,1 mtu0 ,
if consistently held, empty thought of purpose, and thereby sterl'hs.e. and ultlmau? }; estr t};
it. Nor do those whose philosophy appears to exclude the poss@hty of rporal ju gmetn
in fact refrain from pronouncing them. Frederick the Great, ha:mg explained th;;t t{)ea 11<is
should be observed for the reason that “one can trick only.once ; goes on to cal'l thet retqf;]
ing of treaties “a bad and knavish policy”, though there is nothing in his the_51sl _tc: Juz 11] v
the moral epithet. Marx, whose philosophy appeared to demonstrate thgt cgpltg is j Czﬂin
only act in a certain way, spends many pages-—some Qf the rpost effective 1Fr11“ N api aSSity
denouncing the wickedness of capitalists for behavmg in precxse.ly that way. fe nelcoea]dng,
recognised by all politicians, both in domestic and in international affairs, for ¢

SSpeech in the Reichstag, January 30, 1939.
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interests in a guise of moral principles is in itself a symptom of the inadequacy of realism
Every age claims the right to create its own values, and to pass judgments in the light of 4
them; and even if it uses realist weapons to dissolve other values, it still believes in the
absolute character of its own. It refuses to accept the implication of realism that the word

“ought” is meaningless.

Most of all, consistent reatism breaks down because it fails to provide any grounq 3
for purposive or meaningful action. If the sequence of cause and effect is sufficiently 4
rigid to permit of the “scientific prediction” of events, if our thought is irrevocably con.
ditioned by our status and our interests, then both action and thought become devoid of

purpose. If, as Schopenhauer maintains, “the true philosophy of history consists of the

insight that, throughout the jumble of all these ceaseless changes, we have ever before 3

our eyes the same unchanging being, pursuing the same course to-day, yesterday and for
ever”, then passive contemplation is all that remains to the individual. Such a conclusion

is plainly repugnant to the most deep-seated belief of man about himself. That human §

affairs can be directed and modified by human action and human thought is a postulate
so fundamental that its rejection seems scarcely compatible with existence as a human
being. Nor is it in fact rejected by those realists who have left their mark on history.
Machiavelli, when he exhorted his compatriots to be good Italians, clearly assumed that
they were free to follow or ignore his advice. Marx, by birth and training a bourgeois,
believed himself free to think and act like a proletarian, and regarded it as his mission to
persuade others, whom he assumed to be equally free, to think and act likewise. Lenin,
who wrote of the imminence of world revolution as a “scientific prediction”, admitted
elsewhere that “no situations exist from which there is absolutely no way out”. In
moments of crisis, Lenin appealed to his followers in terms which might equally well
have been used by so thorough-going a believer in the power of the human will as
Mussolini or by any other leader of any period: “At the decisive moment and in the
decisive place, you must prove the stronger, you must be victorious.” Every realist, what-
ever his professions, is ultimately compelled to believe not only that there is something
which man ought to think and do, but that there is something which he can think and do,
and that his thought and action are neither mechanical nor meaningless.

We return therefore to the conclusion that any sound political thought must be based
on elements of both utopia and reality. Where utopianism has become a hollow and in-
tolerable sham, which serves merely as a disguise for the interests of the privileged, the
realist performs an indispensable service in unmasking it. But pure realism can offer
nothing but a naked struggle for power which makes any kind of international society
impossible. Having demolished the current utopia with the weapons of realism, we stiil
need to build a new utopia of our own, which will one day fall to the same weapons. The
human will continue to seek and escape from the logical consequences of realism in the
vision of an international order which, as soon as it crystallizes itself into concrete po-
litical form, becomes tainted with self-interest and hypocrisy, and must once more be at-
tacked with the instruments of realism.

Here, then, is the complexity, the fascination and the tragedy of all political life. Pol-
itics are made up of two elements—utopia and reality—belonging to two different
planes which can never meet. There is no greater barrier to clear political thinking than

. pal'ison'; mad
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seem to have been waged for the deliberate and conscious purpose of increasing either 4

trade or territory. The most serious wars are fought in orderto make one’s own count

militarily stronger or, more often, to prevent another country from becoming mi]itarily 4
stronger, so that there 1s much justification for the epigram that “the principal cause of

: : » 13 . :
waris war itself”.'> Every stage in the Napoleonic Wars was devised to prepare the way

for the next stage: the invasion of Russia was undertaken in order to make Napoleop 1
strong epough to defeat Great Britain. The Crimean War was waged by Great Britain anq |
France in order to prevent Russia from becoming strong enough to attack their Near
Eastern possessions and interests at some future time. The origin of the Russo-Japanese
War_ 0f 1904-5 is described as follows in anote addressed to the League of Nations by the 1
Soviet Government in 1924: “When the J apanese torpedo-boats attacked the Russian fleet §
at Port Arthur in 1904, it was clearly an act of aggression from a technical point of view,

but, politically speaking, it was an act caused by the aggressive policy of the Tsarist
Government towards Japan, who, in order to forestall the danger, struck the first blow at
her adversary”.'* In 1914, Austria sent an ultimatum to Servia because she believed that
Servians were planning the downfall of the Dual Monarchy; Russia feared that Austria-
Hungary, if she defeated Servia, would be strong enough to menace her; Germany feared
that Russia, if she defeated Austria-Hungary, would be strong enough to menace her:
France had long believed that Germany, if she defeated Russia, would be strong enough,
to _mf:nace her, and had therefore concluded the Franco-Russian alliance; and Great
Britain feared that Germany, if she defeated France and occupied Belgium, would be
strong enough to menace her. Finally, the United States came to fear that Germany, if she
won tl_1e war would be strong enough to menace them. Thus the war, in the minds’ of all
the principal combatants, had a defensive or preventive character. They fought in order
that they might not find themselves in a more unfavourable position in some future war
Eve_:n colonial acquisitions have often been prompted by the same motive. The consoli-.
dation and formal annexation of the original British settlements in Australia were inspired
by fear of ngoleon’s alleged design to establish French colonies there. Military, rather
than economic, reasons dictated the capture of German colonies during the war (;f 1914
and afterwards precluded their return to Germany.

IF 18 perhaps for this reason that the exercise of power always appears to beget the
appetite for more power. There is, as Dr. Niebuhr says, “no possibility of drawing a sharp
line betyveen the will-to-live and the will-to-power”.15 Nationalism, having attained its
ﬁrst_ objective in the form of national unity and independence, develops almost auto-
matlcglly into imperialism. International politics amply confirm the aphorisms of
Machiavelli that “men never appear to themselves to possess securely what they have un-
less they acquire something further from another”,!6 and of Hobbes that man “cannot as-
sure the power and means to live well which he hath present, without the acquisition of

_

]'jR. G. Hawtrey, Economic Aspecis of Sovereignty, p. 105.

HLeugue of Nations: Official Journal, May 1924, p. 578.

I; R. Nn.:buhr,- Moral Man and Inunoral Sociery, p. 42.
"Machiavelli, Discorsi, 1.i. ch. v.
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re”.\7 Wars, begun for motives of security, quickly become wars of aggression

and self—éeéking. President McKinley invited the United States to intervene in Cuba

against Spain in order “to secure a full and final termination of h0§tilities between the

Government of Spain and the people of Cuba and to secure on the island the establish-

ment of a stable government.”'® But by the tin?e. thé war was over theAtempta_tion to self-

aggrandisement by the gnnéxation of the Philippines had k?ef:o.rr?e irresistible. Nearly

every country participating in the first world war regarde.d it }nltlally as a war of self-
defence; and this belief was particularly strong on the Allied side. Yet during the course
of the war, every Allied Government in Europe announced war aims which included the
acquisition of territory from the enemy Powers. In modeArn‘conQiti(-)qs, wars of limited
objective have become almost as impossible as wars of limited liability. It is one of the
fallacies of the theory of collective security that war can be waged for the specific and
disinterested purpose of “resisting aggression”. Had the League of Nations in the
autumn of 1935, under the leadership of Great Britain, embarked on “military sanctions”
against Italy, it would have been impossible to restrict the campaign to the expulsion of
Jtalian troops from Abyssinia. Operations would in all probability have led to the occu-
pation of [taly’s East African colonies by Great Britain and France, of Trieste, Fiume and
Albania by Yugoslavia, and of the islands of the Dodecanese by Greece or Turkey or
both; and war aims would have been announced, precluding on various specious grounds
the restoration of these territories to Italy. Territorial ambitions are just as likely to be the
product as the cause of war.

mo

Economic Power

Economic strength has always been an instrument of political power, if only through its
association with the military instrument. Only the most primitive kinds of warfare are
altogether independent of the economic factor. The wealthiest prince or the wealthiest
city-state could hire the largest and most efficient army of mercenaries; and every gov-
ernment was therefore compelled to pursue a policy designed to further the acquisition of
wealth. The whole progress of civilisation has been so closely bound up with economic
development that we are not surprised to trace, throughout modern history, an increas-
ingly intimate association between military and economic power. In the prolonged con-
flicts which marked the close of the Middle Ages in Western Europe, the merchants of the
towns, relying on organised economic power, defeated the feudal barons, who put their
trust in individual military prowess. The rise of modern nations has everywhere been
marked by the emergence of a new middle class economically based on industry and
trade. Trade and finance were the foundation of the short-lived political supremacy of the
[talian cities of the Renaissance and later of the Dutch. The principal international wars
of the period from the Renaissance to the middle of the eighteenth century were trade wars
(some of them were actually so named). Throughout this period, it was universally held

""Hobbes, Leviathan, ch. xi.
British and Foreign State Papers, ed. Hertslet, xc. p. 811
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that, since wealth is a source of political power, the state should seck actively to promote 4
the acquisition of wealth; and it was believed that the right way to make a country pow- 1
erful was to stimulate production at home, to buy as little as pbssib]e from abroad, and to
accumulate wealth in the convenient form of precious metals. Those who argued in this 1
way afterwards came to be known as mercantilists. Mercantilism was a system of eco.- - -

nomic policy based on the hitherto unquestioned assumption that to promote the acquis;.
tion of wealth was part of the normal function of the state.

THE SEPARATION OF ECONOMICS
FROM POLITICS

The laissez-faire doctrine of the classical economists made a frontal attack on this as-

sumption. The principal implications of laissez-faire have already been discussed. Its 7

significance in the present context is that it brought about a complete theoretical di-
vorce between economics and politics. The classical economists conceived a natural
economic order with laws of its own, independent of politics and functioning to the
greatest profit of all concerned when political authority interfered least in is auto-
matic operation. This doctrine dominated the economic thought, and to some extent
the economic practice (though far more in Great Britain than elsewhere), of the nine-
teenth century. . . .

Marx was overwhelmingly right when he insisted on the increasing importance of
the role played by economic forces in politics; and since Marx, history can never be writ-
ten again exactly as it was written before him. But Marx believed, just as firmly as did
the laissez-faire liberal, in an economic system with laws of its own working indepen-
dently of the state, which was its adjunct and its instrument. In writing as if economics
and politics were separate domains, one subordinate to the other, Marx was dominated
by nineteenth-century presuppositions in much the same way as his more recent oppo-
nents who are equally sure that “the primary laws of history are political laws, economic
laws are secondary”.'® Economic forces are in fact political forces. Economics can be
treated neither as a minor accessory of history, nor as an independent science in the light
of which history can be interpreted. Much confusion would be saved by a general return
to the term “political economy”, which was given the new science by Adam Smith him-
self and not abandoned in favour of the abstract “economics”, even in Great Britain it-
self, till the closing years of the nineteenth century.?’ The science of economics

presupposes a given political order, and cannot be profitably studied in isolation from
politics.

Moeller van den Bruck, Germany's Third Empire, p. 50. The idea is a commonplace of National
Socialist and Fascist writers.

In Germany, “political economy” was at first translated Nationalékonomie, which was tentatively
replaced in the present century by SozialGkonomie.
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| SOME FALLACIES OF THE SEPARATION

OF ECONOMICS FROM POLITICS

The most conspicuous practical failure caused by theApersistence of this ni.neteenth—
. illusion was the breakdown of League sanctions in 19361(:??6&1 readmngf the
centurfyArticle 16 of the Covenant acquits its framers of responsibility for the mistake.
text 0 aph 1 prescribes the economic weapons, paragraph 2 the military weapons, to be
Parat? :d acainst the violator of the Covenant. Paragraph 2 is clearly complementary to
emplo); h lb and assumes as a matter of course that, in the event of an application of
para%iro:s “e;rmed forces” would be required “to protect the Covenants of the League”.
?1:: only’difference between the two paragraphs is. that, whereas all members of the
League would have to apply the economic weapons, it would be nat'ural to d_raw the nec}-l
essary armed forces from those members which possesseztli them in sufficient strengt
and in reasonable geographical proximity t9 the offem-it?r. Subsequent commentators,
obsessed with the assumption that economics and pO]IthSA were separate and separable
things, evolved the doctrine that paragraphs 1and2 of Ar’ucle» 16 \:/ere not cgmplemen(;
tary, but alternative, the difference being that “economic sapctlons were obligatory E;‘nl
«military sanctions” optional. This doctrine was eag-eﬂy seized on by the many who felt
that the League might conceivably be worth a few million pounds _worth of trgdg, but not
a few million human lives; and in the famous 1934 Peace Ballot in Great Brltam., some
two million deluded voters expressed simultaneously their approvgl of economic, and
their disapproval of military, sanctions. “One of the many_conclusmns.to which 1 hgve
been drawn”, said Lord Baldwin at this time, “is that there is no such thing as a sanction
which will work, which does not mean war.”?? But the bitter lesson of 1935-36 was nfeded
to drive home the truth that in sanctions, as in war, the only rr?otto is “all or nothlr}g , and
that economic power is impotent if the military weapon is nqt held in readiness to
support it.>> Power is indivisible; and the military and economic weapons are merely
different instruments of power.2*

21This interpretation is confirmed by the report of the Phillim9re Committee3 on whpse propqsals .the
text of Article 16 was based. The Committee “considered ﬁnam}lal ar{d economic sanctions as being sim-
ply the contribution to the work of preventing aggression which m{ght properly be made by cou(r;ltrles
which were not in a position to furnish actual military aid” (International Sanctions: Reportbya ‘ rog;)v
of Members of the Royal Institute of International Affairs, p. 115 where the relevant texts are examined).
22 ons, May 18, 1934; Official Report, col. 2139. N

Bﬂ?;l ileo:),focf?:gse, s’ugggsted that the military weapon must always be used. The British Grand Flee}:
was little used in the first world war. But it would be rash to assume that the result would l_]ave ‘been muc
the same if the British Government had not been prepared to use it. What paralyzed sanctions in 1935-36
was the common knowledge that the League Powers were not prepared to use the military weapon. .
241t is worth noting that Stresemann was fully alive to this pqint when Germany cntergc% the I-,eag\'xe 0
Nations. When the Secretary-General argued that Germany, if she contracted out of m]l_nary' s'ancnori(s,
could stil! participate in economic sanctions, Stresemann repli§d: “We cannot do Ehat elther,llfh\:/E tz:hz
part in an economic boycott of a powerful neighbour, a decfarallon ofwaf agasnst'(lcrlnapy lmg_” ;Ci(_
consequence, since the exclusion of another country from intercourse with a nat%fm of sixty millio
izens would be a hostile act” (Stresemann’s Diaries and Papers [Engl. Transl.], ii. p. 69).
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A different, and equally serious, form in which this illusory separation of politics anq
economics can be traced is the popular phraseology which distinguishes between “power»
and “welfare”, between “guns” and “butter”. “Welfare arguments are ‘economic’ 7, re.
marks an American writer, “power arguments are ‘political’*2% This fallacy is particularly

difficult to expose because it appears to be deducible from a familiar fact. Every modery -4

government and every parliament is continually faced with the dilemma of spending
money on armaments or social services; and this encourages the illusion that the choice
really lies between “power” and “welfare”, between political guns and economic butter.
Reflexion shows, however, that this is not the case. The question asked never takes the
form, Do you prefer guns or butter? For everyone (except a handful of pacifists in those
Anglo-Saxon countries which have inherited a long tradition of uncontested security)
agrees that, in case of need, guns must come before butter. The question asked is always
either, Have we already sufficient guns to enable us to afford some butter? or, Granted that
we need x guns, can we increase revenue sufficiently to afford more butter as well? But
the neatest exposure of this fallacy comes from the pen of Professor Zimmern; and the
exposure is none the less effective for being unconscious. Having divided existing states
on popular lines into those which pursue “welfare” and those which pursue “power”, Pro-
fessor Zimmern revealingly adds that “the welfare states, taken together, enjoy a prepon-
derance of power and resources over the power states” 20 thereby leading us infallibly to
the correct conclusion that “welfare states” are states which, already enjoying a prepon-
derance of power, are not primarily concerned to increase it, and can therefore afford but-
ter, and “power states” those which, being inferior in power, are primarily concerned to
increase it, and devote the major part of their resources to this end. In this popular termi-
nology, “welfare states” are those which possess preponderant power, and “power states”
those which do not. Nor is this classification as illogical as it may seem. Every Great Power
takes the view that the minimum number of guns necessary to assert the degree of power
which it considers requisite takes precedence over butter, and that it can only pursue
“welfare” when this minimum has been achieved. For many years prior to 1933, Great
Britain, being satisfied with her power, was a “welfare state.” After 1935, feeling her power
contested and inadequate, she became a “power state”’; and even the Opposition ceased to
press with any insistence the prior claim of the social services. The contrast is not one
between “power” and “welfare”, and still less between “politics” and “economics”, but

between different degrees of power. In the pursuit of power, military and economic instru-
ments will both be used. . . .

THE NATURE OF INTERNATIONAL LAW

International law differs from the municipal law of modern states in being the law of an
undeveloped and not fully integrated community. It lacks three institutions which are

25F. L. Schuman, lnternational Politics, p. 356.
267immern, Quo Vadimus? p.4l.

 essential parts of an
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y developed system of municipal law: a judicature, an executive and
a legislature.

(1 Imernational. law recggn?ses no court compe?tent to gi}\:elonlarllly islsue obf lawt }?r
fact decisions recognised as bmdnr_)g by the community as a whole. It has long been the

- of some states to make special agreements to submit particular dlspgtes t0 an in-
hab? © nal court for judicial settlement. The Permanent Court of International Justice,
ternatlonder the Covenant of the League, represents an attempt to extend and generalise
Se't u}f)alliit But the institution of the court has not changed international law: it has merely
o ted cértain special obligations for states willing to accept them.
orea 2) International law has no agents competent to enforce observance of the law. In
certain cases, it does indeed recognise the right of an aggrieved pz}rty, where a br;z_ich of
the law has occurred, to take reprisals against the offender. But this is the recognition of
a right of self-help, not the enforcement of a penalty by an agent of the law. The mea-
sures contemplated in Article 16 of the Covgnant of thfa Ifeagt}e, in so far as they can be
regarded as punitive and not merely preventive, fall within t}.ns cgtegor.y. .

(3) Of the two main sources of law—custom and ]eglslat10~n~f¥nternat10nal. l'aw
knows only the former, resembling in this respect the law of a{l primitive cqmmunmes.
To trace the stages by which a certain kind of action or behaviour, from bf:mg custom-
ary, comes to be recognised as obligatory on all meml?e_rs of the community is the tgsk
of the social psychologist rather than of the jurist. But it is by some such process that in-
ternational law has come into being. In advanced commun_ities, the _other source of .law~
direct legislation—is more prolific, and could not possibly .be dispensed V\{]th in any
modern state. So serious does this lack of international legislation appear that, in the view
of some authorities, states do on certain occasions constitute themselves 2'1 leglsla.tlvi
body, and many multilateral agreements between states are in fact “law—malflng treaties
(traités-lois).27 This view is open to grave objections. A treaty, whatever its scope and
content, lacks the essential quality of law: it is not automatically and unconditionally ap-
plicable to all members of the community whether they assent to it or not. Attemp.ts have
been made from time to time to embody customary international law in multilateral
treaties between states. But the value of such attempts has been largely nulliﬁed'by the
fact that no treaty can bind a state which has not accepted it. The Hague Conventloqs of
1907 on the rules of war are sometimes treated as an example of international legls_la—
tion. But these conventions were not only not binding on states which were not parties
to them, but were not binding on the parties vis-a-vis states which were not part?es. The
Briand-Kellogg Pact is not, as is sometimes loosely said, a legislative act prohi_bitmg war.
It is an agreement between a large number of states “to renounce war as an instrument
of national policy in their relations with one another”. International .agreem.ents are con-
tracts concluded by states with one another in their capacity as sub]ectg of international
law, and not laws created by states in the capacity of international legislators. Interna-
tional legislation does not yet exist. . ..

2"The Carnegie Endowment has, for example, given the title International Legislation to a collection
published under its auspices of “multipartite instruments of general interest”.
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In June 1933, the British Government ceased to pay the regular installments due up.
der its war debt agreement, substituting minor “token payments”; and a year later thege #
token payments came to an end. Yet in 1935 Great Britain and France once more joineq 4
in a solemn condemnation of Germany for unilaterally repudiating her obligations uy. 4
der the disarmament clauses of the Versailles Treaty. Such inconsistencies are so com. 1
mon that the realist finds little difficulty in reducing them to a simple rule. The elemen; §
of power is inherent in every political treaty. The contents of such a treaty reflect in some 4
degree the relative strength of the contracting parties. Stronger states will insist on the 4
sanctity of the treaties concluded by them with weaker states. Weaker states will re- §
nounce treaties concluded by them with stronger states so soon as the power position al- 4
ters and the weaker state feels itself strong enough to reject or modify the obligation, §
Since 1918, the United States have concluded no treaty with a stronger state, and have 3
therefore unreservedly upheld the sanctity of treaties. Great Britain concluded the war
debt agreement with a country financially stronger than herself, and defaulted. She con- §
cluded no other important treaty with a stronger Power and, with this single exception,
upheld the sanctity of treaties. The countries which had concluded the largest number of ;

treaties with states stronger than themselves, and subsequently strengthened their posi-
tion, were Germany, Italy and Japan; and these are the countries which renounced or vi-

olated the largest number of treaties. But it would be rash to assume any moral
distinction between these different attitudes. There is no reason to assume that these
countries would insist any less strongly than Great Britain or the United States on the 3

sanctity of treaties favourable to themselves concluded by them with weaker states.

The case is convincing as far as it goes. The rule pacta sunt servanda is not a moral ~
principle, and its application cannot always be justified on ethical grounds. It is a rule of 3
international law; and as such it not only is, but is universally recognised to be, neces- v
sary to the existence of an international society. But law does not purport to solve every }
political problem; and where it fails, the fault often lies with those who seek to put it to
uses for which it was never intended. It is no reproach to law to describe it as a bulwark
of the existing order. The essence of law is to promote stability and maintain the exist- 3

ing framework of society; and it is perfectly natural everywhere for conservatives to de-
scribe themselves as the party of law and order, and to denounce radicals as disturbers
of the peace and enemies of the law. The history of every society reveals a strong ten-
dency on the part of those who want important changes in the existing order to commit
acts which are illegal and which can plausibly be denounced as such by conservatives. It
is true that in highly organised societies, where legally constituted machinery exists for
bringing about changes in the law, this tendency to illegal action is mitigated. But it is
never removed altogether. Radicals are always more likely than conservatives to come
into conflict with the law.

Before 1914, international law did not condemn as illegal resort to war for the pur-
pose of changing the existing international order; and no legally constituted machinery
existed for bringing about changes in any other way. After 1918 opinion condemning
“aggressive” war became almost universal, and nearly all the nations of the world signed
a pact renouncing resort to war as an instrument of policy. While therefore resort to war
for the purpose of altering the sratus guo now usually involves the breach of a treaty
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Obﬁgation and 18 accordipgly il]egal. in A international law, no effective international
machinery has been constituted for bringing about changes by pacific means. The rude
nineteenth-century system, or lack of system, was logical in recognising as legal the one
effective method of changing tl?e status quo. The rejection of the traditional method as
illegal and the failure to provide any effective alternative have made contemporary
international law a bulwark of the existing order to an extent unknown in previous
international law or in the municipal law of any civilised country. This is the most fun-
damental cause of the recent decline of respect for international law; and those who, in
deploring the phenomenon, fail to recognise its origin, not unnaturally expose them-
selves to the charge of hypocrisy or of obtuseness.

Of all the considerations which render unlikely the general observance of the legal
rule of the sanctity of treaties, and which provide a plausible moral justification for the
repudiation of treaties, this last is by far the most important. Respect for international law
and for the sanctity of treaties will not be increased by the sermons of those who, having
most to gain from the maintenance of the existing order, insist most firmly on the morally
binding character of the law. Respect for law and treaties will be maintained only in so
far as the law recognises effective political machinery through which it can itself be mod-
ified and superseded. There must be a clear recognition of that play of political forces
which is antecedent to all law. Only when these forces are in stable equilibrium can the
law perform its social function without becoming a tool in the hands of the defenders of
the status quo. The achievement of this equilibrium is not a legal, but a political task. . . .

Peaceful Change

.. . The attempt to make a moral distinction between wars of “aggression” and wars of
“defence” is misguided. If a change is necessary and desirable, the use or threatened use
of force to maintain the status quo may be morally more culpable than the use or threat-
ened use of force to alter it. Few people now believe that the action of the American
colonists who attacked the status quo by force in 1776, or of the Irish who attacked the
status quo by force between 1916 and 1920, was necessarily less moral than that of the
British who defended it by force. The moral criterion must be not the “aggressive” or
“defensive” character of the war, but the nature of the change which is being sought and
resisted. . . .

... When the change is effected by legislation, the compulsion is that of the state.
But where the change is effected by the bargaining procedure, the force majeure can only
be that of the stronger party. The employer who concedes the strikers’ demands pleads
inability to resist. The trade union leader who calls off an unsuccessful strike pleads that
the union was too weak to continue. “Yielding to threats of force”, which is sometimes
used as a term of reproach, is therefore a normal part of the process. . . .

The defence of the status quo is not a policy which can be lastingly successful. It
will end in war as surely as rigid conservatism will end in revolution. “Resistance to ag-
gression”, however necessary as a momentary device of national policy, is no solution;
for readiness to fight to prevent change is just as unmoral as readiness to fight to enforce
it. To establish methods of peaceful change is therefore the fundamental problem of
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international morality and of international politics. We can discard as purely utopian g g
muddle-headed plans for a procedure of peaceful change dictated by a world legislamnd 1
ora w"orld court. We can describe as utopian in the right sense (i.e. performing the pro o
function of a utopia in proclaiming an ideal to be aimed at, though not wholly attainablier ]
the desire to eliminate the element of power and to base the bargaining process of pea ) ]
ful change on a common feeling of what is just and reasonable. But we shall also kec N ]
in mind the realist view of peaceful change as an adjustment to the changed relationg q;" ;
power; and since the party which is able to bring most power to bear normally emer; : ]
successful from operations of peaceful change, we shall do our best to make oursel% ' 1
as powerful as we can. In practice, we know that peaceful change can only be achiev:(i
through a compromise between the utopian conception of a common feeling of right anq 3

the realist conception of a mechanical adjustment to a changed equilibrium of forces

That is why a successful foreign policy must oscillate between the apparently opposite 3

poles of force and appeasement. . . .

THE ORIGINS OF WAR
IN NEOREALIST THEORY

Kenneth N. Waltz

Like most historians, many students of international politics have been skeptical about
the pOSSibility of creating a theory that might help one to understand and explain the
international events that interest us. Thus Morgenthau, foremost among traditional real-
ists, was fond of repeating Blaise Pascal’s remark that “the history of the world would
have been different had Cleopatra’s nose been a bit shorter” and then asking “How do
you systemize that?”! His appreciation of the role of the accidental and the occurrence
of the unexpected in politics dampened his theoretical ambition.

The response of neorealists is that, although difficulties abound, some of the obsta-
cles that seem most daunting lie in misapprehensions about theory. Theory obviously
cannot explain the accidental or account for unexpected events; it deals in regularities and
repetitions and is possible only if these can be identified. A further difficulty is found in
the failure of realists to conceive of international politics as a distinct domain about which
theories can be fashioned. Morgenthau, for example, insisted on “the autonomy of poli-
tics,” but he failed to apply the concept to international politics. A theory is a depiction
of the organization of a domain and of the connections among its parts. A theory indicates
that some factors are more important than others and specifies relations among them. In
reality, everything is related to everything else, and one domain cannot be separated from
others. But theory isolates one realm from all others in order to deal with it intellectually.
By defining the structure of international political systems, neorealism establishes the au-
tonomy of international politics and thus makes a theory about it possible.?

In developing a theory of international politics, neorealism retains the main tenets of
realpolitik, but means and ends are viewed differently, as are causes and effects.
Morgenthau, for example, thought of the “rational” statesman as ever striving to accumu-
late more and more power. He viewed power as an end in itself. Although he acknowledged

Kenneth N. Waltz, “The Origins of War in Neorealist Theory.” Reprinted from The Journal of Interdis-
ciplinary History, XVII1 (1988), 615-628, with the permission of the editors of The Journal of Inter-
disciplinary History and the MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts. © 1988 by the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology and The Journal of Interdisciplinary History, Inc.

"Hans J. Morgenthau, “International Relations: Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches,” in Norman
D. Palmer (ed.), A Design for International Relations Research: Scope, Theory, Methods, and Relevance
{Philadelphia, 1970), 78.

2Morgenthau, Politics among Nations (New York, 1973; Sthed.), 11. Ludwig Boltzman (trans. Rudolf
Weingartner), “Theories as Representations,” excerpted in Arthur Danto and Sidney Morgenbesser
(eds.), Philosophy of Science (Cleveland, 1960), 245-252. Neorealism is sometimes dubbed structural
realism. I use the terms interchangeably and, throughout this article. refer to my own formulation of
neorealist theory. See Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.. 1979); Robert Keohane
(ed.). Neorealism and Its Critics (New York. 1986).
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that nations at times act out of considerations other than power, Morgenthau insisted th
when they do so, their actions are not “of a political nature”® In contrast, neorealism

vision is an important one.

An even more important revision is found in a shift of causal relations. The infinite 3
materials of any realm can be organized in endlessly different ways. Realism thinks of §
causes as moving in only one direction, from the interactions of individuals and states to 3
the outcomes that their acts and interactions produce. Morgenthau recognized that, whep 3
there is competition for scarce goods and no one to serve as arbiter, a struggle for power %
will ensue among the competitors and that consequently the struggle for power can be
explained without reference to the evil born in men. The struggle for power arises sim- §
ply because men want things, not because of the evil in their desires. He labeled man’s 3

desire for scarce goods as one of the two roots of conflict, but, even while discussing it,
he seemed to pull toward the “other root of conflict and concomitant evil”—“the animus

dominandi, the desire for power.” He often considered that man’s drive for power is more
basic than the chance conditions under which struggles for power occur. This attitude is

seen in his statement that “in a world where power counts, no nation pursuing a rational

policy has a choice between renouncing and wanting power; and, if it could, the lust for §

power for the individual’s sake would still confront us with its less spectacular yet no less
pressing moral defects’™

Students of international politics have typically inferred outcomes from salient at-
tributes of the actors producing them. Thus Marxists, like liberals, have linked the out-
break of war or the prevalence of peace to the internal qualities of states. Governmental
forms, economic systems, social institutions, political ideologies—these are but a few
examples of where the causes of war have been found. Yet, although causes are specifi-
cally assigned, we know that states with widely divergent economic institutions, social
customs, and political ideologies have all fought wars. More striking still, many differ-
ent sorts of organizations fight wars, whether those organizations be tribes, petty princi-
palities, empires, nations, or street gangs. If an identified condition seems to have caused
a given war, one must wonder why wars occur repeatedly even though their causes vary.
Variations in the characteristics of the states are not linked directly to the outcomes that
their behaviors produce, nor are variations in their patterns of interaction. Many histori-
ans, for example, have claimed that World War I was caused by the interaction of two op-
posed and closely balanced coalitions. But then many have claimed that World War 11
was caused by the failure of some states to combine forces in an effort to right an
imbalance of power created by an existing alliance.

*Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, 27.
didem, Scientific Man vs. Power Politics (Chicago, 1946), 192, 200. Italics added.

at, 3
Sees #
power as a possibly useful means, with states running risks if they have either too little or 3
too much of it. Excessive weakness may invite an attack that greater strength would have
dissuaded an adversary from launching. Excessive strength may prompt other states to in. 3
crease their arms and pool their efforts against the dominant state. Because power is a pos. ‘3
sibly useful means, sensible statesmen try to have an appropriate amount of it. In crucia]
situations, however, the ultimate concern of states is not for power but for security. This re. _
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Ncorealism contends thgt international .politics can pe unders:tood only if ;lhe 'eﬁemhs of
¢ added to the unit-level explanations of tra.dmona] realism. By emp asnz’x ng how
ffect actions and outcomes, neorealism rejects the assumption that man’s umate
er constitutes a sufficient cause of war in t.he absence of any other: It reconceives
1 link between interacting units and international outcomes. Accordmg to the logic

tho M2 1 politics, one must believe that some causes of international outcomes are the
Ofintem‘z'moéa ; s at ,the unit level, and, since variations in presumed causes do not corre-
result of 1N aCtllonto variations in o!;served outcomes, one must also assume that others are
spond Veryldosstiu}::tural level. Causes at the level of units interact with those at the level of
located &1 trllfj, because they do so, explanation at the unit level alone is bound to be mis-
Sm“?mre,l? an approach allows the consideration of both unit-level and structural-level
leading hen it can cope with both the changes and the continuities that occur in a system.
causesst, tcetunral realism presents a systemic portrait of international politics depicting com-

entrll;nits according to the manner of their arrangement. For the purpose of developing a
o states are cast as unitary actors wanting at least to survive, and are taken to be the sys-
tgfr?xonmment units. The essential structural quality of the system is anarchy—the absence
of a central monopoly of legitimate force. Changes of structure and hence of system foccu(;
with variations in the number of great powers. The range of expected ochome.s ;ls Ln erret
from the assumed motivation of the units and the structure gf the system in whlc t ey ac 1.

A systems theory of international politics deals with forcgs at the mtern_atlorl]a ,
and not at the national, level. With both systems-le_\rfal anq unlt-le?vel forces in play,
how can one construct a theory of international POllthS W}thout smultaneously. cml]-
structing a theory of foreign policy? An international-political theo'ry dges not imply
or require a theory of foreign policy any more than a market theory -1mphes or r.equzques;
a theory of the firm. Systems theories, whether political or economic, are Fheolfles a
explain how the organization of a realm acts as a constraining and dlsposmg orce on
the interacting units within it. Such theories tell us about the forces to which the units
are subjected. From them, we can draw some inferences about the expecteq behavior
and fate of the units: namely, how they will have to compete with and qdjust to one
another if they are to survive and flourish. To the extent that the dynamlc_S of a sys-
tem limit the freedom of its units, their behavior and the ou'tcomes of their behavior
become predictable. How do we expect firms to respond .t'o differently structured mar-
kets, and states to differently structured international-political systems? These theor.et-
ical questions require us to take firms as firms, and states as states, w1thout. paying
attention to differences among them. The questions are then answered by reference t_o
the placement of the units in their system and not by refe'rence to thg Iptemal quzéll—
ties of the units. Systems theories explain why differ'en? units behave similarly and, ]e—
spite their variations, produce outcomes that fall within expected ranges. Conv.ers'e Y,
theories at the unit level tell us why different units behave differently despite thelr.sml—l
ilar placement in a system. A theory about foreign pohvcy.lsva theon_')_/ at tf_le natl](onfa
level. It leads to expectations about the responses that dissimilar pol‘me_s will make (;
external pressures. A theory of international politics bears on the foreign pol](ilcs](')l
nations although it claims to explain only certain aspect§ of them. It can tell us wha
international conditions national policies have to cope with.

structure ar
structures a
Just for pow
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From the vantage point of neorealist theory, competition and conflict among stateg 2
stem directly from the twin facts of life under conditions of anarchy: States in an anarchjc 4
order must provide for their own security, and threats or seeming threats to their.security 3
abound. Preoccupation with identifying dangers and counteracting them become a way of 4
life. Relations remain tense; the actors are usually suspicious and often hostile even though 4
by nature they may not be given to suspicion and hostility. Individually, states may only be 4
doing what they can to bolster their security. Their individual intentions aside, collectively ~
their actions yield arms races and alliances. The uneasy state of affairs 1s exacerbated by &
the familiar “security dilemma,” wherein measures that enhance one state’s security typi. 3
cally diminish that of others. In an anarchic domain, the source of one’s own comfort ig 3
the source of another’s worry. Hence a state that is amassing instruments of war, even for 4
its own defensive, is cast by others as a threat requiring response. The response itself thep 3
serves to confirm the first state’s belief that it had reason to worry. Similarly, an alliance 3
that in the interest of defense moves to increase cohesion among its members and add to 3

its ranks inadvertently imperils an opposing alliance and provokes countermeasures.

Some states may hunger for power for power’s sake. Neorealist theory, however,
shows that it is not necessary to assume an innate lust for power in order to account for }
the sometimes fierce competition that marks the international arena. In an anarchic do- §

main, a state of war exists if all parties lust for power. But so too will a state of war ex-
ist if all states seek only to ensure their own safety.

Although neorealist theory does not explain why particular wars are fought, it does ]

explain war’s dismal recurrence through the millennia. Neorealists point not to the am-
bitions or the intrigues that punctuate the outbreak of individual conflicts but instead to
the existing structure within which events, whether by design or accident, can precipi-
tate open clashes of arms. The origins of hot wars lie in cold wars, and the origins of cold
wars are found in the anarchic ordering of the international arena.

The recurrence of war is explained by the structure of the international system. The-
orists explain what historians know: War is normal. Any given war is explained not by
looking at the structure of the international-political system but by looking at the par-
ticularities within it: the situations, the characters, and the interactions of states. Al-
though particular explanations are found at the unit level, general explanations are also
needed. Wars vary in frequency, and in other ways as well. A central question for a struc-
tural theory is this: How do changes of the system affect the expected frequency of war?

KEEPING WARS COLD:
THE STRUCTURAL LEVEL
In an anarchic realm, peace is fragile. The prolongation of peace requires that poten-

tially destabilizing developments elicit the interest and the calculated response of some
or all of the system’s principal actors. In the anarchy of states, the price of inattention

5See John H. Herz, “ldealist Internationalismi and the Security Dilemma,” World Politics, 11 (1950),
157--180.
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Jculation is often paid in blood. An important issue for a structural theory to ad-
ca

. whether destabilizing conditions and events are managed better in multipolar or
dIeSS 1S

. stems. L. :
blpoiar aS);ystem of, say, five great powers, the politics of power turns on the diplomacy
n » 950

hich alliances are made, maintained, and disrupted. Flexibility of alignment means
by W t}l‘at the country one is wooing may prefer another suitor and thait one’s present. al-
both ¢ partner may defect. Flexibility of alignment limits a state’s options because, ide-
lianc

Jly, its strategy must please potential allies and satisfy present partners. Alliances are
ally,

de by states that have some but not all of their interests in common. The common in-
© ma

t is ordinarily a negative one: fear of other states. Divergfance comes when positive
Feres ts are at issue. In alliances among near equals, strategies are always the product
:)nftii)e;;romise since the interests of allies and their notions of how to secure them are
neveIrfl S(e)rr;;geatli.ng blocs are seen to be closely balanced, and if competition turns on im-

ortant matters, then to let one’s side down risks c’me.’s own destructlion..ln a m(’)mer;F of
Izris,is the weaker or the more adventurous party is likely to determine its (silde ts pot }11(;/r
Its partners can afford neither to let the weakef member pe c¥efegted nor to advertise
disunity by failing to back a venture even Wl?ll.e deploring its risks. N

The prelude to World War I provides striking e)'(amples of S}lch a situation. ) ::h p
proximate equality of partners in both the Triple Alh'fmce aqd Triple Entente made gm
closely interdependent. This interdependence, combined with the kefzn. competl.tlton e-
tween the two camps, meant that, although any country (fould commit its associates, no
one country on either side could exercise control. If f‘\ustna-ﬁungary marched, Germany
had to follow; the dissolution of the Austro-Hunganan_Emplre would have left Ger_many
alone in the middle of Europe. If France marched, Russ1'a had 'to follow% a German v1ct0}rly
over France would be a defeat for Russia. And so the vicious circle continued. Because the
defeat or the defection of a major ally would have shaken the palance, each sta_te was con-
strained to adjust its strategy and the use of its forces to the aims and fears of its partnfe;s.

In alliances among equals, the defection of one member threatens the security of the
others. In alliances among unequals, the contributions of the lesser members are at once
wanted and of relatively small importance. In alliances among unequals, alliance le_acll-
ers need worry little about the faithfulness of their followers, V\{hO usually hav}; l.1tt‘e
choice anyway. Contrast the situation in 1914 with that.of the United States and rlltamf
and France in 1956. The United States could dissociate itself fr.0m the Suez a'dventule‘o
its two principal allies and subject one of them to he'avy ﬁnanmal' pressure. kae'Auﬁtrlg—
Hungary in 1914, Britain and France tried to commit or th least 1mmob1.hze their ally 13
presenting a fait accompli. Enjoying a position of predomm'ancev, the _Ur'nte(.i States C(l)'u
continue to focus its attention on the major adversary while disciplining its two al 1;:5
Opposing Britain and France endangered neither the United State§ nor the alliance SZ-
cause the security of Britain and France depended much more hea\{)ly onus t?eé}n our ;
curity depended on them. The ability of the Uni.ted Ststes, and the inability of Germany,

ice measured in intra-alliance terms is striking. o
° pal}:j)glr;;icioef-power politics old style, flexibility ofalignmcm led -tc.) rlgldlty‘ oflftrtz:;
egy or the limitation of freedom of decision. In balance-of-power politics new style,
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t it costs only money for unnecessary arms and possibly the fighting olf
g dynamics of a bipolar system, moreover, provide a measure 0
ited WA o 1}’(;1 in which two states united in their mutual antagonism over-
prection: 10 4 Wotrhe benefits of a calculated response stand out most clearly, and the
adow 20 therS., nsible behavior achieve their greatest force. Thus two states,
ctions g 11'Fr‘espountutored in the ways of international politics, and famed for
niStbbiz:\?::n}(:;l\;e shown themselves—not always and everywhere, but always
ve b >

| cases—to be wary, alert, cautious, flexible, and forbearing. . . .
C — >

obverse is true: Rigidity of alignment in a two-power world results in more flexibj};
strategy and greater freedom of decision. In a multipolar world, roughly equal parties
gaged in cooperative endeavors must look for the common denominator of their policie,
They risk finding the lowest one and easily end up in the worst of all possible worldg -
a bipolar world, alliance leaders can design strategies primarily to advance their own i
terests and to cope with their main adversary and less to satisfy their own allies, sélaﬁo
impulst
. Crucla!

is a danger to whom is never in doubt. Any event in the world that involves the fortupe WARS! HOT AND COLD

i i litical system. Most
g igi i tructure of the international po
‘ d cold, originate in the s 4 : o
Harry S. Truman, at the time of the Korean invasion, could not very well echo Nevijje4 Wars,.hO:I;l rtl)]ame the Soviet Union for creating the Cold War,Rby t.h~e agtio}rlxiss :Zaians o
‘ ! Amenie? f its society and government. Revisionis 2
ily from the nature of its s y . . -
nece.ssaﬂ}lly (l;ominant view, assign blame to the United States. Some Ame}rllctari ertre(()lrthe
tac!(lng t ferest or faulty assumption about Soviet aims, they argue, 1s V\; 31 st:;O e
SlmSti;rvm Eithér way, the main point is lost. In a blpolar_ world,_ each od ) e_m utge S
Cold asr ‘bound to focus its fears on the other, to distrust 1t_s mf)tlv;s,tan t 0 ;1 Opstarted
power. i i asures. The proper question is what, not who, :
ive intentions to defensive me: . _ > suned
fenSlVf;;;var Although its content and virulence vary as unit-level forces chaz{gmational
o Ctothe Co.ld War continues. It is firmly rooted in the structure of postwar in
teract,

politics, and will last as long as that structure endures.

Von Bethmann Hollweg and Adolf Hitler before two world wars-—that a united opposi-
tion would not form.

another state tries to make, As the leaders in a bipolar system, the United States and the
Soviet Union are disposed to do the resisting, for in important matters they cannot hope 3
that their allies will do it for them. Political action in the postwar world has reflected this




HEGEMONIC WAR AND}L
INTERNATIONAL CHANGE |

Robert Gilpjp, §

Because of the redistribution of power, the costs to the traditional dominant state of §

maintaining the international system increase relative to its capacity to pay; this, in turn, &
produces the severe fiscal crisis. . . . By the same token, the costs to the rising state of 3

changing the system decrease; it begins to appreciate that it can increase its OWn gaing ¥
by forcing changes in the nature of the system. Its enhanced power position means that 3
the relative costs of changing the system and securing its interests have decreased. Thus, 2
nd, the rising state, as its power increases, will seek 2
to change the status quo as the perceived potential benefits begin to exceed the perceived 3

in accordance with the law of dema

costs of undertaking a change in the system.
As its relative power increases, a rising state attempts to change the rules governing

the international system, the division of the spheres of influence, and, most important of ‘
ory. In response, the dominant power counters

all, the international distribution of territ
this challenge through changes in its policies that attempt to restore equilibrium in the

system. The historical record reveals that if it fails in this attempt, the disequilibrium wil] 4

be resolved by war. Shepard Clough, in his book The Rise and Fall of Civilization, drew

on a distinguished career in historical scholarship to make the point: “At least in all the |

cases which we have passed . . . in review in these pages, cultures with inferior civiliza-
tion but with growing economic power have always attacked the most civilized cultures
during the latters’ economic decline” (1970, p. 263). The fundamental task of the chal-
lenged dominant state is to solve what Walter Lippmann once characterized as the fun-
damental problem of foreign policy— the balancing of commitments and resources
(Lippmann, 1943, p. 7). An imperial, hegemonic, or great power has essentially two
courses of action open to it as it attempts to restore equilibrium in the system. The first
and preferred solution is that the challenged power can seek to increase the resources
devoted to maintaining its commitments and position in the international system. The
second is that it can attempt to reduce its existing commitments (and associated costs) in
a way that does not ultimately Jeopardize its international position. Although neither
response will be followed to the exclusion of the other, they may be considered analytically
as separate policies. The logic and the pitfalls of each policy will be considered in turn.
Historically, the most frequently employed devices to generate new resources to
meet the increasing costs of dominance and to forestall decline have been to incre

ase do-
mestic taxation and to exact tribute from other states. Both of these courses of acti

on have

—_—

Robert Gilpin, Chapter 5, “Hegemonic War and International Change,” from War and Change in World

Politics. © Cambridge University Press 1981. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University
Press.
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gers in that they can provoke resistance and rebellion. The French Revglution
1 d in part by the effort of the monarchy to levy the hlg}}er’ ,taxes requ1re§ to
was 185 ish challenge (von Ranke, 1950, p. 211). Athens’s “allies” revolted against
meet the B> (:j for increased tribute. Because higher taxes (or tribute) mean de-
Athenian demaf_lles investment and a lowered standard of living, in most instances such
creasefi pmducg \ employed for only relatively short periods of time, such as during a war.
expedients =7 fel esistance within a society to higher taxes or tribute encourages the
Lt g 1rlo more indirect methods of generating additional resources to meet
overnme}lt. tolsln(:ft fZequent]y, a government will resort to inflationary policies or seek
'clr;lsaltsé the terms of trade with other coumrigs. As Carlo Cipolla obgerve.d (1?70,
to invariable symptoms of a society’s decline are excessive taxation, mﬂatlor},
;?;]:izcleof—payments difficulties as govemmen.t and society spend beyonq their
- ns. But these indirect devices also bring hardship and encounter strong resistance
means.
ey lonogstnsl:t.isfactory solution to the problem of increasing costs is i_ncreased effi-
i Thﬁ]rg]e use of existing resources. Through organizational, technological, an(_i other
N f innovations, a state can either economize with respect to the resources at 1Fs dis-
typei (:)rlincrease th’e total amount of disposable resources. Thus, as Mark Elvin ex-
P the fundamental reason that imperial China survived intact for so lqng WaS.ltS
plalnz:ily high rate of economic and technological innovation; over long per10(.is China
lvlvrzlal;Sab]e to generate sufficient resources to finance the costs of protectlocrlx ag(;n;;si;[es(;.xtc(;
cessive invaders (Elvin, 1973). Converse?y, the Roman cconomy stagnate 1an ailed to
innovate. Among the reasons for the decline and_ des‘tructlon of Rome was1 1tst 1;na “;yfor
generate resources sufficient to stave off barbarian 1n\_/aders..More recently, ; € Sa o
greater industrial productivity in contemporary Amepcg derive from the rea (1122(11 1tcc))nmeet
technological innovation and more efﬁciept use of existing resources are neede
the increasing demands of consumption, mvestn'lent, and protc?cu(zn. N y
This innovative solution involves rejuven?tlon of the society’s military, e:onon;its,
and political institutions. In the case of declining Rmpe, for examp.le, ; rectas 1rz)gf ?axa_
increasingly inefficient system of agricultural product.lon.anﬁi a revise syst.em of taxar
tion were required. Unfortunately, social reform ‘at'ld 1n§t1tut10nal rejuvlen}? ion coome
increasingly difficult as a society ages, because this 1mpl'1es more general cl angf:sC n o
toms, attitudes, motivation, and sets of values that co'nsm'ut'e a cultural'hefltagf (. 1}3 ities,
1970, p. 11). Vested interests resist the loss of their privileges. IIlStltutl(;I512~gl6g)l mes
frustrate abandonment of “tried and true” methods (D?wns, 1967, pp. —066). o
could hardly expect it to be otherwise: “Innovations are important not for .thle3r 1mmdif_
ate, actual results but for their potential for future development, and potential is very
s” (Cipolla, 1970, pp. 9-10). . B
ﬁculx(;Z(S:lsfrfing(SoEiety experiences a vicious cycle of decay 4and 1mm}:)b1htg/,hx:;dc7hd§
arising society enjoys a virtuous cycle ofgrowth and expansion. On t. f:h?nrather e
cline is accompanied by lack of social cooperflt{on, by empham? onrig hs ather than
emphasis on duty, and by decreasing productivity. On. the; chel han]d,/ tdeim]ovation
and pessimism gencrated by this gloomy atmpsphere .lnhlbli renewa al;l immovatior .
The failure to innovate accentuates the decline and its psychologically de g
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cgpse;]luences. Once caught up in this cycle, it is difficult for the society to break out
( ipolla, 1970, p. 1 1)..For this reason, a more rational and more efficient use of exis;.
INg resources to meet increasing military and productive needs is seldom achieved.

There have been societies that have managed their resources with great skill for :

hundrf;ds of years and have rejuvenated themselves in response to external challengeg
and this resilience has enabled them to survive for centuries in a hostile enviromﬁini’
In fact, tho;e states that have been notable for their longevity have been the ones mo, t
successful in allocating their scarce resources in an optimal fashion in order to baT
ance, over a period of centuries, the conflicting demands of consumption, protection‘

and investment. An outstanding example was the Venetian city-state. Within this aris.

tocratic republic the governing elite moderated consumption and shifted resources
back and forth between protection and investment as need required over the centuries
(Lane, 1973). The Chinese Empire was even more significant. Its longevity and unity
were due to the fact that the Chinese were able to increase their production more
rap1d¥y than the rise in the costs of protection (Elvin, 1973, pp. 92-3, 317). The pro-
gressive nature of the imperial Chinese economy meant that sufficient resources were
In most cases available to meet external threats and preserve the integrity of the em-
pire for centuries. In contrast to the Romans, who were eventually inundated and de-
stroyed by the barbarians, the Chinese “on the whole . . . managed to keep one ste;
ahez}d qf their neighbours in the relevant technical skills, military, economic and o£
ganizational” (Elvin, 1973, p. 20). ,

Aq example of social rejuvenation intended to meet an external challenge was that of
revolutionary France. The point has already been made that European aristocracies were
reluctant to place firearms in the hands of the lower social orders, preferring to rely on
§mall professional armies. The French Revolution and the innovation of nationalism made
1t possible for the French state to tap the energies of the masses of French citizens. The
so-called levée en masse greatly increased the human resources available to the rep.ublic
?nd, later, to Napoleon. Although this imperial venture was ultimately unsuccessful, it does
illustrate the potentiality for domestic rejuvenation of a society in response to decl’ine.

. The second type of response to declining fortunes is to bring costs and resources
mto .ba!ance by reducing costs. This can be attempted in three general ways. The first is
to eliminate the reason for the increasing costs (i.e., to weaken or destroy the rising chal-
lenger}. The second is to expand to a more secure and less costly defensive perimeter.
The third is to reduce international commitments. Each of these alternative strategies haé
1ts attractions and its dangers.
OﬁhZ}; éil:]set ninclig m;)st att}:gctive response to a society’s q§cline is to eliminate the source
the g cha]].en y aur}ll.cl inga pp_aventwe war the. dec.hn]r?g power destroys or weakens
5 Thowsico engr'W ile the military .ad.v’antage is still with the declining power. Thus,
o p am.ed, the Spartans 1pmated the Pe]oponnesian War in an attempt to
: Sh the rising Athenian challenger while Sparta still had the power to do so. When the
(f:OI(J)é(I:S 2;:(8):;1 has gppeared to be to decline or to fight, statesmen have most generally
© - However, : esxdeg causmg unnAec'essary loss of life, the greatest danger inherent
preventive war is that it sets in motion a course of events over which statesmen soon
lose control (see the subsequent discussion of hegemonic war).
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" gecond, a state may seek to reduce the costs of maintaining its position by means of
further expansion“ In effect, the state hopes to reduce its long-term costs by acquiring
Jess costly defensive positions./As Edward Luttwak (1976) demonstrated in his brilliant
study of Roman grand strategy, Roman expansion in its later phases was an attempt to

4 more secure and less costly defensive positions and to eliminate potential chal-
lengers. Although this responsé¢ to declining fortunes can be effective, it can also lead to
further overextension of commjitments, to increasing costs, and thereby to acceleration
of the decline. It is difficult for a successful and expanding state to break the habit of
expansion, and it is all too easy to believe that “expand or die” is the imperative of
international survival. Perhaps the greatest danger for every imperial or hegemonic
power, as it proved eventually to be for Rome, is overextension of commitments that
gradually begin to sap its strength (Grant, 1968, p. 246).2

The third means of bringing costs and resources into balance is, of course, to reduce
foreign-policy commitments. Through political, territorial, or economic retrenchment, a
society can reduce the costs of maintaining its international position. However, this strat-
egy is politically difficult, and carrying it out is a delicate matter. Its success is highly
uncertain and strongly depenflent on timing and circumstances. The problem of re-
trenchment will be considered first in general terms; then a case of relatively successful
retrenchment by a great power will be discussed. _

The most direct method of retrenchment is unilateral abandonment of certain of a
state’s economic, political, or military commitments. For example, a state may withdraw
from exposed and costly strategic positions. Venice, as was pointed out, pursued for cen-
turies a conscious policy of alternating advance and retreat. The longevity of the later
Roman Empire or Byzantine Empire may be partially explained by its withdrawal from
its exposed and difficult-to-defend western provinces and consolidation of its position
on a less costly basis in its eastern provinces; its survival for a thousand years was due
to the fact that it brought the scale of empire and resources into balance (Cipolla, 1970,
p. 82; Rader, 1971, p. 54). In our own time, the so-called Nixon doctrine may be inter-
preted as an effort on the part of the United States to disengage from vulnerable com-
mitments and to shift part of the burden of defending the international status quo to other
powers (Hoffmann, 1978, pp. 46-7).

A second standard technique of retrenchment is to enter into alliances with or seek
rapprochement with less threatening powers. In effect, the dominant but declining power
makes concessions to another state and agrees to share the benefits of the status quo with
that other state in exchange for sharing the costs of preserving the status quo. Thus the
Romans brought the Goths into the empire (much to their later regret) in exchange for

IThis cause of expansion is frequently explained by the “turbulent-frontier” thesis. A classic example
was Britain’s steady and incremental conquest of India in order to eliminate threatening political dis-
turbances on the frontier of the empire. Two recent examples are the American invasion of Cambodia
during the Vietnam War and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

?As Raymond Aron argued (1974), defeat in Vietnam may. in the long run, save the United States from
the corrupting and ultimately weakening vice of overexpansion of commitments.
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their assistance in defending the frontiers of the empire. As will be pointed out in a mq.
ment, the policy of entente or rapprochement was pursued by the British prior to Worlg
War ] as they sought to meet the rising German challenge. The American rapprochemen
with Communist China is a late-twentieth-century example. In exchange for weakening
the American commitment to Taiwan, the Americans seek Chinese assistance in con-
taining the expanding power of the Soviet Union.

Unfortunately, there are several dangers associated with this response to decline,
First, in an alliance between a great power and a lesser power there is a tendency for
the former to overpay in the long run, as has occurred with the United States and the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO); the great power increases its commit-
ments without a commensurate increase in the resources devoted by its allies to
finance those commitments. Further, the ally is benefited materially by the alliance,
and as its capabilities increase, it may turn against the declining power. Thus the
Romans educated the Goths in their military techniques only to have the latter turn
these techniques against them. Second, the utility of alliances is limited by Riker’s
theory of coalitions: An increase in the number of allies decreases the benefits to each.
Therefore, as an alliance increases in number, the probability of defection increases
(Riker, 1962). Third, the minor ally may involve the major ally in disputes of its own
from which the latter cannot disengage itself without heavy costs to its prestige. For
these reasons, the utility of an alliance as a response to decline and a means to decrease
costs is severely restricted.

The third and most difficult method of retrenchment is to make concessions to the ris-
ing power and thereby seek to appease its ambitions. Since the Munich conference in
1938, “appeasement” as a policy has been in disrepute and has been regarded as inappro-
priate under every conceivable set of circumstances. This is unfortunate, because there are
historical examples in which appeasement has succeeded. Contending states have not only
avoided conflict but also achieved a relationship satisfactory to both. A notable example
was British appeasement of the rising United States in the decades prior to World War |
(Perkins, 1968). The two countries ended a century-long hostility and laid the basis for
what has come to be known as the “special relationship” of the two Anglo-Saxon powers.

The fundamental problem with a policy of appeasement and accommodation is to
find a way to pursue it that does not lead to continuing deterioration in a state’s prestige
and international position. Retrenchment by its very nature is an indication of relative
weakness and declining power, and thus retrenchment can have a deteriorating effect on
relations with allies and rivals. Sensing the decline of their protector, allies try to obtain
the best deal they can from the rising master of the system. Rivals are stimulated to
“close in,” and frequently they precipitate a conflict in the process. Thus World War I be-
gan as a conflict between Russia and Austria over the disposition of the remnants of the
retreating Ottoman Empire (Hawtrey, 1952, pp- 75-81).

Because retrenchment signals waning power, a state seldom retrenches or makes
corncessions on its own initiative. Yet, not to retrench voluntarily and then to retrench in
response to threats or military defeat means an even more severe loss of prestige and
weakening of one’s diplomatic standing. As a consequence of such defeats, allies defect
to the victorious party, opponents press their advantage, and the retrenching society itself
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mes demoralized. Moreover, if the forced retrenchment involves the loss of a “vital

. peco . o ) .
pe:;rest ” then the security and integrity of the state are placed in jeopardy. For these rea-
1 5. retrenchment js-a hazardous course for a state; it is a course seldom pursued by a
SOMS,

declining power. However, there have been cases of a retrenchment policy being carried

e

t rather successfully. N .

o An excellent example of a declining hegemon that successfully brought its re-
urces and commitments into balance is provided by Great Britain in the decades just

S(;ior to World War 1. Following its victory over France in the Napoleonic wars, Great

P

- Britain had become the world’s most powerful and most prestigious state. It gave its

name to a century of relative peace, the Pax Britannica. British naval power was supreme
on the high seas, and British industry and commerce were uncha!lengeable in world mar-
kets. An equilibrium had been established on .the Europeap contmept by the Congress of
vVienna (1814), and no military or industrial rivals then ex:ste{i outside of Europe. By the
Jast decades of the century, however, a profound transformation had taken plage. Naval
and industrial rivals had risen to challenge British supremacy t.)oth on the Continent and
overseas. France, Germany, the United States, Japan, and Russia, to various de_grees, had
pecome expanding imperial powers. The unification of Germimy by .Prussm had .de—
stroyed the protective Continental equilibrium, and Germany’s growing naval might
threatened Britain’s command of the seas. . .

As a consequence of these commercial, naval, and imperial ch-al.lenges, Great
Britain began to encounter the problems that face every mature or ckclmmg power. On
the one hand, external demands were placing steadily increasing strains on the economy;
on the other hand, the capacity of the economy to meet these demfmds had det.erlorated.
Thus, at the same time that the costs of protection were escalating, both private con-
sumption and public consumption were also increasing because of .greater. affluence. .Su-
perficially the economy appeared strong, but the rates of mdustngl expansion,
technological innovation, and domestic investment had slowed. Thus tl.u? rise of foreign
challenges and the climacteric of the economy had brought on disequilibrium between
British global commitments and British resources. - '

As the disequilibrium between its global hegemony and its hm?ted'resource.s inten-
sified, Britain faced the dilemma of increasing its resources or reducxpg its cpmmﬂmen}s
or both. In the national debate on this critical issue the proponents of increasing thg avail-
able resources proposed two general courses of action. First, they proposed a drawmg.to-
gether of the empire and drawing on these combined resources, as Well as t'hf; crea'uop
of what John Seeley (1905) called Greater Britain, especially the white dominions. This
idea, however, did not have sufficient appeal at home or abroad. Second, reformers ad-
vocazted measures to rejuvenate the declining British economy and to achieve greater ef-
ficiency. Unfortunately, as W. Arthur Lewis argued, all the roads that would havg_led ‘to‘
industrial innovation and a higher rate of economic growth were closeq to the B!'lll.Sh for
social, political, or ideological reasons (Lewis, 1978, p. ]33).‘ The primary so]ugon K:‘
the problem of decline and disequilibrium, therefore, necessarily lay in the reduction o
overseas diplomatic and strategic commitments. - ‘ N

The specific diplomatic and strategic issue that faced Bx'msh lgadershup Yyab
whether to maintain the global position identified with the Pax Britannica or to bring
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about a retrenchment of its global commitments. By the last decade of the century,

challenging Great Britain in the Western Hemisphere and the Pacific Ocean.

At the turn of the century, however, the predominant problem was perceived to be the
challenge of German naval expansionism. Whereas all the other challenges posed limiteq
and long-term threats, the danger embodied in Germany’s decision to build a battle fleet
was immediate and portentous. Despite intense negotiations, no compromise of this nava| ‘3
armaments race could be reached. The only course open to the British was retrenchmen; 3
of their power and commitments around the globe in order to concentrate their total effortg :

on the German challenge.

Great Britain settled its differences with its other foreign rivals one after another. Iy
the 1890s came the settlement of the Venezuela-British Guiana border dispute in accor-
dance with American desires; in effect, Britain acquiesced in America’s primacy in the
Caribbean Sea. A century of American-British uneasiness came to an end, and the foun- 1
dation was laid for the Anglo-American alliance that would prevail in two world wars, ]
Next, in the Anglo-Japanese alliance of 1902, Great Britain gave up its policy of going it
alone and took Japan as its partner in the Far East. Accepting Japanese supremacy in the 4
northwestern Pacific as a counterweight to Russia, Great Britain withdrew to the south,
This was immediately followed in 1904 by the entente cordiale, which settled the Mediter-
ranean and colonial confrontation between France and Great Britain and ended centuries
of conflict. In 1907 the Anglo-Russian agreement resolved the British-Russian confronta-
tion in the Far East, turned Russia’s interest toward the Balkans, and eventually aligned
Russia, Great Britain, and France against Germany and Austria. Thus, by the eve of World -
War |, British commitments had been retrenched to a point that Britain could employ what-

ever power it possessed to arrest further decline in the face of expanding German power.

Thus far we have described two alternative sets of strategies that a great power may

pursue in order to arrest its decline: to increase resources or to decrease costs. Each of
these policies has succeeded to some degree at one time or another. Most frequently,
however, the dominant state is unable to generate sufficient additional resources to de-
fend its vital commitments; alternatively, it may be unable to reduce its cost and com-
mitments to some manageable size. In these situations, the disequilibrium in the system
becomes increasingly acute as the declining power tries to maintain its position and the
rising power attempts to transform the system in ways that will advance its interests. As
a consequence of this persisting disequilibrium, the international system is beset by ten-
sions, uncertainties, and crises. However, such a stalemate in the system seldom persists
for a long period of time.

Throughout history the primary means of resolving the disequilibrium between the
structure of the international system and the redistribution of power has been war, more
particularly, what we shall call a hegemonic war. In the words of Raymond Aron,
describing World War 1, a hegemonic war “is characterized less by its immediate causes

Great §  of its €xP

Britain was confronted by rival land and sea powers on every continent and every sep
European rivals were everywhere: Russia in the Far East, south Asia, and the Middlé e
East; France in Asia, the Middle East, and north Africa; Germany in the Far East, the §
Middle East, and Africa. Furthermore, in the Far East, Japan had suddenly emerged a5 a
great power; the United States also was becoming a naval power of consequence and was 4

- strug
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licit purposes than by its extent and the stakes ipvolved. It affected a.11 the
- .| units inside one system of relations between sovereign states. Let us call it, for
mcafa better term; a war of hegemony, hegemony being, if not conscious motive, at
aote the inevitable consequence of the victqry of at ].east one of the states or groups”
Aron 1964, p. 359). Thus, a hegemonic war is the ultimate test of change in the rela-
(' st;mdings of the powers in the existing system.
e Every international system that the world has known has been a consequence of the
i \r/ial economic, and diplomatic realignments that have followed such hegemonic

terrltoles ’The most important consequence of a hegemonic war is that it changes the sys-

ii ac'cordance with the new international distribution of power; it brings about a re-
tert ing of the basic components of the system. Victory and defeat reestablish an
ordenbiéuous hierarchy of prestige congruent with the new distribution of power in the
un:tr:m. The war determines who will govern the international system and whose inter-
syts will be primarily served by the new international order. The war leads to a redistri-
;ition of territory among the states in the system, a new set of rules of the system, a
revised international division of labor, etc. As a consequence of thesg changc?s, a rela-
tively more stable international order qu effectht governance qf tbe 1qternat10nal Sys-
tem are created based on the new realities of the mter_natlonal (;1str1but10n of power. In
short, hegemonic wars have (unfortunately) been functional and integral parts of the evo-
lution and dynamics of international systems. o A

It is not inevitable, of course, that a hegemonic struggle will give rise immediately
to a new hegemonic power and a renovated international (‘)rder.. As has frequently oc-
curred, the combatants may exhaust themselves, and the “victorious” power rpay be un-
able to reorder the international system. The destruction of Rome by.barbarlan hordes
led to the chaos of the Dark Ages. The Pax Britannica was not immediately replaced by
the Pax Americana; there was a twenty year interregnum, what E. H. Carr called t-he
“twenty years’ crisis.”” Eventually, however, a new power or set of powers emerges to give
governance to the international system. ' o

What, then, are the defining characteristics of a hegemonic war? How does it differ from
more limited conflicts among states? In the first place, such a war involves a direct contest
between the dominant power or powers in an international system and the ris.in_g c}}allenger
or challengers. The conflict becomes total and in time is characterized by _part1c1p_at10n of all
the major states and most of the minor states in the system. The te'ndency, in fact, is for every
state in the system to be drawn into one or another of the opposing camps. Inflexible bxpo—
lar configurations of power (the Delian League versus the Peloponnesian League?, the Tr?ple
Alliance versus the Triple Entente) frequently presage the outbreak of hegemonic conflict.

Second, the fundamental issue at stake is the nature and governance of the system. The
legitimacy of the system may be said to be challenged. For this reason, h'egen_qomc wars
are unlimited conflicts; they are at once political, economic, and ideological in term; of
significance and consequences. They become directed at the destructign‘ of the o‘t’f_endmg,
social, political, or economic system and are usually followed by religious, political, or
social transformation of the defeated society. The leveling of Carthage by Rome, the
conversion of the Middle East to Islam by the Arabs, and the democratization of contem-
porary Japan and West Germany by the United States are salient examples. . . .
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Third, a hegemonic war is characterized by the unlimited means employed and y, -" ]
the general scope of the warfare. Because all parties are drawn into the war and the stake, 4
involved are high, few limitations, if any, are observed with respect to the means eyy. 3
ployed; the limitations on violence and treachery tend to be only those necessarily im. 4
posed by the state of technology, the available resources, and the fear of retaliation- §
Similarly, the geographic scope of the war tends to expand to encompass the entire ip. 3
ternational system; these are “world” wars. Thus, hegemonic wars are characterized by i

their intensity, scope, and duration.

From the premodern world, the Peloponnesian War between Athens and Sparta ang
the Second Punic War between Carthage and Rome meet these criteria of hegemonj 1
war. In the modern era, several wars have been hegemonic struggles: the Thirty Years® §
War (1618-48); the wars of Louis XIV (1667—1713); the wars of the French Revolutiop 4
and Napoleon (1792-1814); World Wars I and 1} (1914-18, 1939-45) (Mowat, 1928 4
pp. 1-2). Atissue in each of these great conflicts was the governance of the internationa] 3

systeni.

In addition to the preceding criteria that define hegemonic war, three preconditions §
generally appear to be associated with the outbreak of hegemonic war. In the first place, "
the intensification of conflicts among states is a consequence of the “closing in” of space
and opportunities. With the aging of an international system and the expansion of states,
the distance between states decreases, thereby causing them increasingly to come into §
conflict with one another. The once-empty space around the centers of power in the sys- 3
tem is appropriated. The exploitable resources begin to be used up, and opportunities for |
economic growth decline. The system begins to encounter limits to the growth and ex- 3
pansion of member states; states increasingly come into conflict with one another. In- !

terstate relations become more and more a zero-sum game in which one state’s gain is
another’s loss.

Marxists and realists share a sense of the importance of contracting frontiers and their

significance for the stability and peace of the system. As long as expansion is possible,
the law of uneven growth (or development) can operate with little disturbing effect on the
overall stability of the system. In time, however, limits are reached, and the international
system enters a period of crisis. The clashes among states for territory, resources, and
markets increase in frequency and magnitude and eventually culminate in hegemonic war.
Thus, as E. H. Carr told us, the relative peace of nineteenth-century Europe and the belief
that a harmony of interest was providing a basis for increasing economic interdependence
were due to the existence of “continuously expanding territories and markets” (1951,
p. 224). The closing in of political and economic space led to the intensification of con-
flict and the final collapse of the system in the two world wars.

The second condition preceding hegemonic war is temporal and psychological
rather than spatial; it is the perception that a fundamental historical change is taking
place and the gnawing fear of one or more of the great powers that time is somehow be-
ginning to work against it and that one should settle matters through preemptive war
while the advantage is still on one’s side. It was anxiety of this nature that Thucydides
had in mind when he wrote that the growth of Athenian power inspired fear on the part
of the Lacedaemonians and was the unseen cause of the war. The alternatives open to

astaté whose rela
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tive power is being eclipsed are seldom .thos.e qf waging v\’/ar versus
peace, but rather waging war while the balarxce is still in t!‘{at state’s favor or
later when the tide may have turned against 1t‘. Thus.th.e motlve for hegemonic
st from the perspective of the dominant power, is to minimize one's losses rat‘her
e, & fe2 imize one’s gains. In effect, a precondition for hegemonic war is the realiza-
than 19 mz}:mlaw of uneven growth has begun to operate to one’s disadvantage.
ton 1 th“erd recondition of hegemonic war is that the course of events begins to escape
el Thus far, the argument of this study has proceeded as if mankind con-

promoting
waging war

puman control.

led its own destiny. The propositions presented and explored in an attempt to under-
. trolie

d international political change have been phrased in terms of rational cost./b.eneﬁt
o ns. Up to a point, rationality does appear to apply; statesmen do expllcltly or
(.:alm%l?t;o m.ake rational calculations and then attempt to set the course of the ship of s}ate
lmp(i;filitn)ély But it is equally true that events, especially those associated with the passions
" easi m human control.
of Wir\,)\lc}?:t eiz S:}?e/ ?gjzg ihf:‘t)moves nations?” Tolstoy inquires in the concluding part of

and Peace, and he answers that ultimately it is the masses in motion (1 961 , Yol. 1,
Walr404) Leadership, calculation, control over events—these are merely the illusions of
S{atesmén and scholars. The passions of men and the momen.turn of eve.nts take ovc;:r gnd
propel societies in novel and unanticipated directions. .Thxs. is espfemall); truct limzrg
times of war. As the Athenians counseled the Peloponnesians in see}(lr-lg to fores at ll war,
«consider the vast influence of accident in war, before you engage in it. Afs it con 1nuest,
it generally becomes an affair of chances, §hances from v&fhxch Qelthgr ofusis ::x;r:pi I;
and whose event we mustrisk in the dark. It isa common mistake in gomg:o %N;r od‘dg "
at the wrong end, to act first, and wait for disaster to discuss the matter” (Thucydides,
P ll’nlt)i.eifi,)‘men seldom determine or even anticipate t.he consequences of hegelmomc
war. Although in going to war they desire to increas_e their gains or minimize tlf1e1r os;;es,
they do not get the war they want or expect; they fail to recognize the pent-up ErcesThey
are unleashing or the larger historical significance of the dem_swns they' are taking. They
underestimate the eventual scope and intensity of the conﬂlct on Vflthh theyhare em-
barking and its implications for their civilization. -Hegemomc war arises from the struc-
tural conditions and disequilibrium of an international system, but its .consequenceisi 'arte
seldom predicted by statesmen. As Toynbee _suggested, t}'le law governing such ::;)n ﬂl; rsl
would appear to favor rising states on the penphery ofan mternahqnal system rather e
the contending states in the system itself. States q:rgctly engaged in hegemonic tc)on e:
by weakening themselves, frequently actually eliminate obstacles to conquest by a p

. _
nphfilr“;lep;:gzt turning points in world history have })ecn provided by these; heger?(;rr:;cl
struggles among political rivals; these periodic COl)ﬂlelS hvave reordered tile 111}iernaels na
system and propelled history in new and uncharted d}rvectlons.They resolve t Z que "
of which state will govern the system, as well as what ideas and values will pre ofr;m: thé
thereby determining the ethos of succeeding ages. Thg outcom'esvof these wars a: ect e
economic, social, and ideological structures of individual societies as well as the stru
ture of the larger international system.
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In contrast to the emphasis placed here on the role of hegemonicvwar in changiy
the international system, it might be argued that domestic revolution can change the in
ternational system. This is partially correct. It would be foolish to suggest, for examp|
that the great revolutions of the twentieth century (the Russian, Chinese, and perhap 3
Iranian) have not had a profound impact on world politics. However, the primary COonge. 4
quence of these social and political upheavals (at least of the first two) has been to facil. ¥
itate the mobilization of the society’s resources for purposes of national power. In othe,
words, the significance of these revolutions for world politics is that they have serveq o

strengthen (or weaken) their respective states and thereby cause a redistribution of power -

in the system.

As the distinguished French historian Elie Haléy put it, “all great convulsions in the
history of the world, and more particularly in modern Europe, have been at the same time
wars and revolutions” (1965, p. 212). Thus the Thirty Years’ War was both an interna. |
tional war among Sweden, France, and the Hapsburg Empire and a series of domestic §
conflicts among Protestant and Catholic parties. The wars of the French Revolution and 3
the Napoleonic period that pitted France against the rest of Europe triggered political up- -
heavals of class and national revolutions throughout Europe. World Wars 1 and 11 repre- 4
sented not only the decay of the European international political order but also ap
onslaught against political liberalism and economic laissez-faire. The triumph of Amer-

ican power in these wars meant not only American governance of the system but also
reestablishment of a liberal world order.
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PowER, CULPRITS,
AND ARMS

Geoffrey Blainey

THE ABACUS OF POWER
|

;’:gypgg;sg? Pss]lid;]er, bCarl von Clausewitz, died of cholera in 1831, while leading an
his widow publs }Sl dre els. He left.behmd sealed paclfets cvontaining manuscripts which
War. could bare b: n ttlle following year. The massive dishevelled books, entitled On
peace had i i en called On .War .ar'zd Peace,. for Clapsewitz implied that war and
WaS 1ot Mt e CO;;ﬂmon. In his opinion the leisurely siege of the eighteenth century
macy somenter i]rte t an a’f(l)rceful d1plorpat1c nqte; that kind of war was ‘only diplo-
their conrton v 1 elnsxﬁed . I.n essence d1pl.0mat1c despatches breathed deference, but
threat might im Es ess gffecnve tban the silent threats which underwrote them. The
Great hos Simi]ar]e mentioned, but it was undgrstooq: The blunt words of Frederick the
Diol larly summed up the way in \thlgh mlht.ary power influenced diplomacy:
pé)macy v_wthout armaments is like music without instruments’.?

more ilr':‘gzz\r’;lclézoiai fought fo.r Prussig in many campgi gns against the French but he had
the German som 1aril in which he dlq not .ﬁght. Heis salq to have been the talisman of
were translat%d ima ;V o plgnned the invasions of France in 1870 and 1914. His books
Franco-Prossian Wo rench Jus_t.before the C.rm?ean War and into English just after the
had wo 1 aeat ;r,t alnd in military academies in many lands the name of this man who
linked witt vgictor' att ss becam; more famous than most of those names inseparably
circles. He wae o eIous attles. His writings howevgr had less influence outside military
waged with the W}elnlas a. ruthless gnalyst who t;ehc_aved that war should sometimes be
most civilians: ho o ole might of nat1op§l power’.” His views therefore seemed tainted to
ied a war's Cal;SeS ppggrgd to be thg sinister pr_opagand1§t of militarism. Those who stud-
gerous fallasies in, ta}f 1stinct from 1.ts course', ignored him. And yet one of the most dan-
2 wat belors ¢ study of war is the belief that the causes of a war and the events of

g to separate compartments and reflect completely different principles. This

fallac i ici i
4 Y, translateq 1n19 medicine, would require the causes and course of an iliness to be
1agnosed on quite different principles.

—_—
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ened to diplomacy: Clausewitz, 111 97.

y without armaments - Gooch, Studies in Diplomacy, p. 226.

th the whole might’: Leonard, p. 25. '
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Clausewitz’s tumble of words was overwhelmingly on warfare, and the index of the
three English volumes of his work points to only one sentence on peace. Nevertheless
some of his views on peace can be inferred from lonely sentences. He believed that a
clear jadder of international power tended to promote peace. ‘A conqueror is always a
jover of peace’, he wrote.* His statement at first sight seems preposterous, but at second
sight 1t commands respect.’

power is the crux of many explanations of war and peace, but its effects are not agreed
upon. Most observers argue that a nation which is too powerful endangers the peace. A
few hint, like Clausewitz, that a dominant nation can preserve the peace simply by its
ability to keep inferior nations in order. There must be an answer to the disagreement.
The last three centuries are studded with examples of how nations behaved in the face
of every extremity of military and economic power.

That a lopsided balance of power will promote war is probably the most popular the-
ory of international relations. It has the merit that it can be turned upside down to serve
as an explanation of peace. It is also attractive because it can be applied to wars of many
centuries, from the Carthaginian wars to the Second World War. The very phrase, ‘bal-
ance of power’, has the soothing sound of the panacea: it resembles the balance of nature
and the balance of trade and other respectable concepts. It therefore suggests that an even
balance of power is somehow desirable. The word ‘balance’, unfortunately, is confusing.
Whereas at one time it usually signified a set of weighing scales—in short it formerly sig-
nified either equality or inequality—it now usually signifies equality and equilibrium. In
modern language the assertion that ‘Germany had a favourable balance of power” is not
completely clear. It is rather like a teacher who, finding no equality of opportunity in a
school, proceeded to denounce the ‘unfavourable equality of opportunity’. The verbal
confusion may be partly responsible for the million vague and unpersuasive words which
have been written around the concept of the balance of power.

The advantages of an even balance of power in Europe have been stressed by scores
of historians and specialists in strategy. The grand old theory of international relations,
it is still respected though no longer so venerated. According to Hedley Bull, who was a
director of a research unit on arms control in the British foreign office before becoming
professor of international relations at the Australian National University, ‘The alterna-
tive to a stable balance of military power is a preponderance of power, which is very
much more dangerous’.(’ Likewise, Alastair Buchan, director of London’s Institute for

A conqueror’: Clausewitz, 11 155.

SClausewitz on peace: On first reading Clausewitz I noticed no comment on peace. Later, realizing that
he must have commented by implication, I skimmed through his work again. As his references to peace
seem sparse, | cannot be sure that | have interpreted his views correctly.

®Bull: cited in Buchan, p. 34.
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Strategic Studies, suggested in his excellent book War in Modern Society:
know from our experience of the 1930s that the lack of such a balance creates a clear tepy,,, #
tation to aggression’.” Many writers of history have culled a similar lesson from past Wars,
Most believers in the balance of power think that a world of many powerfu] State 3
tends to be more peaceful. There an aggressive state can be counterbalanced by a comp;_ 3
nation of other strong states. Quincy Wright, in his massive book, 4 Study of War,
gested with some reservations that ‘the probability of war will decrease in proportion 5 3
the number of states in the system increases’.® Amold Toynbee,? observing that the worlq &
contained cight major powers on the eve of the First World War and only two-—the Uniteq
States and the Soviet Union—at the close of the Second World War, thought the

sug. 3

decline

was ominous. A chair with only two legs, he argued, had less balance. As the years passed
and the two great powers avoided major war, some specialists on international affairs ar. 8

gued that a balance of terror had replaced the balance of power. In the nuclear age, they 2

argued, two great powers were preferable to ei ght. The danger of a crisis that slipped from : |

control was diminished if two powers dominated the world.!® Nevertheless even those 3
who preferred to see two powers dominant in the nuclear age still believed, for the most
part, that in the pre-nuclear era a world of many strong powers was safer.!!

To my knowledge no historian or political scientist produced evidence to confirm ‘
that a power system of seven strong states was more conducive to peace than a system
of two strong states. The idea relies much on analogies. Sometimes it resembles the kind
of argument which old men invoked in European cities when the two-wheeled bicycle
began to supersede the tricycle. At other times it resembles a belief in the virtues of free
competition within an economic system. It parallels the idea that in business many
strong competitors will so function that none can win a preponderance of power; if one |
seems likely to become predominant, others will temporarily combine to subdue him. It
is possibly significant that this doctrine of flexible competition in economic affairs was |
brilliantly systematised at the time when a similar doctrine was refined in international 3
affairs. While Adam Smith praised the virtues of the free market in economic affairs, the }
Swiss jurist Emerich de Vattel praised it in international affairs. In one sense both theo-
ries were reactions against a Europe in which powerful monarchs hampered economic
life with meddlesome regulations and disturbed political life with frequent wars.

It is axiomatic that a world possessing seven nations of comparable strength, each of l
which values its independence, will be a substantial safeguard against the rise of one
world-dominating power. Even two nations of comparable strength will be a useful safe-
guard. When all this has been said we possess not an axiom for peace but an axiom for
national independence. And that in fact was the main virtue of a balance of power in the

-
"Buchan, p. 177.

$Wright, abridged edn., p. 122.
Toynbee, A Sty of History, 1X 244,

""The preference for a bi-polar system often seems to hinge on the idea that wars are often the result of
situations which go further than either nation intended.

"Scholars’ preference for a multi-pol

ar system before 1945 and bi-polar system thereafter: G. H. Snyder
in Pruitt and Snyder. p. 124,

‘certainly We 4
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i e who originally practiced it. It was not primarily a formula for peace: it was
eyes of thee national independence. Edward Gulick,'? Massachusetts historian, was
a formuld fo&l clearest theorists and practitioners—the Metternichs and Castlereaghs—
adama Y Ifizar as an instrument to preserve or restore a balance of power’. In essence
ol though‘fO ower was simply a formula designed to prevent the rise of a nation to world
:ba]&r;ecz II: merely masqueraded as a formula for peace.

om :

" :dea that an even distribution of power promotes peace 'has gainedlstrength partly be-
The IS has never been accompanied by tangible evidence. Like a ghost it has not been cap-
case dasxamined for pallor and pulse-beat. And yet there is a point of time when the ghost
tred 20 etured The actual distribution of power can be measured at the end of the war.
o behca}:nilital;y power of rival European alliances was most imbalanced, was distrib-

dl;ncfSt unevenly, at the end of a decisive war. And d_ecisive wars tended to lead to
e riods of international peace. Indecisive wars, in contrast, tendeq to prodgce
onee? pi:n'ods of peace. Thus the eighteenth century was characterised by 1nconclu§1ve
shoriel’% by short periods of peace. During the long wars one alliance ha(-i _great diffi-
i def):eating the other. Many of the wars ended in virtual deadlock: military power
cglt'yofsly was evenly balanced. Such wars tended to lead to short periods of peace. The
(\))VZrl of the Polish Succession—basically an ineffectual war between' Fra;;:let and
Austria—was followed within five years by the War of the Austrian Successpn.d . a1 ;Njg
after eight years was so inconclusive on most fronts that the peace treaty §1}glrtle mS 8
mainly affirmed the status quo. That ineffectual war was follo_wed qnly 61}% year fater
by another general war, the Seven Years War, which ended w?th Britain the ¢ ea; Vi °
in the war at sea and beyond the seas, though on European soil the war was a6§ta emal t
But even the Anglo-French peace which followed the Treaty of Paris in }7 WE]:IS r}gs
long; it ended after fifteen years. It end:j:d when ;he revolt orf Ftr}:il ?emencan coloni

i itai oved Britain’s preponderance of power ove .

agalr;"skt)eB I?r?;zhr;erolutionary W:rs which, beginning in'1792, raged across Europe and
over the sea for a decade were more decisive than any major war for more.than a cen'rur)(/i
They ended with France dominant on the continent and with England_dommant at ?ea (:;m
in America and the East. They thus failed to solve the. crucial question: was Eng and or
France the stronger power? The Peace of Amiens, which Eng]and aqd France 51gr(11e 12
1802, lasted little more than a year. So began the Napoleonic Wars which at last produce
undls%)huitse?s\rl;gtt(;(r)séuggest that a general war which endgd in decisive victory v;/as the spls
cause of a long period of peace. A decisive general war did not always lead to a otn}% pegjoe X
of peace. This survey of the major wars of the period 1700 to 1815 dqes sug’ges N ov;/d <
that the traditional theory which equates an even balance of power with peace shou
reversed. Instead a clear preponderance of power tended to promote peace.

“Gulick. p. 36.
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Of the general wars fought in Europe in the last three centuries those with the
decisive outcome were the Napoleonic (1815), Franco-Prussian (1871), First World
(1918), and Second World War (1945). The last days of those wars and the earl
the following periods of peace marked the height of the imbalance of power in Eurg
the end of those wars the scales of power were so tilted against the losers that Na; oA
Bonaparte was sent as a captive to an island in the South Atlantic, Napoleon
captured and permitted to live in exile in England, Kaiser Wilhelm I’I went into
Holland and Adolf Hitler committed suicide. Years after the end of those wars. th
of power were still strongly tilted against the losers. And yet those years (,)f

to Europe in the last three or more centuries.

. Exponents of the virtues of an even distribution of military power have concentrateq ‘3 :
entirely on the outbreak of war. They have ignored however the conditions surroundi i ~
outpreak of peace. By ignoring the outbreak of peace they seem to have ignored thng e
period when the distribution of military power between warring nations can be accue e ]
measured. For warfare is the one convincing way of measuring the distribution of r(;?!tely
The enq of a war produces a neat ledger of power which has been duly audited and in) o i
According to that ledger an agreed preponderance of power tends to foster peace Ingned. 1
trast 1.the exponents of the orthodox theory examine closely the prelude to a war bl.zt thC(t)I']-
a p.erlod when power is muffled and much more difficult to measure. It is a pen'70d chaa X 4
terised by conflicting estimates of which nation or alliance is the most powerful IndraC(; .
one can almost suggest that war is usually the outcome of a diplomatic crisis wh;ch cz‘;- :

not be solved because both sides have conflicting estimates of their bargaining power.

The.link between a diplomatic crisis and the outbreak of war seems central to the ;
fierstand.mg of war. That link however seems to be misunderstood. Thus many histori e ]
in f:xplaming the outbreak of war, argue that ‘the breakdown in diplomacy }l,ed to an?, j
Thn.s e.xplanation is rather like the argument that the end of winter led to spring: it is ‘:?ir .
scription masquerading as an explanation. In fact that main influence which 'led to t}?- :
breakdgwn of diplomacy—a contradictory sense of bargaining power—also prompt 3
the nations to fight. At the end of a war the situation was reversed. Although Iphavepn?)t f

come across the parallel statement-—‘so the breakdown of war led to diplomacy’—it
can be explained in a similar way. In essence the very factor which made the enz:/mi 1
reluctant to continue fighting also persuaded them to negotiate. That factor was th i
agreement about their relative bargaining position. .
' It. is not the actual distribution or balance of power which is vital: it is rather the w

in which national leaders think that power is distributed. In contrast orthodox theor o
sumes that the power of nations can be measured with some objectivity. It assumes }t/hast-
in the pre'—nuc]ear era, a statesman’s knowledge of the balance of intérnational .
rested mainly on an ‘objective comparison of military capabilities’.!3 I find it diIf)T(i)zﬁi

13 L . -
The objective comparison of military capabilities’: G. H. Snyder in Pruitt and Snyder, p. 117

Acc g 10 Wi ght, p 6, the t 1} (S es tha ctua S ower
ording s P , the term ‘balance o ow impl
. ) : p p ations i power ‘can be

most::
War
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imbalance marked the first stages of perhaps the most pronounced periods of peace knzilvlﬁ | |
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. ver to accept the idea that power could ever be measured with such objectivity. The
-t ption was at the end of wars—the points of time which theorists ignore. Indeed,
© - the problem of accurately measuring the relative power of nations which goes far to
it 151 :n why wars occur. War is a dispute about the measurement of power. War marks the
z;giic of a new set of weights and measures.

cleaf exce

Vv
[n peace time the relations betweeq two diplomats are like relatigns between two mer-
chants. While the merchants trade in copper or transistors, the diplomats’ transactions
involve boundaries, spheres of influence, commercial concessions and a variety of other
issues which they have in common. A foreign minister or diplomat is a merchant who
bargains on behalf of his country. He is both buyer and seller, though he buys and sells
privileges and obligations rather than commodities. The treaties he signs are simply more
courteous versions of commercial contracts.

The difficulty in diplomacy, as in commerce, is to find an acceptable price for the
transaction. Just as the price of merchandise such as copper roughly represents the point
where the supply of copper balances the demand for it, the price of a transaction in
diplomacy roughly marks the point at which one nation’s willingness to pay matches
the price demanded by the other. The diplomatic market however is not as sophisticated
as the mercantile market. Political currency is not so easily measured as economic cur-
rency. Buying and selling in the diplomatic market is much closer to barter, and so re-
sembles an ancient bazaar in which the traders have no accepted medium of exchange.
In diplomacy each nation has the rough equivalent of a selling price—a price which it
accepts when it sells a concession—and the equivalent of a buying price. Sometimes
these prices are so far apart that a transaction vital to both nations cannot be completed
peacefully; they cannot agree on the price of the transaction. The history of diplomacy
is full of such crises. The ministers and diplomats of Russia and Japan could not agree
in 1904, on the eve of the Russo-Japanese War; the Germans could not find acceptable
terms with British and French ministers on the eve of the Second World War.

A diplomatic crisis is like a crisis in international payments; like a crisis in the
English pound or the French franc. In a diplomatic crisis the currency of one nation or
alliance is out of alignment with that of the others. These currencies are simply the esti-
mates which each nation nourishes about its relative bargaining power. These estimates
are not easy for an outsider to assess or to measure; and yet these estimates exist clearly
in the minds of the ministers and diplomats who bargain.

For a crisis in international payments there are ultimate solutions which all nations
recognise. If the English pound is the object of the crisis, and if its value is endangered
because England is importing too much, the English government usually has to admit
that it is living beyond its present means. As a remedy it may try to discourage imports
and encourage exports. It may even have to declare that the value of the English pound
is too high in relation to the French franc, the German mark and all other currencies, and
accordingly it may fix the pound at a lower rate. Whichever solution it follows is not
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pleasant for the national pride and the people’s purse. Fortunately there is less shame a
humiliation for a nation which has to confess that its monetary currency is overvaly,,
than for a country which has to confess that its diplomatic currency is overvalued. Itig
almost as if the detailed statistics which record the currency crisis make it seem anomy.4
mous and unemotional. In contrast a diplomatic crisis is personal and emotional. The o
ponent is not a sheet of statistics representing the sum of payments to and from 4
nations: the opponent is an armed nation to which aggressive intentions can be attril,
uted and towards whom hatred can be felt. -

A nation facing a payments crisis can measure the extent to which it is living e
yond its means. As the months pass by, moreover, it can measure whether its remedie
have been effective, for the statistics of its balance of payments are an accurate guide 13
the approach of a crisis and the passing of crisis. On the other hand a deficit in interng
tional power is not so easy to detect. A nation with an increasing deficit in internationg 3
power may not even recognise its weaknesses. A nation may so mistake its bargainin

power that it may make the ultimate appeal to war, and then learn through defeat in war. 4

fare to accept 2 humbler assessment of its bargaining position.

The death-watch wars of the eighteenth century exemplified such crises. A kingdom 4
which was temporarily weakened by the accession of a new ruler or by the outbreak of
civil unrest refused to believe that it was weaker. It usually behaved as if its bargaining 7

position were unaltered. But its position, in the eyes of rival nations, was often drasti-
cally weaker. Negotiations were therefore frustrated because each nation demanded far °

more than the other was prepared to yield. Likewise the appeal to war was favoured be- '

cause each side believed that it would win.

In diplomacy some nations for a longer period can live far beyond their means: to
live beyond their means is to concede much less than they would have to concede if the §
issue was resolved by force. A government may be unyielding in negotiations because it §
predicts that its adversary does not want war. It may be unyielding because it has an in- 3

flated idea of its own military power. Or it may be unyielding because to yield to an en-
emy may weaken its standing and grip within its own land. Whereas an endangered
nation facing a currency crisis cannot escape some punishment, in a diplomatic crisis it
can completely escape punishment so long as the rival nation or alliance does not insist
on war. Thus diplomacy may become more unrealistic, crises may become more fre-
quent, and ultimately the tension and confusion may end in war. . . .

War itself provides the most reliable and most objective test of which nation or al-
liance is the most powerful. After a war which ended decisively, the warring nations
agreed on their respective strength. The losers and the winners might have disagreed
about the exact margin of superiority; they did agree however that decisive superiority
existed. A decisive war was therefore usually followed by an orderly market in political
power, or in other words peace. Indeed one vital difference between the eighteenth and
nincteenth centuries was that wars tended to beconte more decisive. This is part of the
explanation for the war-studded history of one century and the relative peacefulness of
the following century. Whereas the eighteenth century more often had long and incon-

clusive wars followed by short periods of peace, the century after 1815 more often had
short and decisive wars and long periods of peace.

e ly Jasted as
; hieral jou . defeats. 1t was blurred
po pre\(/i by the legends and folklore which glossed over past defeats.
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during both centuries, the agreement about nations’ bargaiqigg power

e s ne generation. Even when a war had ended decisively 1Ahe

loncgoslsd(;lot ]%ast indefinitely. It was blurred by the fading of m‘emoines

chy of powearr by the accession of new leaders who blamed the old leaders for the
s war,

Neverthele

Kening effects of internal unrest or the strengtheniqg effects of mrlnar?l reor—f
o ic and technical change, by shifts in alliances, and by a var 1§ty 0
' CconOThlz ;:iefeated nation regained confidence. When impor?am issues

b meS : possibility. The rival nations believed that each could gain more ?y
se, el ecaby’ negotiating. Those contradictory hopes are characteristic of the
n .

v . i 1 g 'S usu-
11y end when the fighting nations agree on their relative strength, and wtal S.Lli y

T vzhen fighting nations disagree on their relative strength: Agreemen }:); as
oty begl;‘t is shaped by the same set of factors. Thus each factor that1s jal lpltorgl?eleen use
e 1 inent cause of peace. Each factor can osciliate betw

an at times be a prominent ¢ of pe ‘ . . cen war
of war Cce and the oscillation is most vivid in the history of panons Wthhﬁdf}:] udec
?}n?xtp;:ca:lse virtually everything was in their favour and decided to cease fighting

g

cause everything was pitted against them. . ..

AIMS AND ARMS
|

1 i ile there ma
A culprit stands in the centre of most generalised explanations of war. W}tnle y
e o . N
be dispute in naming the culprit, it 1s widely believed that the culprit ggtl-s S beolute
In the eighteenth century many philosophers though‘F that the ambitio absolne
monarchs were the main cause of war: pull down the mlghﬁl, Zr;d lWa}rjs \;\1/2;11 ot o
the Anglo-rre
that many wars came from !
rare. Another theory contended chrivalry 1o
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were the chief plotters of war was revived to explain the widening ofthe-war in Vietnam‘ »
The resilience of this type of explanation is probably aided by the fact that it carrieg its
own solution to war. Since it points to a particular culprit, we only have to eliminate p :
culprit in order to abolish war. By abolishing dictators, capitalists, militarists, manufac
turers of armaments or one of the other villains, peace would be preserved. Indeed jt -
often the passion for the antidote—whether democracy, socialism or free trade—rathe,
than an analysis of the illness that popularises many of these theories of war. 3

These theories assume that ambitions and motives are the dominant cause of warg 3
As war is increasingly denounced as the scarlet sin of civilisation, it is understandab)
that the search for the causes of war should often become a search for villains. The searcy
is aided by the surviving records of war. So many of the documents surrounding the out. 3
break of every war—whether the War of Spanish Succession or the recent War of the 2%
Saigon Succession—are attempts to blame the other side. The surviving records of wars 3
are infected with insinuations and accusations of guilt, and some of that infection ig 3
transmitted to the writings of those who, generations or centuries later, study those wars, 7
Since so much research into war is a search for villains, and since the evidence itself i i '
dominated by attempts to apportion blame, it is not surprising that many theories of war 3
and explanations of individual wars are centred on the aims of ‘aggressors’. :

Most controversies about the causes of particular wars also hinge on the aims of na-
tions. What did France and England hope to gain by aiding the Turks against the Russians §
in the Crimean War? What were the ambitions of Bismarck and Napoleon III on the eve
of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870? Who deserves most blame for the outbreak of the
First World War? The evergreen examination-question at schools and universities—were
the main causes of a certain war political or economic or religious—reflects the strong
tradition that ambitions are the key to understanding war.

The running debate on the causes of the Vietnam War is therefore in a rich tradition.
Measured by the mileage of words unrolled it must be the most voluminous which any
war has aroused, but it is mainly the traditional debate about ambitions and motives. The 3
war in Vietnam is variously said to have been caused by the desire of United States’ cap- -
italists for markets and investment outlets, by the pressures of American military sup-
pliers, by the American hostility to communism, by the crusading ambitions of Moscow
and Peking, the aggressive nationalism or communism of Hanoi, the corruption or ag-
gression of Saigon, or the headlong clash of other aims. The kernel of the debate is the
assumption that pressures or ambitions are the main causes of the war.

The idea that war is caused simply by a clash of aims is intrinsically satisfying. It is easy
to believe that historians will ultimately understand the causes of war if only they can un-
ravel the ambitions held on the eve of a war by the relevant monarchs, prime ministers,
- presidents, chiefs of staff, archbishops, editors, intellectuals and cheering or silent
crowds. Explanations based on ambitions however have a hidden weakness. They portray
ambitions which were so strong that war was inevitable. It is almost a hallmark of such
interpretations to describe ambitions-—whether for prestige, ideology, markets or

. empire—
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_as the fundamental causes. the basic causes, the deepseated, underlying or long-
5. Such causes merely need the provocation of minor events to produce war.
term C?US? vents are usually referred to as the occasion for war as distinct from the causes
The it Eetin{es the incidents which immediately precede the war are called the short-
of wab Sig the assumption is that long-term causes are more powerful.
[em;}?f:idéa of causation has a distinctive shape. Its exponents see conflict as a volcano
which, seeming 1o slumber, is really approaching the Qay of terror. They see conflict as water
:oh slowly gathers heat and at last comes to the boil. The events \yhnchA happep on the eve
W ar add the last few degrees of heat to the volcano or kettle. It is a linear kind of argu-
:;:Y the causes of war are like a graph of temperaliures and the last upward movc-zment on
the graph marks the transition from peace to war. If in fact such a graph were a valid way of
depicting the coming of war, one would also expect to see the te;mperature curve move doyvn-
wards in the Jast days of a war. One would also expegt that if, on th»e eve Qf a war, minor
incidents could convert the long-term causes of conflict lplo war, similar incidents could
activate the transition from war to peace. No such explanatlops however are offered for t}}e
endofawar. Ifone believes that the framework of an explanatlon of war should also be valid
for an explanation of peace, the volcano or kettle theories are suspect.

For any explanation the framework is crucial. In every field of knowledge the. ac-
cepted explanations depend less on the marshalln?g of evidence than on precopcepnons
of what serves as a logical framework for the evidence. The fratTlework domnpates the
evidence, because it dictates what evidence should be sought or 1gn0r§d. Qur idea of a
logical framework is often unconscious, and this elusxvgpess enhancgs its grip. One may
suggest that the explanations of war which stress ambitions are resting on a persuasive
but rickety framework. . .

The policies of a Frederick the Great, a Napoleon and a Premden_t megln were
clearly important in understanding wars. So too were the hopes of the‘ mner c1rc1e§ of
power in which they moved and the hopes of the people whom they led. Likewise the aims
of all the surrounding nations—irrespective of their eagerness or reluctance to .ﬁgh.t—
were important. It is doubtful however whether a study of the aims of many wars will yle!d
useful patterns. There is scant evidence to suggest that century after century the- main
aims of nations which went to war could be packaged into a simple economic, religious
or political formula. There is no evidence that, over a long period, the desire for 'territor‘y
or markets or the desire to spread an ideology tended to dominate all other war aims. It is
even difficult to argue that certain kinds of aims were dominant in one generation. Ad-
mittedly it is often said that the main ‘causes’—meaning the main aimsvvofwaf were re-
ligious in the sixteenth century. dynastic or mercantile in various phases ofthe_mghteenth
century and nationalist or economic in the nineteenth century. It seems more hke_ly, how-
ever, that those who share in a decision to wage war pursued a variety of aims which cven
fluctuated during the same week and certainly altered during the course of the war.

One generalisation about war aims can be offered with confidence. Tl]e aims are
simply varieties of power. The vanity of nationalism, the will to spread an ideology, the
protection of kinsmen in an adjacent land. the desire for more territory or ;0mmcrcc, the
avenging of a defeat or insult. the craving for greater national strcngt]'l or mdcpcndc_ncc.
the wish to impress or cement alliances- all these represent power in ditferent wrappings.
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The conflicting aims of rival nations are always conflicts of power. Not only is power [her’

issue at stake. but the decision to resolve that issue by peaceful or warlike methods is;

largely determined by assessments of relative power.

The explanations that stress aims are theories of rivalry and animosity and not theorieg o

war. They help to explain increasing rivalry between nations but they do not explain why &

the rivalry led to war. For a serious rift between nations does not necessarily end in wy

It may take other forms: the severing of diplomatic relations; the peaceful intervention of

a powerful outside nation; an economic blockade: heavy spending on armaments;

imposing of tariffs; an invasion accomplished without bloodshed; the enlisting of alies;
or even the relaxing of tension through a successful conference. Of course these Varietieg

of conflict may merely postpone the coming of war but serious rivalry and animosity cap
exist for a century without involving warfare. France and Britain were serious rivalg
who experienced dangerous crises between 1815 and 1900. but the war so often feared
did not eventuate.

One may suggest that this kind of interpretation is hazy about the causes of peace

as well as war. Its exponents usually ignore the question of why a war came to an end. &
They thus ignore the event which would force them to revise their analysis of the causes 3

of war. Consider for instance the popular but dubious belief that the main cause of the (,
First World War was Berlin’s desire to dominate Europe. Now if such an explanation is -
valid, what were the main causes of the peace which ensued in 19187 It would be con-

sistent with this interpretation to reply that the crumbling of German ambitions led to
peace. And why had those ambitions crumbled? Because by October 1918 Germany’s

military power-—and morale is a vital ingredient of power— was no longer adequate. As ¥

the emphasis on aims cannot explain Germany’s desire for peace in 1918, it would be
surprising if the emphasis on aims could explain Germany’s decision for war in 1914,
Indeed Germany’s aims would not have been high in 1914 if her leaders then had be-
lieved that Germany lacked adequate power. Bethmann Hollweg, chancellor of Germany
at the outbreak of war, confessed later that Germany in 1914 had overvalued her strength.
‘Our people’, he said, ‘had developed so amazingly in the last twenty years that wide cir-
cles succumbed to the temptation of overestimating our enormous forces in relation to
those of the rest of the world.’ 14

One conclusion seems clear. It is dangerous to accept any explanation of war
which concentrates on ambitions and ignores the means of carrying out those ambi-
tions. A government’s aims are strongly influenced by this assessment of whether it has
sufficient strength to achieve these aims. Indeed the two factors interact quietly and
swiftly. When Hitler won power in 1933 and had long-term hopes of reviving German
greatness, his ambitions could not alone produce a forceful foreign policy. Hitler's
foreign policy in 1933 was no more forceful than his means. in his judgment, permitted.

HOur people’. Fischer p. 637.
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- and diplomatic weapons, in his opinion, did 1’mt at first permit a bold
m'} A. 1. P. Taylor’s The Origins of the Second World War, one of the most
110})(/-5 01A1‘a. pérticu]ar war, reve}jls Hitler as an alert opportunist who tempered

. ues to the available means of achieving them. When Hitler began to 1*ezu:m
his Ob)ecnveb- uided not only by ambitions but by his sense of Germany’s bargain-
Germany 1 ’wafsifrope He would not have rearmed if he had believed that France or
N g nl(]jnforcefull.y prevent him from building aircraft, sub}na}'ixles and tgnk& In
4 ussxa'WOU isions which Hitler made between 1933 and the beginning of war in 1939,

c mamt—(::;l; objectives and his sense of Germanyjs bgrgaining posi?ion_marched SO
s Shof that it is impossible to tell whether his aims or his oscillating sense of
peatly 2 ’Step‘ th beat the drum. Opportunity and ambition—or aims and arms—so
Germany s SRS her that they were virtually inseparable. The interaction was not
Berlin: it occurred in the 1930s in London, Paris, Warsaw, Moscow, Rome,

ue and all the cities of power. . . .

His milit
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PART lil

INTERNATIONAL LIBERALISM:
INSTITUTIONS AND COOPERATION

Realist theories sometimes dominate academic thinking about international relations.
especially in periods when the world finds itself locked in conflict. But realist theories
have never been popular in periods of optimism because they seem so fatalistic and
unhopeful, and so oblivious to the power of values. cooperative institutions, and logical
alternatives to destructive competition.

In the previous section E. H. Carr presented idealism as the alternative to realism.
Many sorts of ideals can drive people toward war or away from it: for example, religious
militance (the Crusades or the Thirty Years’ War), religious pacifism (the Quakers), racist
ideology (German fascism), or militarist moral codes (Japanese Bushido). At the mo-
ment. however, liberalism—the idealism of the contemporary Western world—is the
only major challenge to realism.! Many theorists also believe that liberal ideas about in-
ternational life are no less grounded in reality than is realism—that liberalism is not
wishful thinking about the “harmony of interests.” as Carr presented it, but a description
of how the world sometimes does work as well as how it should.

“Liberal” in the sense used here does not mean left-of-center, the colloquial mean-
ing of the word in U.S. politics. Rather it means the broad philosophical tradition that
enshrines the values of individual political and economic liberty, the free market of ideas
and cnterprise—the basic values that unite what passes for left and right in American
politics. The United States has been so fundamentally liberal a country in this general
sense that most Americans take the basic principles utterly for granted. and are not even

Radical Islamism is another form of ideatism that challenges secular Hiberalism and realism Several
selections in Part [N of this volume explore this other set of ideas and motives
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conscious of their liberalism as a distinct ideology. Debates occur only among differep, . §

schools within liberalism.?

Three general points distinguish liberal views of international conflict from realisy, 1

or, in some respects, Marxism:

First, ideas matter. The pen is mightier than the sword, and a society’s political ang . 4

economic values will make it more or less prone to peace. no matter what the structure

of the international balance of power may be. “Good™ states—Iliberal republics—are 4
likely to use force only in what they believe to be self-defense, not for the purpose of rul- f :
ing or exploiting others. Societies devoted to free trade will seek profit through exchange 3

and comparative advantage in production rather than through conquest and plunder.

Second, history is progress, a process of development in which the right ideas 3
steadily drive out the wrong, not a cycle in which the fate of nations is to repeat the same .
follies. With allowances for exceptions and occasional backsliding, the world has beep 3

developing from primitive, parochial, short-sighted. and destructive behavior toward
modern, cosmopolitan, efficient interchange. This is the conviction that animates
Fukuyama’s “End of History” and Kant’s “Perpetual Peace.”

Third, the fact that the international system is anarchic does not bar civility among
nations. Under certain conditions, norms of cooperation can help keep countries from
each others’ throats because governments can recognize their mutual interest in avoid-
ing conflict.® To realists, insecurity and the possibility of war are inherent in a system of
separate states without an overarching authority. To liberals, anarchy may be a necessary
cause of war but not a sufficient one. The proximate cause of war is usually that people
who are bad, backward. or deluded decide to start it. The causes can be exposed as un-
necessary, inimical to selfish material interests as well as moral ones, and can thus be
overcome by the spread of liberal values and institutions.

Kant’s “Perpetual Peace” is as classic a statement of some aspects of the liberal
paradigm as Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War is of the realist.* Kant claims that the ten-
dency to progress is inherent in nature, and that as men and republics improve them-
selves they will create permanent peace. Michael Doyle supplements Kant’s theory
with impressive empirical evidence that democratic states do not £0 to war with each
other. True, they have fought many wars with alacrity, but not against each other. If
the authoritarian states that democracies tend to fight are disappearing, there should
soon be fewer occasions for war, The “democratic peace” theory, which has burgeoned
since Doyle revived it, has become in recent years the most influential idea to be
adopted by US. foreign policy from academic political science. The Clinton

“See Louis Hartz. The Liberal Tradition in America (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1955). The deep roots
of liberal assumptions lie behind much of the American behavior that realists criticize as legalistic and
moralistic. See George F. Kennan. American Diplomacy. 1900-1950 (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press. 1951).

See Kenneth A, Oye. ed.. Cooperation Under Anarch (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986)
and Robert Axelrod. The Evolution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984).

YFor anargument that reconciles Kang w ith realism see Kenneth N. Waltz. “Kant. Liberalism. and War.”
American Political Science Review 56. No. 2 (June 1962).
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ation proclaimed it as a warrant for enlargﬁng the intcrnationfxl clomnmnity
cies. and a reason that activism otherwise seen as humamtan‘m‘ shogld
ed to serve the material interest of the United States; the adnnmsFrathn\
ungér cited it as justification for liberating Iraq from the regime of

administl'
of democra
be consider :
of Bush the Yo

Saddam Hussein. - ) T hink
Faith in the pacifying effects of liberal practices and institutions animates the think-
a d

- of Western political leaders with a frequency that disc.reqns hyper—x“ealist denigration‘
me >ftect of domestic politics on foreign policy. This is illustrated in the speeches of
Of‘t he ) 'Lﬁi'xmentarian Richard Cobden and American President Woodrow Wilson, ex-
Bnmhdr'hl thLiQ section. Both reflect the conviction that international order can be modeled
certle dmme;tic legal norms and practices of liberal societies. Among the more contem-
o th.€ ‘OlIhL;l'S in awis section, Hedley Bull argues that the international system has be-
pOl‘al)’I;‘;m civil than the state of nature, even without a sovereign to suppress conflict.
Con(:liqlne and Nye present the case for why modern interdependence among states reduced
iliee ut‘ility of force in relations among them, even before the end of the‘Cold-WarP‘A B

Liberal arguments of various sorts about the Obsolesce.nce of war, Qeclmmg si g1Anf1-
cance of the nation-state. and growing import of coqperanve supranational 111511t11‘t101?5
have been popular periodically in the past. One recent instance was the resurgence ot such‘
ideas in the 1970s, just after the Vietnam War soured many VobAservers on th‘tj: uflllny oi‘
force and before the collapse of U.S.-Soviet detente m'adg optlmlsm about basic Ll?anges
in international relations seem premature. With the reinvigoration of t-he Cold War at the
end of the 1970s, realism became the dominant schoot of thought again. Then as the4en‘d
of the Cold War was celebrated and widely seen as a fundament?tlly new departure in
world development, the liberal paradigm again became ascendant‘m the 19905. Sep'tem-
ber 11, 2001, shook the confidence many had in the ineluctable triumph of mternatlopa!
liberalism and the pacifying effects of globalization. The r_ecord of the pgst two ?el}ttir.le]s
suggests, however, that as long as Western societies remain strong and vigorous, liberal-
ism will be a resilient and durable source of thinking about the causes of peace.

—RKB

For an carlier essay in this vein see Klaus Knorr. On the Utiliiy of Force in the :’\’{1< '/('u'/ - foe (ﬁPr]m[‘C\;:ll
Princeton University Press. 1966). Knorr later had second thoughts about how far the mgrumlun‘\\ 1\ L]
ing taken in literatute of the carly 1970s. and qualified his views. See Knorr. s lnlcrnrzm(?lml. I( :)’LI‘\.IU‘I{
W:lmnu or Rising”™ Inrernational Securine 1. No. 4 (spring 1977). and “On the International Lises «
Force G\ the C‘(ml\cn\pm':\ry World.” Qrhix 21. No. 1 (spring 1977)
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Immanuel Kant 4

SECTION II: CONTAINING THE DEFINITIVE
ARTICLES FOR PERPETUAL PEACE
AMONG STATES

The state of peace among men living side by side is not the natural state (status naturalis);
the natural state is one of war. This does not always mean open hostilities, but at leastan g
unceasing threat of war. A state of peace, therefore, must be established, forinordertobe &
secured against hostility it is not sufficient that hostilities simply be not committed; and, . '
unless this security is pledged to each by his neighbor (a thing that can occur only inacivil §

state), each may treat his neighbor, from whom he demands this security, as an enemy.

First Definitive Article for Perpetual Peace

“THE CiviL CONSTITUTION OF EVERY STATE SHOULD BE REPUBLICAN” The only constitu- 3
tion which derives from the idea of the original compact, and on which all juridical leg-

islation of a people must be based, is the republican.
... The republican constitution, besides the purity of its origin (having sprung from

the pure source of the concept of law), also gives a favorable prospect for the desired

consequence, i.e., perpetual peace. The reason is this: if the consent of the citizens is
required in order to decide that war should be declared (and in this constitution it cannot
but be the case), nothing is more natural than that they would be very cautious in com-
mencing such a poor game, decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war. Among
the latter would be: having to fight, having to pay the costs of war from their own re-
sources, having painfully to repair the devastation war leaves behind, and, to fill up the
measure of evils, load themselves with a heavy national debt that would embitter peace
itself and that can never be liquidated on account of constant wars in the future. But, on
the other hand, in a constitution which is not republican, and under which the subjects
are not citizens, a declaration of war is the easiest thing in the world to decide upon,
because war does not require of the ruler, who is the proprietor and not a member of the
state, the least sacrifice of the pleasures of his table, the chase, his country houses, his
court functions, and the like. He may, therefore, resolve on war as on a pleasure party for
the most trivial reasons, and with perfect indifference leave the justification which
decency requires to the diplomatic corps who are ready to provide it. . ..

Immanuel Kant. “Perpetual Peace™ in Immanuel Kant: On History, Lewis White Beck. ed. and trans.
Copyright ©© 1964 Reprinted by permission of Prentice Hall, Inc.. Upper Saddle River. NJ. Originally
published in 1795,
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vsecond Definitive Article for a Perpetual Peace

Ty LAW OF NATIONS SHALL BE FOUNDED ON A FEDERATION OF FREE STATES™ Peoples,

states, hike individuals, may be judged to injure one another merely by their coexis-
4 ce in the state of nature (i.e., while independent of external laws). Each of them may
;e:d should for the sake of its own security demand that the otheArs enter with it into a con-
gtitution similar to the civil constitution, for under 5ud1 a constitution each can be secure
in his right. This would be a league of nations, b_ul it would.not !mve to be a state‘ con-
sisting of nations. That would be contradictory, since a state implies the -relat{on of a su-
perior (legislating) to an inferior (obeying) i.e., the people, and many nz}t}ons in one state
would then constitute only one nation. This contradicts the presupposition, for here we
nave to weigh the rights of nations against each other so far as they are distinct states and
not amalgamated into one.

When we see the attachment of savages to their lawless freedom, preferring cease-
less combat to subjection to a lawful constraint which they might establish, and thus pre-
ferring senseless freedom to rational freedom, we regard it with deep contempt as
barbarity, rudeness, and a brutish degradation of humanity. Accordingly, one would think
that civilized people (each united in a state) would hasten all the more to escape, the sooner
the better, from such a depraved condition. But, instead, each state places its majesty (for
it is absurd to speak of the majesty of the people) in being subject to no external juridical
restraint, and the splendor of its sovereign consists in the fact that many thousands stand
at his command to sacrifice themselves for something that does not concern them and
without his needing to place himself in the least danger. The chief difference between
European and American savages lies in the fact that many tribes of the latter have been
caten by their enemies, while the former know how to make better use of their conquered
enemies than to dine off them; they know better how to use them to increase the number
of their subjects and thus the quantity of instruments for even more extensive wars.

When we consider the perverseness of human nature which is nakedly revealed in
the uncontrolled relations between nations (this perverseness being veiled in the state of
civil law by the constraint exercised by government), we may well be astonished that the
word “law” has not yet been banished from war politics as pedantic, and that no state has
yet been bold enough to advocate this point of view. Up to the present, Hugo Grotius,
Pufendorf, Vattel, and many other irritating comforters have been cited in justification
of war, though their code, philosophically or diplomatically formulated, has not and can-
not have the least legal force, because states as such do not stand under a common ex-
ternal power. There is no instance on record that a state has ever been moved to desist
from its purpose because of arguments backed up by the testimony of such great men.
But the homage which each state pays (at least in words) to the concept of law proves

that there is slumbering in man an even greater moral disposition to become master of

the evil principle in himself (which he cannot disclaim) and to hope for the same from
others. Otherwise the word “law’ would never be pronounced by states which wish to
war upon one another; it would be used only ironically, as a Gallic prince interpreted it
when he said, “It is the prerogative which nature has given the stronger that the weaker
should obey him.”
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States do not plead their cause before a tribunal; war alone is their way of bringip

suit. But by war and its favorable issue in victory, right is not decided, and though by E

treaty of peace this particular war is brought to an end, the state of war. of always fing.
ing a new pretext to hostilities, is not terminated. Nor can this be declared Wrong, cop.
sidering the fact that in this state each is the judge of his own case. Notwithstanding
obligation which men in a lawless condition have under the natural law, and which re-

quires them to abandon the state of nature, does not quite apply to states under the Igy
of nations, for as states they already have an internal juridical constitution and have thys 2
outgrown compulsion from others to submit to a more extended lawful constitution ac. 3
cording to their ideas of right. This is true in spite of the fact that reason. from its throne §
of supreme moral legislating authority, absolutely condemns war as a legal recourse and 4
makes a state of peace a direct duty, even though peace cannot be established or secureq B

except by a compact among nations.
For these reasons there must be a league of a particular kind, which can be called 5

league of peace (foedus pacificum), and which would be distinguished from a treaty of »

peace (pactum pacis) by the fact that the latter terminates only one war, while the for-
mer seeks to make an end of all wars forever. This league does not tend to any dominion

over the power of the state but only to the maintenance and security of the freedom of

the state itself and of other states in league with it, without there being any need for them
to submit to civil laws and their compulsion, as men in a state of nature must submit,

The practicability (objective reality) of this idea of federation, which should gradu-
ally spread to all states and thus lead to perpetual peace, can be proved. For if fortune di-
rects thata powerful and enlightened people can make itselfa republic, which by its nature
must be inclined to perpetual peace, this gives a fulcrum to the federation with other states
so that they may adhere to it and thus secure freedom under the idea of the law of nations.
By more and more such associations, the federation may be gradually extended.

We may readily conceive that a people should say, “There ought to be no war among
us, for we want to make ourselves into a state; that is, we want to establish a supreme
legislative, executive, and Judiciary power which will reconcile our differences peace-
ably” But when this state says, “There ought to be no war between myself and other
states, even though I acknowledge no supreme legislative power by which our rights are
mutually guaranteed,” it is not at all clear on what I can base my confidence in my own
rights unless it is the free federation, the surrogate of the civil social order, which reason
necessarily associates with the concept of the law of nations-—assuming that something
is really meant by the latter.

The concept of a law of nations as a right to make war does not really mean anything,
because it is then a law of deciding what is right by unilateral maxims through force and
not by universally valid public laws which restrict the freedom of each one. The only con-
ceivable meaning of such a law of nations might be that it serves men right who are so in-
clined that they should destroy each other and thus find perpetual peace in the vast grave
that swallows both the atrocities and their perpetrators. For states in their relation to each
other, there cannot be any reasonable way out of the lawless condition which entails only
war except that they, like individual men, should give up their savage (lawless) freedom,
adjust themselves to the constraints of public law, and thus establish a continuously growing

» the' '
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nsisting of various nations (civitas gentium). which will ultimately include all the
state - »f the world. But under the idea of the faw of nations they do not wish this, and
napoxﬁ 0 ractice what is correct in theory. If all is not to be lost, there can be, then, in place
rejec’ psitive idea of a world republic, only the negative surrogate of an alliance which
of the I:VOM endures. spreads, and holds back the stream of those hostile passions which
aver;;e 13\,;/ though such an alliance is in constant peril of their breaking loose again. Furor
,'fs:;)rius intus . . . fremit horvidus ore cruento (Virgil). . . .

First Supplement: Of the Guarantee for Perpetual Peace

The guarantee of perpetual peace is nothing less than that~gr§at artist, nature (naturd
daedala rerum). In her mechanical course we see thatA hef aim is to produce‘a harmqny
among men, against their will and indeed through their d]SCOI‘-d. As a pecesgny .workn‘]g
according to laws we do not know, we call it destiny. But {:01-131der1ng its desi gnin world
history, we call it “providence,” inasmuch as we discern in it _the prpfound wxs.donj ofa
higher cause which predetermines the course of nature and directs it to the objective fi-
nal end of the human race. N

... Before we more narrowly define the guarantee which nature gives, it is neces-
sary to examine the situation in which she has placed her actors on her vast stage, a sit-
vation which finally assures peace among them. Then we shall see how she accomplishes
the latter. Her preparatory arrangements are:

1. In every region of the world she has made it possible for men to live.

2. By war she has driven them even into the most inhospitable regions in order to
populate them. .

3. By the same means, she has forced them into more or less lawful relations
with each other. . . .

The first instrument of war among the animals which man learned to tame and to do-
mesticate was the horse (for the elephant belongs to later times, to the luxury of a]regdy
established states). The art of cultivating certain types of plants (grain) whose original
characteristics we do not know, and the increase and improvement of fruits by trans-
plantation and grafting (in Europe perhaps only the crab apple and the wild pear), could
arise only under conditions prevailing in already established states where property was
secure. Before this could take place, it was necessary that men who had first subsisted in
anarchic freedom by hunting, fishing, and sheepherding should have been forced int'o an
agricultural life. Then salt and iron were discovered. These were perhaps the first articles
of commerce for the various peoples and were sought far and wide; in this way a peace-
ful traffic among nations was established, and thus understanding. conventions, and
peaceable relations were established among the most distant peoples. '

As nature saw to it that men could live everywhere in the world, she also dcspo?—
ically willed that they should do so, even against their inclination and without this
ought being based on a concept of duty to which they were bound by a moral law. She
chose war as the means to this end. So we see peoples whose common language shows
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that they have a common origin. For instance, the Samoyeds on the ‘Arctic Ocean and ¥

a people with a similar language a thousand miles away in the Altaian Mountains are 1
separated by a Mongolian people adept at horsemanship and hence at war; the latte, k]
drove the former into the most inhospitable arctic regions where they certainly woulg ]
not have spread of their own accord. Again, it is the same with the Finns who in the 2
most northerly part of Europe are called Lapps; Goths and Sarmatians have separateq 3
them from the Hungarians to whom they are related in language. What can hay, §
driven the Eskimos, a race entirely distinct from all others in America and perhaps §
descended from primeval European adventurers, so far into the North, or the §
Pescherais as far south as Tierra del Fuego, if it were not war which nature uses t 4
populate the whole earth? War itself requires no special motive but appears to be 3§
engrafted on human nature; it passes even for something noble, to which the love of 3
glory impels men quite apart from any selfish urges. Thus among the American say. 3
ages, just as much as among those of Europe during the age of chivalry, military
valor is held to be of great worth in itself, not only during war (which is natural) byt
in order that there should be war. Often war is waged only in order to show valor: :
thus an inner dignity is ascribed to war itself, and even some philosophers have, 1
praised it as an ennoblement of humanity, forgetting the pronouncement of the Greek 3
who said, “War is an evil inasmuch as it produces more wicked men than it takes
away.” So much for the measures nature takes to lead the human race, considered as
a class of animals, to her own end.
Now we come to the question concerning that which is most essential in the design
of perpetual peace: What has nature done with regard to this end which man’s own rea-
son makes his duty? That is, what has nature done to favor man’s moral purpose, and how
has she guaranteed (by compulsion but without prejudice to his freedom) that he shall do
that which he ought to but does not do under the laws of freedom? This question refers
to all three phases of public law, namely, civil law, the law of nations, and the law of cit-
izenship. If I say of nature that she wills that this or that occur, I do not mean that she im-
poses a duty on us to do it, for this can be done only by free practical reason; rather I mean
that she herself does it, whether we will or not (fata volentem ducunt, nolentem trahunt).

(1) Even if a people were not forced by internal discord to submit to public laws, |
war would compel them to do so, for we have already seen that nature has placed each
people near another which presses upon it, and against this it must form itself into a state
in order to defend itself. Now the republican constitution is the only one entirely fitting
to the rights of man. But it is the most difficult to establish and even harder to preserve,
so that many say a republic would have to be a nation of angels, because men with their
selfish inclinations are not capable of a constitution of such sublime form. But precisely
with these inclinations nature comes to the aid of the general will established on reason,
which is revered even though impotent in practice. Thus it is only a question of a good
organization of the state (which does lie in man’s power), whereby the powers of each
selfish inclination are so arranged in opposition that one moderates or destroys the
ruinous effect of the other. The consequence for reason is the same as if none of them
existed, and man is forced to be a good citizen even if not a morally good person.
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The problem of organizing a state, however hard it may seem, can be solved even
fora race of devils. ‘if on])f they are m@l!geqt. The prob?em is: “Given a multitpde of ra-
tonal beings requirl ng universal laws for their pr.eservanonj buAt ca;h of whom is secretly
inclined to exempt hx.mself from them, to establish a constitution in such a way that, al-
though their private intentions conflict, they checlf eaci? other, with the result that their

ublic conduct is the same as if they had no such intentions.”

A problem like this must be capable of solution; it does not require that we know
how fo attain the moral improvement of men but only that we should know the mecha-
nism of nature in order to use it on men, organizing the conflict of the hostile intentions

resent in a people in such a way that they must compel themselves to submit to coer-
cive laws. Thus a state of peace is established in which laws have force. We can see, even
in actual states, which are far from perfectly organized, that in their foreign relations they
approach that which the idea of right prescribes. This is so in spite of the fact that the in-
trinsic element of morality is certainly not the cause of it. (A good constitution is not to
pe expected from morality, but, conversely, a good moral condition of a people is to be
expected only under a good constitution.) Instead of genuine morality, the mechanism of
nature brings it to pass through selfish inclinations, which naturally conflict outwardly
put which can be used by reason as a means for its own end, the sovereignty of law, and,
as concerns the state, for promoting and securing internal and external peace.

This. then, is the truth of the matter: Nature inexorably wills that the right should fi-
nally triumph. What we neglect to do comes about by itself, though with great inconve-
niences to us. “If you bend the reed too much, you break it; and he who attempts too
much attempts nothing” (Bouterwek).

(2) The idea of international law presupposes the separate existence of many inde-
pendent but neighboring states. Although this condition is itself a state of war (unless a
federative union prevents the outbreak of hostilities), this is rationally preferable to the
amalgamation of states under one superior power, as this would end in one universal
monarchy, and laws always lose in vigor what government gains in extent; hence a soul-
less despotism falls into anarchy after stifling the seeds of the good. Nevertheless, every
state, or its ruler, desires to establish lasting peace in this way, aspiring if possible to rule
the whole world. But nature wills otherwise. She employs two means to separate peo-
ples and to prevent them from mixing: differences of language and of religion. These
differences involve a tendency to mutual hatred and pretexts for war, but the progress of
civilization and men’s gradual approach to greater harmony in their principles finally
leads to peaceful agreement. This is not like that peace which despotism (in the burial
ground of freedom) produces through a weakening of all powers; it is, on the contrary.
produced and maintained by their equilibrium in liveliest competition.

(3) Just as nature wisely separates nations, which the will of every state, sanctioned
by the principles of international law, would gladly unite by artifice or force, nations
which could not have secured themselves against violence and war by means of the law
of world citizenship unite because of mutual interest. The spirit of commeree, which is
incompatible with war. sooner or later gains the upper hand in every state. As the power
of money is perhaps the most dependable of all the powers (means) included under the
state power. states see themselves forced. without any moral urge. to promote honorable
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peace and by mediation to prevent war wherever it threatens to break out. The
actly as if they stood in perpetual alliances. for great offensi
of the case rare and even less often successful. .

. In this manner nature guarantees perpetual peace by the mechanism of humapn
sions. Certainly she does not do so with sufficient certainty for us to predict the fupa&
i any theoretical sense, but adequately from a practical point of view, making it o e
to work toward this end, which is not just a chimerical one. . )

. y doso ey
ve alliances are in the Nature

ur dUty

PeAcE THROUGH
ARBITRATION

Richard Cobden

I assume that every one n this House would only sanction war, in case it was im-

', ;,eratively demanded on our part, in defence of our honour, or our just interest. I take it

that every one here would repudiate war, unless it were called for by such motives. I as-
sume, MOIEOVer, that there is not a man in this House who would not repudiate war, if
those objects—the just interests and honour of the country—could be preserved by any
other means. My object is to see if we cannot devise some better method than war for at-
taining those ends: and my plan is, simply and solely, that we should resort to that mode
of settling disputes in communities, which individuals resort to in private life. I only
want you to go one step farther, to carry out in another instance the principle which you
recognize in other cases—that the intercourse between communities 1s nothing more
than the intercourse of individuals in the aggregate. I want to know why there may not
be an agreement between this country and France, or between this country and America,
by which the nations should respectively bind themselves, in case of any misunder-
standing arising which could not be settled by mutual representation or diplomacy, to re-
fer the dispute to the decision of arbitrators. . . .

I should prefer to see these disputes referred to individuals, whether designated
commissioners, or plenipotentiaries, or arbitrators, appointed from one country to meet
men appointed from another country, to inquire into the matter and decide upon it; or, if
they cannot do so, to have the power of calling in an umpire, as is done in all arbstrations.
I propose that these individuals should have absolute power to dispose of the question
submitted to them.

] want to show that I am practical on this occasion, and, therefore, I will cite some
cases in which this method of arranging difficulties has already been resorted to. In 1794
we had a Treaty with America, for the settlement of certain British claims on the Amer-
ican Government. Those claims were referred to four commissioners, two appointed on
each side, with the proviso that they should elect unanimously, an arbitrator; in case they
should not agree in the choice of an arbitrator, it was provided that the representatives of
each country should put the names of certain arbitrators into an urn, one to be drawn out
by lot; and this arbitrator and the four commissioners decided by a majority all the cases
brought before them. Again, in the Treaty of 1814 with the United States. provision was
made for settling most important matters, precisely in the way I now propose. Provision
was made for settling the boundary between the United States and Canada, for some

Speech in the House of Commons. June 12, 1849 in John Bright and James E- Thorold Rogers. cds..
Speeches on Questions of Public Policy by Richard Cobden, M. P. Vol 11 {Londan: Macmillan and Co..
1870).
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thousands of miles; also for defining the right to certain islands lying on the coast; anq 4§
for settling the boundary between Maine and New Brunswick. The plan was this: each -
country named a commissioner; the commissioners were to endeavour to agree on thege ¢
disputed points; and the matters on which they could not agree were referred to some
neutral state. All the matters referred to them—and most important they were—wer. 3
arranged by mutual conference and mutual concessions, except the question of (he 3
Maine boundary, which was accordingly referred to the King of the Netherlands. Afie;.
wards, exception was taken to his decision by the United States; the matter remaineq ¥
open till the time of Lord Ashburton’s mission; and it was finally settled by him. But i : B
no case has any such reference ever been followed by war. In 1818 there was a Conven. : :
tion with America, for settling the claims made by that country for captured negroes dur- 2
ing the war. It was agreed to refer that matter to the Emperor of Russia; and he decideq 1
in favour of the principle of compensation. He was then appealed to by both the Gov. ‘¥
ernments to define a mode by which this compensation should be adjudged; and his plan 4
was this: he said, ‘Let each party name a commissioner and an arbitrator; let the com- §
missioners meet, and, if they can agree, well and good; if not, let the names of the arbi-
trators be put into an urn, and one drawn out by lot; and that arbitrator and the two
commissioners shall decide the question by a majority.” This method was adopted, and
compensation to the extent of 1,200,000 dollars was given, without any difficulty. Hence, %
it appears that what I propose is no novelty, no innovation; it has been practised, and prac- 3
tised with success; I only want you to carry the principle a little farther, and resort to it,
in anticipation, as a mode of arranging all quarrels.

For this reason, 1 propose an address to the Crown, praying that Her Majesty will in-
struct her Foreign Secretary to propose to foreign Powers to enter into treaties, providing 4§
that, in case of any future misunderstanding, which cannot be settled by amicable negoti-
ation, an arbitration, such as I have described, shall be resorted to. There is no difficuity
in fixing the means of arbitration, and providing the details; for arbitration is somuch used
in private life, and is, indeed, made parts of so many statutes and Acts of Parliament, that 4
there is no difficulty whatever in carrying out the plan, provided you are agreed as to the
policy of doing so. Now, I shall be met with this objection—I have heard it already—and
I know there are Members of this House who purpose to vote against the motion on this
ground: they say, ‘What is the use of a treaty of this sort, between France and England, for
instance; the parties would not observe the treaty; it would be a piece of waste paper; they
would go to war, as before, in spite of any treaty.” It would be a sufficient answer to this
objection to say, ‘What is the use of any treaty? What is the use of the Foreign Office?
What is the use of your diplomacy?’ You might shut up the one and cashier the other.
I maintain. that a treaty binding two countries to refer their disputes to arbitration, is just
as likely to be observed as any other treaty. Nay, I question very much whether it is not
more likely to be observed; because, I think there is no object which other countries will
be less likely to seek than that of having a war with a country so powerful as England.
Therefore, if any provision were made by which you might honourably avoid a war, that
provision would be as gladly sought by your opponents as by yourselves. But I deny that,
as arule, treaties are violated; as a rule, they are respected and observed. I do not find that
wars, generally, arise out of the violation of any specific treaty-—they more commonly
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- out of accidental collisions: and, as a rule, treaties are observed by powerful States
anse (1 the weak. just as well as by weak States against the powerful. 1, therefore, sce no
Z%E;ZSIW spe‘cialli{ applying to a treaty 0f1hi§ kind,Agreater than AexiAsts with other treaties.
There would be this adYamgge, at all events. n l?avmg a tregty binding anotl}el' country to
referall disputes to arbm-agon. If that country d]dAnot fulfil its engagement, it wopld enter
1o war with the brand of infamy stamped upon its banners. It could not proclaim to the
“? 1d that it was engaged in ajust and necessary war. On the contrary, all the world would
:;lm {0 that nation as violating a treaty, by going to war \A{ilh acountry with whom they had
engaged to enter into arbitration. 1 anticipate another objecnor} w%nf:h I have heard _m?de:
they 5aY» “You cannot entrust the great mterest§ of England to mdmdgals or ACOmmISSlO_]]—
ers. That difficulty springs out of the assumption, that the qgarre\s with foreign countries
are about questions involving the whole existence of the empire. On the contrary, whenever
these quarrels take place, it is generally upon the most minute and absurd pretexts—so
grivial that it is almost impossible, on looking back for the last hundred years, to tell precisely
what any war was about. I heard the other day of a boy going to see a model of the battle of
Waterloo, and when he asked what the battle was about, neither the old soldier who had
charge of the exhibition, nor any one in the room, could answer the question. . . . .

Now, I would ask, in the face of these facts, where is the argument you can use against
the reasonable proposition which I now put forward? I may be told that, even if you make
treaties of this kind, you cannot enforce the award. 1 admit it. [ am no party to the plan
which some advocate—no doubt with the best intentions—of having a Congress of na-
tions, with a code of laws—a supreme court of appeal, with an army to support its deci-
sions. 1 am no party to any such plan. I believe it might lead to more armed interference
than takes place at present. The hon. Gentleman opposite, who is to move an amendment
to my motion (Mr. Urquhart), has evidently mistaken my object. The hon. Gentleman is
exceedingly attentive in tacking on amendments to other persons’ motions. My justifica-
tion for alluding to him, on the present occasion, is, that he has founded his amendment
on a misapprehension of what my motion is. He has evidently conceived the idea that
I have a grand project for putting the whole world under some court of justice. [ have no
such plan in view at all; and, therefore, neither the hon. Gentleman, nor any other person,
will answer my arguments, if he has prepared a speech assuming that I contemplate
anything of the kind. I have no plan for compelling the fulfillment of treaties of arbitra-
tion. 1 have no idea of enforcing treaties in any other way than that now resorted to. I do
not, myself, advocate an appeal to arms; but that which follows the violation of a treaty,
under the present system, may follow the violation of a treaty of arbitration, if adopted.
What I say, however, is, if you make a treaty with another country, binding it to refer any
dispute to arbitration, and if that country violates that treaty, when the dispute arises, then
you will place it in a worse position before the world—you will place it in so infamous a
position, that 1 doubt if any country would enter into war on such bad grounds as that
country must occupy. . . .



COMMUNITY OF POWER vg_
BALANCE OF Powgg

Woodrow Wisg,,

... The question upon which the whole future peace and policy of the world depends is

this: Is the present war a struggle for a just and secure peace, or only for a new balanee

of power? If it be only a struggle for a new balance of power, who will guarantee, Who
can be guaranteed, the stable equilibrium of the new arrangement? Only a tranquil Ey,.
rope can be a stable Europe. There must be, not a balance of power, but a community of

power; not organized rivalries, but an organized common peace.

Fortunately we have received very explicit assurances on this point. The statesmey,
of both of the groups of nations now arrayed against one another have said, in terms that
could not be misinterpreted, that it was no part of the purpose they had in mind to crush
their antagonists. But the implications of these assurances may not be equally clear to
all,—may not be the same on both sides of the water. I think it will be serviceable if ] at.
tempt to set forth what we understand them to be.

They imply, first of all, that it must be a peace without victory. It is not pleasant to 1
say this. I beg that I may be permitted to but my own interpretation upon it and that jt 3

may be understood that no other interpretation was in my thought. T am seeking only to
face realities and to face them without soft concealments. Victory would mean peace
forced upon the loser, a victor’s terms imposed upon the vanquished. It would be ac-
cepted in humiliation, under duress, at an intolerable sacrifice, and would leave a sting,
a resentment, a bitter memory upon which terms of peace would rest, not permanently,
but only as upon quicksand. Only a peace between equals can last. Only a peace the very

principle of which is equality and a common participation in a common benefit. The right 4

state of mind, the right feeling between nations, is as necessary for a lasting peace as is
the just settlement of vexed questions of territory or of racial and national allegiance.
The equality of nations upon which peace must be founded if it is to last must be an
equality of rights; the guarantees exchanged must neither recognize nor imply a differ-
ence between the big nations and small, between those that are powerful and those that
are weak. Right must be based upon the common strength, not upon the individual
strength, of the nations upon whose concert peace will depend. Equality of territory or
of resources there of course cannot be; nor any other sort of equality not gained in the
ordinary peaceful and legitimate development of the people themselves. But no one asks

Or expects anything more than an equality of rights. Mankind is looking now for free-
dom of life. not for equipoises of power.

Address of the President of the United States to the U.S. Senate. January 22,

) 1917, Congressional
Record: Senate. Vol. 54, 641 Congress. 2d session.
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e is a deeper thing involved than even equality of Aright among orgzmiz‘ed
And there can last, or ought to last, which does not recognize and accept the prin-
” NS iﬁ;emg de;ive a]flheir just powers from the consgnt of the goAvgmecL an(@
13? & /here exists to hand peoples about from sovereignty to sovereignty as if
tpat no rieh any‘\:v I take it for granted, for instance, if I may venture upon a single exam-
they Wr® Pm?ele;n.everywhere :re agreed that there should be a united, independent, and
ple- that Stat-ebml nd, and that henceforth inviolable security of life, of worship, and of
aumno{nmb Pf) 3_ lydevelopmem should be guaranteed to all peoples who have lived hith-
ndustrial 119 SOC\:\ir of governments devoted to a faith and purpose hostile to their own.
erto unce” lihefpt)l?is not l:ecause of any desire to exalt an abstract political principle wh.ich
I Speas boeen lie.ld very dear by those who have sought tg build up liberty ip America,
has 2w same reasons that I have spoken of the other conditions of peace which seem to
butfor e S‘al:i]is ensable,—because I wish frankly to uncover realities. Any peace which
me clearly onipze and a;cept this principle will inevitably be upset. It will not rest upon
does &0 r'ecosoor the convictions of mankind: The ferment of spirit of whole populations
th'e aﬁCemml’)tl and constantly against it, and all the world will sympathize. The world can
wilfeh Suonly if its life is stable, and there can be no stability where the will is in rébel—
b'e o p;acz the)r/e is not tranquility of spirit and a sense of justice, of freedom, and of right.
llOﬂ,gV fe'\rr as practicable, moreover, every great people now struggling towards a full de-
Veloplfr)le;t of its resources and of its powers should be assklred a dil:gct out-ltet to thedgorslz;:
highways of the sea. Where this cannot bg done by the cession of ter r1to]ry, i cant noWhiCh
be done by the neutralization of direct rights _of way under the genera guaran geb el
will assure the peace itself. With a right comity of ar,rangement no nation need be
away from free access to the open pat_hs qf the world.s commerc.e. - feedom of (e
And the paths of the sea must alike in law and in f.act be free. The free 01}1)1 o
seas is the sine qua non of peace, equality, and cooperatlon. N_o dogbt a somew ]?t ra bl—
cal reconsideration of many of the rules of internatlonz‘ll practice hitherto thoug. t to be
established may be necessary in order to make the seas mdee_d free and common in praﬁ:
tically all circumstances for the use of mankind, bu‘t the motive for such chang;:s is ;(t)he
vincing and compelling. There can be no trust or mtl'macy between th.e peoples o j
world without them. The free, constant, unthreatened intercourse of 1_1at10ns is sn esszn
tial part of the process of peace and of development. It need not be dlfﬁcqlt eit Ier (tjo ,G_:-
fine or to secure the freedom of the seas if the governments of the world sincerely desire
reement concerning it.
¢ cOll:]ies ;Op?‘lcl)l?lgem closely connected with the limitation of naval armaments fz‘m(; thg ?1:2
operation of the navies of the world in keeping th.e seas at once free ar?d s‘afﬁe. ltn e
question of limiting naval armaments opens the wider and Qgrhaps mme‘ d‘l cu 'f(g ;h
tion of the limitation of armies and of all programmes of military preparation. Pl cdu
and delicate as these questions are, they must be faced with Fhe utmpst 'Cal.]dOU? a:]d :3(;
cided in a spirit of real accommodation if peace is to come with he,ta\hng 1_1;] 1\(__@\\)\3115;;:10
come to stay. Peace cannot be had without concession and sacnchc.t. 1 t.lt cdn]m ne
sense of safety and equality among the mtion; if great prep.ond‘erufmg an?mnj‘c "
henceforth to continue here and there to be built up and maintained. Theﬁtakin,]%?) !
the world must plan for peace and nations must adjust and accomodate their policy

cip]e tl
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as they have planned for war and made ready for pitiless contest and rivalry. The questioy ,’
of armaments. whether on land or sea. is the most immediately and intensely practic, %

question connected with- the future fortunes of nations and of mankind.

1 have spoken upon these great matters without reserve and with the utmost explic. 3
itness because it has seemed to me to be necessary if the world’s yearning desire fo 3 :
peace was anywhere to find free voice and utterance. Perhaps I am the only person j, #
high authority amongst all the peoples of the world who is at liberty to speak and hojq
nothing back. I am speaking as an individual, and yet 1 am speaking also, of course, » : |
the responsible head of a great government, and I feel confident that I have said what the :

people of the United States would wish me to say. May I not add that I hope and belieye
that I am in effect speaking for liberals and friends of humanity in every nation and of

every programme of liberty? 1 would fain believe that I am speaking for the silent masg 3
of mankind everywhere who have as yet had no place or opportunity to speak their rea] ‘8
hearts out concerning the death and ruin they see to have come already upon the persons §

and the homes they hold most dear.

And in holding out the expectation that the people and Government of the United 3
States will join the other civilized nations of the world in guaranteeing the permanence 4

of peace upon such terms as I have named 1 speak with the greater boldness and conf-
dence because it is is clear to every man who can think that there is in this promise no
breach in either our traditions or our policy as a nation, but a fulfillment, rather, of all
that we have professed or striven for.

1 am proposing, as it were, that the nations should with one accord adopt the doc-
trine of President Monroe as the doctrine of the world: that no nation should seek to ex-

tend its polity over any other nation or people, but that every people should be left free 3

to determine its own policy, its own way of development, unhindered, unthreatened, un-
afraid, the little along with the great and powerful.

[ 'am proposing that all nations henceforth avoid entangling alliances which would 4
draw them into competitions of power, catch them in a net of intrigue and selfish rivalry, 4§

and disturb their own affairs with influences intruded from without. There is no entan-

gling alliance in a concert of power. When all unite to act in the same sense and with the ‘3
same purpose all act in the common interest and are free to live their own lives undera 3

common protection.

I am proposing government by the consent of the governed; that freedom of the seas 3
which in international conference after conference representatives of the United States 7
have urged with the eloquence of those who are the convinced disciples of liberty; and >
that moderation of armaments which makes of armies and navies a power for order

merely, not an instrument of aggression or of selfish violence.

These are American principles, American policies. We could stand for no others.
And they are also the principles and policies of forward looking men and women every-
where, of every modern nation, of every enlightened community. They are the principles
of mankind and must prevail.

LIBERALISM AND
WoRLD PoLITICS

Michael W. Doyle

Promoting freedom will produce peace, we have often been toldj In a speech before the
British parliament in June of 1982, President Reagan proclalmed that gqvernmems
founded on a respect for individual liberty exercise “restraint” and “peaceful intentions”
in their foreign policy. He then announced a “crusade for freedom™ and a “‘campaign for
democratic development” (Reagan, June 9, 1982).

In making these claims the president joined a long list of liberal theorists (and pro-
pagandists) and echoed an old argument: the aggressive instincts of authoritarian lead-
ers and totalitarian ruling parties make for war. Liberal states, founded on such
individual rights as equality before the law, free speech and other civil liberties, private
property, and elected representation, are fundamentally against war, this argument as-
serts. When the citizens who bear the burdens of war elect their governments, wars be-
come impossible. Furthermore, citizens appreciate that the benefits of trade can be
enjoyed only under conditions of peace. Thus the very existence of liberal states, such as
the U.S., Japan, and our European allies, makes for peace.

Building on a growing literature in an international political science, I reexamine
the liberal claim President Reagan reiterated for us. I look at three distinct theoretical
traditions of liberalism, attributable to three theorists: Schumpeter, a brilliant explicator
of the liberal pacifism the president invoked; Machiavelli, a classical republican whose
glory is an imperialism we often practice; and Kant.

Despite the contradictions of liberal pacifism and liberal imperialism, I find, with Kant
and other liberal republicans, that liberalism does leave a coherent legacy on foreign affairs.
Liberal states are different. They are indeed peaceful, yet they are also prone to make war,
as the U.S. and our “freedom fighters™ are now doing, not so covertly, against Nicaragua.
Liberal states have created a separate peace, as Kant argued they would, and have also dis-
covered liberal reasons for aggression, as he feared they might. I conclude by arguing that
the differences among liberal pacifism, liberal imperialism, and Kant’s liberal internation-
alism are not arbitrary but rooted in differing conceptions of the citizen and the state.

LIBERAL PACIFISM

There is no canonical description of liberalism. What we tend to call liberal resembles a
family portrait of principles and institutions, recognizable by certain characteristics— -for

Michael W. Dovle. “Liberalism and World Politics™ The American Political Science Review. Vol. 80.
No. 4 (December 1986). Reprinted with permission of Michacl W. Doyle and the American Political
Science Association.

135



136 Part HI: International Liberalisin
example. individual freedom, political participation. private property, and equality
opportunity—that most liberal states share, although none has perfected them all. Josep), %
Schumpeter clearly fits within this family when he considers the international effects o &
capitalism and democracy. . . . ' =
Democratic capitalism leads to peace. As evidence, Schumpeter claims thy
throughout the capitalist world an opposition has arisen to “war, expansion, cabine; 3
diplomacy™; that contemporary capitalism is associated with peace parties; and that the
industrial worker of capitalism is “vigorously anti-imperialist.” In addition, he points oyt
that the capitalist world has developed means of preventing war. such as the Hague Couyt
and that the least feudal, most capitalist society—the United States—has demonstrateg 3
the least imperialistic tendencies (Schumpeter, 1955, pp. 95-96). An example of the lack
of imperialistic tendencies in the U.S., Schumpeter thought, was our leaving over half of ;
Mexico unconquered in the war of 1846-48. 3
Schumpeter’s explanation for liberal pacifism is quite simple: Only war profiteers -
and military aristocrats gain from wars. No democracy would pursue a minority interest
and tolerate the high costs of imperialism. When free trade prevails, “no class” gaing
from forcible expansion because

foreign raw materials and food stuffs are as accessible to each nation as though they were in
its own territory. Where the cultural backwardness of a region makes normal economic in-
tercourse dependent on colonization it does not matter, assuming free trade, which of the ,
“civilized’” nations undertakes the task of colonization. (Schumpeter, 1955, pp. 75-76)

Schumpeter’s arguments are difficult to evaluate. In partial tests of quasi- 4
Schumpeterian propositions, Michael Haas (1974, pp. 464-65) discovered a cluster 3§
that associates democracy, development, and sustained modernization with peaceful 2
conditions. However, M. Small and J. D. Singer (1976) have discovered that there is no }
clearly negative correlation between democracy and war in the period 1816-1965—the ‘3
period that would be central to Schumpeter’s argument (see also Wilkenfeld, 1968;
Wright, 1942, p. 841).

Later in his career, in Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, Schumpeter (1950,
pp. 127-28) acknowledged that “almost purely bourgeois commonwealths were often ag- -
gressive when it seemed to pay—like the Athenian or the Venetian commonwealths.” Yet
he stuck to his pacifistic guns, restating the view that capitalist democracy “steadily tells
... against the use of military force and for peaceful arrangements, even when the balance +
of pecuniary advantage is clearly on the side of war which, under modern circumstances,
is not in general very likely” (Schumpeter, 1950, p. 128). A recent study by R. J. Rummel
(1983) of “hibertarianism” and international violence is the closest test Schumpeterian
pacifism has received. “Free” states (those enjoying political and economic freedom) were
shown to have considerably less conflict at or above the level of economic sanctions than
“nonfree” states. The free states, the partly free states (including the democratic socialist
countries such as Sweden), and the nonfree states accounted for 24%. 26%, and 61%,
respectively, ol the international violence during the period examined.

These effects are impressive but not conclusive for the Schumpeterian thesis.
The data are Timited, in this test. to the period 1976 to 1980. It includes. for example. the

Russo-Afeh
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an War, the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia. China’s imvasion of Vietnam.
ania’s invasion of Uganda but just misses the U.S.. quasi-covert intervention in
nd TanZtlg_/S) and our not so covert war against Nicaragua (1981-). More importantly.
Angola{ the cold war period, with its numerous interventions, and the long history of
it exCl.u?\eVSars (the Boer War, the Spanish-American War, the Mexican Intervention. etc.)
colfi‘T‘erked the history of liberal, including democratic capitalist, states (Doyle, 1983b:
gllz:an. 1984: Weede, 1984). A A A } .
The discrepancy between the warlike history of liberal states and Schumpeter’s paci-

fistic expectations highlights three extreme assumptions. First, his “maternialistic monism”
5

" Jeaves little room for noneconomic objectives, whether espoused by states or individuals.
e N

Neither glory, nor prestige, nor ideological Justiﬁcaiion, nor F]1e pure power of ruling
shapes policy- These nonmaterial goals leave little room for positive-sum gains. such as the
comparative advantages of trade. Second, and relatedly, tbe same is true for his states:Th_e
political life of individuals seems to have been homogemgd a’t,thé same time as the indi-
viduals were “rationalized, individualized, and democratized.” Citizens—capitalists and
workers, rural and urban—seek material welfare. Schumpeter seems to presume that rul-
ing makes no difference. He also presumes that no one 1s prepa»red to tgk@ those measures
(such as stirring up foreign quarrels to preserve a domestic ruling cgahtl_on) that en.hancc
one’s political power, despite detrimental effects on mass welfare. Thxrd,.hke dOlﬂ?Stl.C pol-
itics, world politics are homogenized. Materially monistic and de;mocraﬁcally cgpltahst, all
states evolve toward free trade and liberty together. Countries differently constituted seem
to disappear from Schumpeter’s analysis. “Civilized” naFions govern “cult_ura]ly. back-
ward” regions. These assumptions are not shared by Machiavelli’s theory of liberalism.

LIBERAL IMPERIALISM

Machiavelli argues, not only that republics are not pacifistic, but that they are the best
form of state for imperial expansion. Establishing a republic fit for imperial expansion
is, moreover, the best way to guarantee the survival of a state. '
Machiavelli’s republic is a classical mixed republic. It i1s not a democracy—whlgh
he thought would quickly degenerate into a tyranny—but is characterized by social
equality, popular liberty, and political participation (Machiavelli, 1950, bk. 1, chap. 2,
p. 112; see also Huliung, 1983, chap. 2; Mansfield, 1970; Pocock, 1975. pp. 198-99;
Skinner, 1981, chap. 3). The consuls serve as “kings.” the senate as an aristocracy man-
aging the state, and the people in the assembly as the source of strength. ‘
Liberty results from “disunion”—the competition and necessity for compromise re-
quired by the division of powers among senate, consuls, and tribunes (the last repre-
senting the common people). Liberty also results from the popular veto. Thc' powerful
few threaten the rest with tyranny, Machiavelli says. because they seck to dominate. The
mass demands not to be dominated, and their veto thus preserves the hibertics of the state
(Machiavelli, 1950. bk. 1. chap. 5.p. 122). However. since the people and the ru.lcrs hzvl\/c
different social characters, the people need to be “managed™ by the few to avoid having
their recklessness overturn or their fecklessness undermine the ability of the state to
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expand (Machiavelli, 1950, bk. 1, chap. 53, pp. 249-50). Thus the senate and the cop. #
suls plan expansion, consult oracles, and employ religion to manage the resources thy, §

the energy of the people supplies. :

Strength, and then imperidl expansion, results from the way libeity encourages j;. 3

creased population and property, which grow when the citizens know their lives ang

goods are secure from arbitrary seizure. Free citizens equip large armies and provide so). "
diers who fight for public glory and the common good because these are, in fact, thej; 4
own (Machiavelli, 1950, bk. 2, chap. 2, pp. 287-90). If you seek the honor of having yoy; 4

state expand, Machiavelli advises, you should organize it as a free and popular republic

like Rome, rather than as an aristocratic republic like Sparta or Venice. Expansion thyg 4

calls for a free republic.
“Necessity”—political survival-—calls for expansion. If a stable aristocratic repub-

lic is forced by foreign conflict “to extend her territory, in such a case we shall see her

foundations give way and herself quickly brought to ruin”; if, on the other hand, domes.

tic security prevails, “the continued tranquility would enervate her, or provoke interna] 7
dissensions, which together, or either of them separately, will apt to prove her ruin”

(Machiavelli, 1950, bk. 1, chap. 6, p. 129). Machiavelli therefore believes it is necessary
to take the constitution of Rome, rather than that of Sparta or Venice, as our model.
Hence, this belief leads to liberal imperialism. We are lovers of glory, Machiavelli

announces. We seek to rule or, at least, to avoid being oppressed. In either case, we want

more for ourselves and our states than just material welfare (materialistic monism).

Because other states with similar aims thereby threaten us, we prepare ourselves for 2
expansion. Because our fellow citizens threaten us if we do not allow them either to satisfy -

their ambition or to release their political energies through imperial expansion, we expand.

There is considerable historical evidence for liberal imperialism. Machiavellis }

(Polybius’s) Rome and Thucydides’ Athens both were imperial republics in the Machi-

avellian sense (Thucydides, 1954, bk. 6). The historical record of numerous U.S. inter- |

ventions in the postwar period supports Machiavelli’s argument (Aron, 1973, chaps. 3—4;
Barnet, 1968, chap. 11), but the current record of liberal pacifism, weak as it is, calls
some of his insights into question. To the extent that the modern populace actually
controls (and thus unbalances) the mixed republic, its diffidence may outweigh elite
(“‘senatorial’) aggressiveness.

We can conclude either that (1) liberal pacifism has at least taken over with the further
development of capitalist democracy, as Schumpeter predicted it would or that (2) the
mixed record of liberalism-—pacifism and imperialism—indicates that some liberal states
are Schumpeterian democracies while others are Machiavellian republics. Before we
accept cither conclusion, however, we must consider a third apparent regularity of modern
world politics.

LIBERAL INTERNATIONALISM

Modern liberalism carries with it two legacies. They do not affect liberal states sepa-
rately. according to whether they are pacifistic or imperialistic, but simultaneously.
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* The first of these legacies is the pacification of foreign relations among liberal states.
puring the nineteenth century, the United States and Great Britain engaged in nearly con-
tinual strife; however, after the Ref‘orm Aq Aof I832 defined a;tgai representation as the
formal source of the sovereignty of lhe BrmshAparhament, Bntam. z?nd thf: United States
negotiated their disputes. They negotiated despite, for examplhe. Bnt?sh grievances during
the Civil War against the North’s blockade of the SOlth, vsrﬂh \.Nhlch Britain had close
economic ties. Despite several Anglo-French colonial rivalries, liberal France and
jiberal Britain formed an entente against ilhiberal Germany before World War I. And
from 1914 to 1915, lialy, the liberal member of the Triple Alliance with Germany and
Austria, chose not to fulfill its obligations under that treaty to supportt its allies. Instead,
Jtaly joined in an alliance with Britain and France, which prevented it from having to
fight other liberal states and then declared war on Germany and ~Austria. Despite
generations of Anglo-American tension and Britain’s wartime restrictions on American
trade with Germany, the United States leaned toward Britain and France from 1914 to
1917 before entering World War I on their side.

Beginning in the eighteenth century and slowly growing since then, a zone of peace,
which Kant called the “pacific federation” or “pacific union,” has begun to be established
among liberal societies. More than 40 liberal states currently make up the union.
Most are in Europe and North America, but they can be found on every continent, as
Appendix 1 indicates.

Here the predictions of liberal pacifists (and President Reagan) are borne out: lib-
eral states do exercise peaceful restraint, and a separate peace exists among them. This
separate peace provides a solid foundation for the United States’ crucial alliances with
the liberal powers, e.g., the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and our Japanese al-
liance. This foundation appears to be impervious to the quarrels with our allies that be-
deviled the Carter and Reagan administrations. It also offers the promise of a continuing
peace among liberal states, and as the number of liberal states increases, it announces
the possibility of global peace this side of the grave or world conquest.

Of course, the probability of the outbreak of war in any given year between any two
given states is low. The occurrence of a war between any two adjacent states, considered
over a long period of time, would be more probable. The apparent absence of war be-
tween liberal states, whether adjacent or not, for almost 200 years thus may have signif-
icance. Similar claims cannot be made for feudal, fascist, communist, authoritarian, or
totalitarian forms of rule (Doyle, 1983a, p. 222), nor for pluralistic or merely similar so-
cieties. More significant perhaps is that when states are forced to decide on which side
of an impending world war they will fight, liberal states all wind up on the same side de-
spite the complexity of the paths that take them there. These characteristics do not prove
that the peace among liberals is statistically significant nor that liberalism is the sole
valid explanation for the peace. They do suggest that we consider the possibility that lib-
erals have indeed established a separate peace—but only among themselves.

Liberalism also carries with it a second legacy: international “imprudence’ (Hume,
1963, pp. 346-47). Peaceful restraint only seems to work in liberals’ relations with other
liberals. Liberal states have fought numerous wars with nonliberal statcs. (For a list of
international wars since 1816 see Appendix 2.)
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Many of these wars have been defensive and thus prudent b
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states. Authoritarian rulers both Stim
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tige, interest, and pure fear of what other states might do all lead states tow.
and conquest have thus characterized the careers of many authoritarian ru
ing parties, from Louis XIV and Napoleon to Mussolini’s fascists, Hitler
Stalin’s communists.

Yet we cannot simply blame warfare on th
of our more enthusiastic politicians would hay
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ard war War
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and after World War I1. Liberal States invade
distrust in dealings with powerful nonliberal states (Doyle, 1983b).

Neither realist ( statist) nor Marxist theory
they can account for aspects of certain peri
pp. 151-54; Russett

accounts well for these two legacies. While
ods of international stability (Aron, 1968,
, 1985), neither the logic of the balance of power nor the logic of inter-

Balance-of-power theory expects—indeed is premised upon—flexible arran
geostrategic rivalry that include preventive war. Hegemonies wax and wane, but the libera
peace holds. Marxist “ultra-imperialists™ expect a form of peaceful rivalry among capital-
ists, but only liberal capitalists maintain peace. Leninists expect liberal capitalists to be
aggressive toward nonliberal states, but they also (and especially) expect them to be mmpe-
rialistic toward fellow liberal capitalists.

Kants theory of liberal internationalism helps us understand these two legacies. . .

[See the selection by Kant in Part 111, (Ed.)]

Liberal republics wil] progressively es

tablish peace among themselves by means of
the pacific federation, or union (foedus pa

cificum), described in Kant’s Second Defini-
tive Article. The pacific union will establish peace within a federation of free states and
securely maintain the rights of each state. The world will not have achieved the “perpet-
ual peace” that provides the ultimate guarantor of republican freedom until «
and after many unsuccessful attempts™ (Kant, UH, p. 47). At that time, all nations will
have learned the lessons of peace through right conceptions of the appropriate constitu-
tion, great and sad experience, and good will. Only then will individuals enjoy perfect
republican rights or the ful] guarantee of a global and just peace. In the meantime, the
“pacific federation™ of liberal republics—“an enduring and gradually expanding feder-
ation likely to prevent war—Dbrings within it more and more republics-—despite repub-
lican collapses, backsliding. and d
peace (Kant, PP, p. 105). K
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does nature help to promote his moral purpose? And how does nature guarantec that Wh 1
man ought to do by the laws of his freedom (but does not do) will in fact be done throy,
nature’s compulsion, without prejudice to the frec agency of man? . . . This does not Mea
that nature imposes on us a duty to do i, for duties can only be imposed by practical reasoy
On the contrary, nature does it herself, whether we are willing or not: facta volentem d”(‘llni,'
nolentem tradunt. (PP, p. 112)

The guarantee thus rests, Kant argues, not on the probable behavior of moral angels, but
on that of ““devils, so long as they possess understanding” (PP, p. 112). In explaining the
sources of each of the three definitive articles of the perpetual peace, Kant then tells us
how we (as free and intelligent devils) could be motivated by fear, force, and calculateg
advantage to undertake a course of action whose outcome we could reasonably anticipate
to be perpetual peace. Yet while it is possible to conceive of the Kantian road to peace in
these terms, Kant himself recognizes and argues that social evolution also makes the
conditions of moral behavior less onerous and hence more likely (CF, pp. 187-89: Kelly,
1969, pp. 106-13). In tracing the effects of both political and moral development, he
builds an account of why liberal states do maintain peace among themselves and of hoy
it will (by implication, has) come about that the pacific union will expand. He also ex-
plains how these republics would engage in wars with nonrepublics and therefore suffer ]
the “‘sad experience” of wars that an ethical policy might have avoided. . . .

Kant shows how republics, once established, lead to peaceful relations. He argues

that once the aggressive interests of absolutist monarchies are tamed and the habit of re-
spect for individual rights engrained by republican government, wars would appear as
the disaster to the people’s welfare that he and the other liberals thought them to be. . .. ;
Yet these domestic republican restraints do not end war. If they did, liberal states would §
not be warlike, which is far from the case. They do introduce republican caution—Kant’s
“hesitation”—in place of monarchical caprice. Liberal wars are only fought for popular,
liberal purposes. The historical liberal legacy is laden with popular wars fought to pro-
mote freedom, to protect private property, or to support liberal allies against nonliberal
enemies. Kant’s position is ambiguous. He regards these wars as unjust and warns liber-
als of their susceptibility to them (Kant, PP, p. 106). At the same time, Kant argues that
each nation “can and ought to” demand that its neighboring nations enter into the pacific
union of liberal states (PP, p. 102). . . .

A further cosmopolitan source of liberal peace is the international market’s removal
of difficult decisions of production and distribution from the direct sphere of state policy.
A foreign state thus does not appear directly responsible for these outcomes, and states
can stand aside from, and to some degree above, these contentious market rivalries and
be ready to step in to resolve crises. The interdependence of commerce and the interna-
tional contacts of state officials help create crosscutting transnational ties that serve as
lobbies for mutual accommodation. According to modern liberal scholars, international
financiers and transnational and transgovernmental organizations create interests in favor
of accommodation. Moreover, their variety has ensured that no single conflict sours an
entire relationship by setting off a spiral of reciprocated retaliation (Brzezinski and Hunt-
ington, 1963, chap. 9; Keohane and Nye, 1977, chap. 7; Neustadt, 1970; Polanyi. 1944,
chaps. 1-2). Conversely, a sense of suspicion, such as that characterizing rclations
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and nonliberal governments, can lead to reslriction§ on the ral?gc oiuzln
en societies. and this can increase the prospect that a single conflict will de-
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i i ; ntice -
indivi i blics, which, because they do not authe _
individuals overseas against nonrepublics, causs : P
resent the rights of individuals, have no rights to noninterference. Thesef;va.l S may

X 3 ng.
ate oppressed individuals overseas; they also can generate enot 1k1)1.0ustsut ] Zrll; facy b
i iberal peace without succumbing to th .
Preserving the legacy of the libera e le ]
1 tability of the in

i i ¥ d a strategic challenge. The bipolar s
eral imprudence is both a moral an e bij . e
temati(l))nal system, and the near certainty of mutual devastation resulting ?ro]m z; lzuc oo

‘ * ” elped to con-
) ted a “crystal ball effect” that has b _
war between the superpowers, have crea ' ‘ oo
strain the tendency toward miscalculation present at the outbreak of b:)) 8113mny \;/4. A
past (Carnesale, Doty, Hoffmann, Huntington, Nye. 'and Sagan, 1 83. p._‘ 1{11,,; no;
1964). However, this “nuclear peace™ appears to be limited to the supgpowels.d }(,;.,-lnc
: inte 1 1 't to a despere
ilitary inter 1 Third World. Moreover, 1t 1s subjec
curbed military interventions in the ‘ e e e ehed
I y S1 C its constraints and to crises that have pus
technological race designed to overcome | ‘ ' have pushe
cven thcvsuperpowers to the brink of war. We must stifl reckon with the wal feve
swept hiberal democracics.

moods of appeasement that have almost alternately swap‘l liberal q,t-n,]f)u fl e pos.

Yet restrainine liberal imprudence, whether aggressive o1 passive. may
sible without threatening liberal pacification. Improving t

he strategic acumen of our
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APPENDIX 1

H Liberal Regimes and the Pacific Union, 1700-1982

Period

Period

Period

18th Century
Swiss Cantons®
French Republic, 1790-1795
United States,* 1776
Total =3

1800-1850
Swiss Confederation
United States
France, 1830-1849
Belgium, 1830-
Great Britain, 1832—
Netherlands, 1848~
Piedmont, 1848~
Denmark, 1849-
Total =8

1850-1900
Switzerland
United States
Belgium
Great Britain
Netherlands
Piedmont, -1861
Italy. -1861
Denmark, -1866
Sweden, 1864~
Greece, 1864—
Canada, 1867-
France, 1871
Argentina, 1880-
Chile, 1891~
Total = 14

1900-1945

Switzerland

United States

Great Britain

Sweden

Canada

Greeee, -1911: 19281936
ltaly. -1922

Belgium. 1940
Nethertands, 1940

1900-1945 (cont.)
Argentina, ~1943
France, —1940
Chile, -1924, 1932~
Australia, 1901
Norway, 1905-1940
New Zealand, 1907-
Colombia, 1910-1949
Denmark, 1914-1940
Poland, 1917-1935
Latvia, 1922-1934
Germany, 1918~1932
Austria, 1918-1934
Estonia, 1919-1934
Finland, 1919-
Uruguay, 1919-
Costa Rica, 1919~
Czechoslovakia, 1920-1939
Ireland, 1920-
Mexico, 1928—
Lebanon, 1944
Total =29

1945-P
Switzerland
United States
Great Britain
Sweden
Canada
Australia

New Zealand
Finland

Ireland

Mexico
Uruguay, —1973
Chile, -1973
Lebanon. -1975
Costa Rica. 1948 1953~
{celand, 1944-
France, 1945
Denmark, 1945
Norway, 1945
Austria, 1945-

1945 (cont.)

Brazil, 1945-1954,

1955-1964

Belgium, 1946-

Luxemburg, 1946

Netherlands. 1946~

Italy, 1946—

Philippines, 1946-1972

India, 1947-1975, 1977-

Sri Lanka, 1948-1961;

1963-1971; 1978—

Ecuador, 1948-1963;

1979~

Israel, 1949

West Germany, 1949—

Greece, 1950-1967;

1975~

Peru, 1950-1962;

1963-1968; 1980

El Salvador, 1950-1961

Turkey, 1950-1960;

1966-1971

Japan, 1951-

Bolivia 1956-1969; 1982~

Colombia, 1958—

Venezuela, 1959-

Nigeria, 1961-1964;

1979-1984

Jamaica, 1962—

Trinidad and Tobago.

1962-

Senegal, 1963-

Malaysia. 1963—

Botswana, 1966—

Singapore, 1965-

Portugal. 1976-

Spain. 1978~

Dominican Republic,

1978

Honduras, 1981 -

Papua New Guinea. 1982-
Total = 50
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£ 1 have drawn up this approximate fist ot “Liberal Regimes™ according to the fow

NOT —>1 ons Kant described as essential: market and private property economies; polities that are
- citutions

instity

n]ai]gl:lt:atq monaechy), representative government. This latter includes the requirement
or P27 ]: legislative branch have an eflective role in public policy and be formally and
at the i\;lr\/ (either inter- or intra-party) elected. Furthermore, 1 have taken into account

hei maIAc‘ suffrage is wide {i.e., 30%) or, as Kant (MM, p. 139) would have had it, open by
whet W,L»mcm" (0 inthabitants of the national or metropolitan territory (e.g., to poll-tax payers or

.)l\“,ldcl‘()_ This list of liberal regimes is thus more inclusive than a list of democratic regimes,
hotsc archies (Powell, 1982, p. 5). Other conditions taken into account here are that female
or ;{ml(}‘slig uﬁmcd within a generation of its being demanded by an exiensive female sullrage
;?(fujg;\clalﬁand that representative government is internally so\'er‘dgn (e.g., including, and
espccially over military and foreign affairs) as well as stable (i.n existence for at least three ycarf),
SOUrCEs for these data are Banks and Overstreet (1983), Gasn} (1985), The Europa Yearbook, 1985
(1935), Langer (1968), UK. Foreign and Cumnmnwcalth‘ Office (]989), a»n(-i U.S. Department ol
srate (1981). Finally, these lists exclude ancient and medicval “republics,” since none appears to
fit Kant's commiiment to liberal individualism (Holmes, 1979): A .
aThere are domestic variations within these liberal regimes; Switzerland Yvas 111-)C1'81 (m.ly in
certain cantons; the United States was liberal only north of the Mason-Dixon line until 1865,
when it became liberal throughout. N .
belected list, excludes liberal regimes with populations less lhan one million. Th‘esc include a-H
siates categorized as “free” by Gastil and those “partly free” (four-fifths or more free) states with a
more pmnounccd capitalist orientation.

reian: citizens who possess juridical rights; and “republican” (whether republican
exter ©

ih ]
competit

«achic

foreign policy calls for introducing steadier strategic calculations of the national ipmu
est in the long run and more flexible responses to changes in the international pohtAlcal
environment. Constraining the indiscriminate meddling of our foreign interventions
calls for a deeper appreciation of the “particularism of history, cuiture, and 1nell1bel'§]1ip”
(Walzer, 1983, p. 5), but both the improvement in strategy and the constraint on inter-
vention seem, in turn, to require an executive freed from the restraints of a representa-
tive legislature in the management of foreign policy and a political culture indifferent ?o
the universal rights of individuals. These conditions, in their turn, could break the chain
of constitutional guarantees, the respect for representative government, and the web of
transnational contact that have sustained the pacific union of liberal states.

Perpetual peace, Kant says, is the end point of the hard journey his republics wi‘ll
take. The promise of perpetual peace, the violent lessons of war, and the experience of a
partial peace are proof of the need for and the possibility of world peace. They are also
the erounds for moral citizens and statesmen to assume the duty of striving for peace.

bThis list excludes covert interventions, some of which have been directed by liberal
regimes against other liberal regimes—for example. the United States’ effort to destabi-
ligc the C]]ilean election and Allende’s government. Nonetheless, it is significant lhql
such interventions are not pursued publicly as acknowledged policy. The covert destabi-
lization campaign against Chile is recounted by the Senate Select Committee to Stu_d_\'
Governmental Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activities (1975, Covert Action
in Chile, 1963-73).
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APPENDIX 2

H International Wars Listed Chronologically’

British-Maharattan (1817-1818)
Greek (1821-1828)
Franco-Spanish (1823)

First Anglo-Burmese (1823-1826)
Javanese (1825-1830)
Russo-Persian (1826-1828)
Russo-Turkish (1828-1829)

First Polish (1831)

First Syrian (1831-1832)

Texas (1835-1836)

First British-Afghan (1838-1842)
Second Syrian (1839-1940)
Franco-Algerian (1839-1847)
Peruvian-Bolivian (1841)

First British-Sikh (1845-1846)
Mexican-American (1846-1848)
Austro-Sardinian (1848-1849)
First Schleswig-Holstein (18481 849)
Hungarian (1848-1849)

Second British-Sikh (1848-1849)
Roman Republic (1849)

La Plata (1851-1852)

First Turco-Montenegran (1852-1853)
Crimean (1853-1856)
Anglo-Persian (1856-1857)

Sepoy (1857-1859)

Second Turco-Montenegran (1858-1859)
Italian Unification (1859)
Spanish-Moroccan (1859—1860)
ltalo-Roman (1860)

ltalo-Sicilian (1860-1861)
Franco-Mexican (1862-1867)
Ecuadorian-Colombian (1 863)
Second Polish (1863-1 864)
Spanish-Santo Dominican (1863-1865)
Second Schleswig-Holstein { 1864)
Lopez (1864 1870)
Spanish-Chilean (1865-1866)
Seven Weeks ( 1866)

Ten Years (1868-1878)
Franco-Prussian (1870--1871 )
Dutch-Achinese (1873-1878)
Balkan (1875 -1877)

Russo-Turkish (1877-1878)
Bosnian (1878)

Second British-Afghan (1 878-1880)
Pacific (1879-1883)
British-Zulu (1879)
Franco-Indochinese (1882-1884)
Mahdist (1882-1885)
Sino-French (1884-1885)
Central American (1885)
Serbo-Bulgarian (1885)
Sino-Japanese (1894-1895)
Franco-Madagascan (1894—1895)
Cuban (1895-1898)
ltalo-Ethiopian (1895-1896)
First Philippine (1896—1898)
Greco-Turkish (1897)
Spanish-American (1898)
Second Philippine (1899-1902)
Boer (1899-1902)

Boxer Rebellion (1900)

Ilinden (1903)

Russo-Japanese (1904-1905)
Central American (1906)
Central American (1907)
Spanish-Moroccan (1909-1910)
lalo-Turkish (1911-1912)

First Balkan (1912-1913)
Second Balkan (1913)

World War [ (1914-1918)
Russian Nationalities (1917-1921)
Russo-Polish (1919-1920)
Hungarian-Allies (1919)
Greco-Turkish (1919-1922)
Riffian (1921-1926)

Druze (1925-1927)

Sino-Soviet (1929)

Manchurian (1931-1933)
Chaco (1932-1935)
Italo-Ethiopian (1935-1936)
Sino-Japanese (1937-1941)
Changkufeng (1938)

Nomohan (1939)

World War [T (1939-1945)

‘APPEN

‘ " First Kashmir (1947-1949)
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DIX 2 (Continued)

international Wars Listed Chronologically

Six Day (1967)

Israeli-Egyptian (1969-1970)
Football (1969)

Bangladesh (1971)
Philippine-MNLF (1972-)

Yom Kippur (1973)
Turco-Cypriot (1974)
Ethiopian-Entrean (1974-)
Vietnamese-Cambodian (1975-)

Russo-Finnish (1939-1940)
Franco-Thai (1940-1941)
Indonesian (1 945-1946)
{ndochinese (1945-1954)
Madagascan (1 947-1948)

palestine (1948-1 949)
" Hyderabad (1948)
Korean (1950-1953) A
Algerian (1954-1962) Timor (1975-)

Russo-Hungarian (1956) Saharan (1975-)

Sinai (1956) Ogaden (1976-) .

Tibetan (1956-1959) Ugandan—Tanzaman (1978-1979)
Sino-Indian (1962) Sino-Vietnamese (1979)
Vietnamese (1965-1975) Russo-Afghan (1979-)

Second Kashmir (1965) [ran-Iraqi (1980-)

NOTE: This table is taken from Melvin Small and J. David Singer (1982, pp..79—80). This is a
partial list ol international wars fought between 1816 and 1980. In Appendlces A and B, Small
and Singer identify a total of 575 wars during this period, but approximately 159 of them appear
to be largely domestic, or civil wars.

Following the argument of this article, this list also excludes civil wars. Civil wars
differ from international wars, not in the ferocity of combat, but in the issues that en-
gender them. Two nations that could abide one another as independept neighbors‘ sepa-
rated by a border might well be the fiercest of enemies if forced to live together in one
state, jointly deciding how to raise and spend taxes, choose leaders, apd legislate funda-
mental questions of value. Notwithstanding these differences, no civil wars that I recall
upset the argument of liberal pacification.
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SOCIETY AND ANARCHY
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONg!

Hedley By

Whereas men within each state are subject to a common government, SOVEreign states
their mutual relations are not. This anarchy it is possible to regard as the central fact of
ternational life and the starting-point of theorizing about it.> A great deal of the most fry;
ful reflection about international life has been concerned with tracing the consequences i’
it of this absence of government. We can, indeed, give some account in these terms of whyg
it is that distinguishes the international from the domestic field of politics, morals and Iy

One persistent theme in the modern discussion of international relations has be
that as a consequence of this anarchy states do not form together any kind of society; an
that if they were to do so it could only be by subordinating themselves to a common ay-
thority. One of the chief intellectual supports of this doctrine is what may be called the
domestic analogy, the argument from the experience of individual men in domestic so-
ciety to the experience of states, according to which the need of individual men to stand
in awe of a common power in order to live in peace is a ground for holding that states
must do the same. The conditions of an orderly social life, on this view, are the same
among states as they are within them: they require that the institutions of domestic soci-
ety be reproduced on a universal scale. . . .

The view that anarchy is incompatible with society among nations has been espe-
cially prominent in the years since the First World War. It was the First World War tha
gave currency to the doctrine of a ‘fresh start’ in international relations and set the habi
of disparaging the past. Nineteenth century thought had regarded both the existence of in
ternational society and its further consolidation as entirely consistent with the continua
tion of international anarchy. The ideas of 1919 were in part a mere extension of the -
liberal, progressive strand of this nineteenth century anarchist view: the strengthening of
international law, the creation of new procedures for arbitration, the establishment of per-

manent institutions for cooperation among sovereign states, a reduction and limitation of 2§

armaments, the pressure of public opinion, the aspiration that states should be popularly E

4

E:

Reprinted by permission of Harvard University Press and Taylor & Francis Ltd. from Hedley Bult, “Soci- *

ety and Anarchy in International Relations,” in Diplomatic Investigations: Essays in the Theory of Inter- §

national Politics, edited by Herbert Butterfield and Martin Wight, Cambridge. Mass.: Harvard
University Press. < George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1966.

'A number of the leading ideas in this essay derive, in a process in which they may have lost their orig-
inal shape. from Martin Wight; and a number of others from C. A. W. Manning.

2An.’u’ch_\/: ‘Absence of rule: disorder; confusion” (O.£.D.). The term here is used exclusively in the first
of these senses. The question with which the essay is concerned is whether in the international context
itis to be identified also with the second and the third.
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'\ nd that their boundaries should coincide with the boundaries of nations. But there
b‘ﬂsed an oiced also a view that is not to be found in Cobden or Gladstone or Mazzini: a
now ) ¢ international anarchy itself, expressed on the one hand in the view that the
petiof Oofthe Leacue and the United Nations lay not in themselves. but in their pre-
trué Val;eal cause., a \\701‘1(1 government; and on the other hand in the endorsement of world
sumed nem as an immediately valid objective, and a depreciation of the League and its
_50Vemf“r as destined to ‘failure” on account of their preservation of state sovereignty.
succ?[S]:eo twentieth century view of international anarchy is not, however, something new.
cha doctrine was stated at the outset of modern international history and has since
und a succession of embodiments. The European system of sovgreign states did not,
of course, arise as a result of the outward growth apd collision of }ntherto 1soliated com-
unities. 1ts origin lay in the disintegration of a single community: Fh.e waning on the
one hand of central authorities, and on the other hand Qf local athovtnes, within VWeSt-
ern Christendom, and the exclusion of both from parnculgr territories by the princely
;. Throughout its history modern European international society has been con-
s of the memory of the theoretical imperium of Pope and Emperor and the actual

sciou

- jmperium of Rome. When in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries the question

was raised of the nature of relationships between sovereign princes and states, order and

justice on a universal scale were readily associated with the idea of a universal state: not

merely because the supremacy of the prince was observed to be a condition of order

: within the confines of the state, but also because order throughout Western Christendom
- asa whole was associated with the vanished authority of the Papacy and the Holy Roman
_ Empire. The idea that international anarchy has as its consequence the absence of soci-
~ ety among states, and the associated but opposite idea of the domestic analogy, became

and have remained persistent doctrines about the international predicament.

The first of these doctrines describes international relations in terms of a Hobbesian
state of nature, which is a state of war. Sovereign states, on this view, find themselves in a
situation in which their behavior in relation to one another, although it may be circum-
scribed by considerations of prudence, is not limited by rules or law or morality. Either, as
in the Machiavellian version of this doctrine, moral and legal rules are taken not to impinge
on the sphere of action of the state: the political life and the moral life being presented as
alternatives, as in the theory of quietism. Or, as in the Hegelian version, moral imperatives
are thought to exist in international relations, but are believed to endorse the self-assertion
of states in relation to one another, and to be incapable of imposing limits upon it. In this
first doctrine the conditions of social life are asserted to be the same for states as they are
for individuals. In the case of Hobbes, whose views we shall examine more closely, gov-
ermnment is stated to be a necessary condition of social life among men, and the same is said
to hold of sovereign princes. But the domestic analogy stops short at this point; it is not the
view of Hobbes, or of other thinkers of this school, that a social contract of states that would
bring the international anarchy to an end either should or can take place.

The second doctrine accepts the description of international relations embodied inthe
first, but combines with it the demand that the international anarchy be brought to an end.
Where the domestic analogy is employed to buttress this doctrine. it is taken further, to
embrace the concept of the social contract as well as that of the state of nature. This search
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for an alternative to international anarchy may be sustained by the memory of an alterng.
tive actually experienced. as in the backward-looking tradition of a return to Roman o to
Western Christian unity. The other variety, the forward-looking tradition of which we Mmay
take Kant to be representative, finds its sustenance in the belief in human progress, in y,
possibility of achieving in the future what has not been achieved in the past. .

Even as these two doctrines were taking shape there was asserted against them bog,
the third possibility of a society of sovereign states; and along with it the beginnings

the idea that the conditions of order among states were different from what they were 3
among individual men. Like the two doctrines against which it has been directed, this 3
third doctrine consists in part of a description of what is taken to be the actual characte

of relations between states, and in part of a set of prescriptions. The description is op
which sees sovereign states in intercourse with one another as consciously united to
gether for certain purposes. which modify their conduct in relation to one another. The
salient fact of international relations is taken to be not that of conflict among state

within the international anarchy, as on the Hobbesian view; nor that of the transience of

the international anarchy and the availability of materials with which to replace it, as o
the Kantian view; but co-operation among sovereign states in a society without govern-
ment. The prescriptions which accompany this account of the nature of international re-
lations enjoin respect for the legal and moral rules upon which the working of the
international society depends. In place of the Hobbesian view that states are not limited
by legal or moral rules in their relations with one another, and the Kantian view that the
rules to which appeal may be had derive from the higher morality of a cosmopolitan so-

ciety and enjoin the overthrow of international society, there are asserted the duties and

rights attaching to states as members of international society.
Two traditions, in particular, have advanced this third conception on an international
society. One is the body of theory to which modern international law is the heir, which

depicts states as constituting a society in the course of showing them to be bound of a §

system of legal rules: whether these rules are thought to derive from natural law or pos-
itive law, whether the subjects of the rules are taken to be states or the men who rule
them, and whether the rules are regarded as universally valid or as binding only upon the
states of Christendom or Europe. In the system of sixteenth century writers like Vitoria
and Suarez, and of seventeenth century thinkers like Grotius and Pufendorf, the idea of
the domestic analogy was still strong; the alternative notion of the uniqueness of inter-
national society was fully worked out only by the positivist international lawyers of the
nineteenth century. The other tradition is that of the analysis of the political relations of
states in terms of the system of balance of power. According to such analyses states
throughout modern history have been engaged in the operation of a ‘political system’ or
‘states-system’, which makes its own demands upon their freedom of action and requires
them in particular to act so as to maintain a balance of power as a product of policies
consciously directed towards it, and in so far as they have asserted that states are obliged
to act so as to maintain it, they must be taken also to embody the idea of international
society and of rules binding upon its members. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
the predominant theories of the law of nations and of the balance of power were held by
different groups of persons and in their respective content were largely antithetical. But
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. sichteenth century the two streams converged, as in the writings of Vattel interna-
inthe ¢ s came to take account of the balance of power, and in the writings of Burke and
ﬁonal}iy\‘y‘tlne political maxim enjoining the preservation of a balance of power came
later ((J;?ﬁ,{cd in a more legalistic ;)vayA In the nineteenth century the predominant doc-
to be niovt‘d close togethe:t although it may still be doubted whether either theory can
;r;nrisconciled to the other without sacrifice of an essential ;?al’t ofitsicontelAnA

jis the validity of this third conception of an international scctxety. elther as a QC—
ption of the past or as a guide for the present and the future, that s called in question

serl

by the doctrine that the international anarchy is, or has become, intolerable.

" The theorists of international society have been able to question the applicability to re-
iz;tions between states of each of the three elements in Hopbes’ account of the state 0fnq-
wure. Inthe first place they have often remarked that sovereign states dp not so exhaust their
strength and invention in providing security against one anpther that mdustfy and other re-
finements of living do not flourish. States donotas a 1’»ule invest resources in wiar.and mil-
itary preparations to such an extent that their economic fabr¥c is ruined; even if 1F ma\y be
argued that the allocation of resources to war and armaments is not the best allocat‘lon from
the point of view of econom ic development. On the contra.ry the armed forces of the. s'tate
by providing security against external attack and internal Q1§0r§er, establish the conditions
under which economic improvement may take place within its borders. The absence of
universal government and the fragmentation among sovereign states of responsibility for
military security is not incompatible, moreover, with economic interdependence. The rel-
ative economic self-sufficiency of states as compared with individuals, has often been
taken to explain why states are able to tolerate a looser form of social organizati.on than
that enjoyed by individuals within the modern state. At the same time, tl1§se the’:onsts may
point to the mutual advantages which states derive from economic relat10nsh1p§; and ar-
gue that trade, symbolic as it is of the existence of overlapping through different interests,
is the activity most characteristic of international relationships as a whole. o

As regards the second feature of the Hobbesian state of nature, the absence in it of
notions of right and wrong, it is a matter of observation that this is not true of 111qd§1‘x1
international relations. The theorist of international society has often begun his inquiries.
as Grotius did, by remarking the extent to which states depart from rules of law and
morality, and by uttering a protest against this situation in asserting the binding charac-
ter of the rules. However, he has also been able to draw attention to the recognition of le-
gal and moral rules by statesmen themselves, and to traditions of positive law qnd
morality which have been a continuous feature of international life. International ucu'on
which, although it is contrary to recognized principles of international law and morality.
is accompanied by pretexts stated in terms of those principles, attests the force in inter-
national relations of notions of right and wrong. just as docs action which conforms to
them. By contrast. action which in addition to involving a violation of the legal and mo_ml
rules of international society is accompanied by no legal and moral pretext. action
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which, to use Grotius™ terms. is ‘not persuasive’ as well as “not justifiable®
taken by legal theorists to be quite uncharacteristic of the behav
modern international society (as well as to be hostile to its working in a way in whic
illegal behavior accompanied by a pretext is not).

The element in the Hobbesian state of nature which appears most clearly to apply 1
international relations is the third. It is the fact of war which appears to provide the chief

- 1S Widg

evidence for the view that states do not form a society. On the one hand, if we take the
modern state to illustrate the idea of a society, one of its salient features is that in it, apar:
from certain residual rights of self-defense, the private use of force is proscribed. By on’
the other hand, it cannot be denied that sovereign states in relation to one another are jp
a state of war, in Hobbes” sense that they are disposed to it over a period of time. It must

be conceded also that this war is one of all against all. At any single moment in the hig.
tory of the modern states-system, it is true, certain states will not be disposed to war
against certain other states. That is to say, certain pairs of states will be pursuing com.
mon purposes and will be allied to one another; certain other pairs of states will be pur-
suing purposes which are different but do not cross, and will therefore treat one another
with indifference; and certain pairs of states, although they have purposes which are cop.
flicting, nevertheless share such a sense of community that (as now among the English-
speaking states) war is not contemplated as a possible outcome of the conflict. But if we

consider the states-system not at a single moment but in motion throughout the whole of

its life (say, from 1648) then we shall find that every state that has survived the period
has at some point or other been disposed to war with every other one.

The theorist of international society has sought to deal with this difficulty not by
denying the ubiquity of war, but by questioning the relevance of the model of the mod-
ern state. If sovereign states are understood to form a society of a different sort from that
constituted by the modern state—one, in particular, whose operation not merely toler-
ates certain private uses of force but actually requires them—then the fact of a disposi-
tion to war can no longer be regarded as evidence that international society does not
exist. Theorists of the law of nations and of the system of balance of power have thus
sought to show that war does not indicate the absence of international society, or its

break-down, but can occur as a part of its functioning. Thus some international legal 1

writers have seen in war a means by which the law of international society is enforced

by individual members; others have seen in it a means of settling political conflicts. The- 3
orists of the balance of power have seen war as the ultimate means by which threats to 7

the international equilibrium are redressed. It may even be argued, in line with these the-
ories, that the element in international relations of a ‘war of all against all’ so far from
being detrimental to the working of international society, Is in a certain sense positively
favorable to it. For if the enforcement of law depends upon the willingness of particular
law-abiding states to undertake war against particular law-breaking ones, then the
prospects of law enforcement will be best if every state is willing to take up arms against
any state that breaks the law. The fact that at any one time certain states are unwilling to
contemplate war with certain other states, either because they are allied to them. or be-
cause they are indifferent to one another’s policies. or because they are bound by a par-
ticular sense of community, is an obstacle to the enforcement of international law. In the

ior of member States o
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. way the balance of power is best preserved it states are willing to take up arms
-e { any state that threatens the balance, to focus their attention upon its recalcitrance
Fgau']s respect and to disregard all special claims it may have on them.
. thisf ﬂ;en, we were tempted to compare international relations with a precontractual
te (;f nature among individual men, it might be argued that we should choose not
swbbes’ description of that condition, but Locke’s. In the conception of a society without
B ernment. whose members must themselves judge and enforce the Jaw, which is there-
. crude and uncertain, we can recognize the international society of many thinkers in
tfg;etradition of international law. And although Locke’s speculations ak?Oth life Qf men in
banarchy will leave us dissatisfied, we may turn to modem anthropolf)gmal studies of ac-
tual societies of this kind, which have been forced to consrder»v»vhat, in the absence of ex;
licit forms of government, could be held to constitutg thct polmc?l structure of a people.
Such studies widen our view of the devices for cohesion in a society, and suggest a num-
ber of parallels in the international field. _ . _
There are a number of these which are worth exploring. One which has received
some attention from international lawyers is the principle of the fhue anq cry.’. Apother
is the place of ritual. Another is the principle of loyalty—amiong kmsmen.m primitive so-
ciety,among allies in international society. International society and certain sorts Qf prim-
itive society would seem also to be alike in respect of the function performed within them
by the principle that might is right. This we are inclined to .dlsmlss as the cpntrary of a
moral principle, a mere way of saying that the question of right does not arise. Tl]}s, in-
deed, is what, according to Thucydides, the Athenians said to the Melians: they did not
appeal to the principle that might is right, but said that the questlop of right arose only
when the parties were equal, which in this case they were not. Yet in international rela-
tions the parties are frequently not equal, and the society of states has had to evolve pri1'1-
ciples which will take account of this fact and lead to settlements. The rule that the will
of the stronger party should be accepted provides a means of going directly to what the
outcome of a violent struggle would be, without actually going through that struggle. To
say that the principle that might is right fulfills a function in international society i§ not to
provide a justification of it or to regard it as a necessary element in international life; but
itis to argue that the working of a social order may be recognized even in a feature of re-
lations between states sometimes taken to demonstrate the absence of any kind of order.*
We must, however, at some point abandon the domestic analogy altogether. Not only
is this because the attempt to understand something by means of analogies with some-
thing else is a sign of infancy in a subject, an indication of lack of familiarity with our
own subject matter. But also because international society is unique, and owes its char-
acter to qualities that are peculiar to the situation of sovereign states, as well as to those
it has in common with the lives of individuals in domestic society. One of the themes that
has accompanied the statement of the idea of international society has been that anarchy

M. Fortes and E. E. Evans-Pritchard. African Political Systems (Oxford University Press. 1940). p. 6.

*On the functioning of the principle that might is right in primitive and in international society. see
- - - N I3 2

Ernest Gellner. *How to Live in Anarchy™. The Listener: April 3. 1958, pp. 579 83,
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among states is tolerable to a degree to which among individuals it is not. This hag bee
recognized in some measure even by those who originated the description of imerna
tional relations in terms of the Hobbesian state of nature. )

In the first place, as we have noted, it is not consequent upon the international anar
chy that in it there can be no industiy or other refinements of living; unlike the ndivigyy
in Hobbes’ state of nature, the state does not find its energies so absorbed in the pursy
of security that the life of its activities is that of mere brutes. Hobbes himself recogniy,
this when having observed that persons of sovereign authority are in ‘a posture of war

he goes on to say: ‘But because they uphold thereby the industry of their subjects, thepe 3

does not follow from it that misery which accompanies the liberty of particular mep>
The same sovereigns that find themselves in the state of nature in relation to one anothe

have provided with particular territories, the conditions in which the refinements of |;
can flourish.

In the second place states have not been vulnerable to violent attack to the same

degree that individuals are. Spinoza, echoing Hobbes in his assertion that ‘two state

are in the same relation to one another as two men in the condition of nature,” goes oy’

to add ‘with this exception, that a commonwealth can guard itself against being
subjugated by another, as a man in the state of nature cannot do. For, of course, a mag
is overcome by sleep every day, is often afflicted by disease of body or mind, and js
finally prostrated by old age; in addition, he is subject to other troubles against which
a commonwealth can make itself secure.”® One human being in the state of nature can-
not make himself secure against violent attack; and this attack carries with it the
prospect of sudden death. Groups of human beings organized as states, however, may
provide themselves with a means of defense that exists independently of the frailties
of any one of them. And armed attack by one state upon another has not brought with
it a prospect comparable to the killing of one individual by another. For one man’s
death may be brought about suddenly, in a single act; and once it has occurred, it can-
not be undone. But war has only occasionally resulted in the physical extinction of the
vanquished people. In modern history it has been possible to take Clausewitz’s view
that “war is never absolute in its results’ and that defeat in it may be merely ‘a passing
evil which can be remedied.” Moreover, war in the past, even if it could in principle
lead to the physical extermination of one or both of the belligerent peoples, could not
be thought capable of doing so at once in the course of a single act. Clausewitz, in

holding that war does not consist of a single instantaneous blow, but always of a
succession of separate actions, was drawing attention to something that in the past has

always held true and has rendered public violence distinct from private. It is only in
the context of recent military technology that it has become pertinent to ask whether
war could not now both be ‘absolute in its results” and ‘take the form of a single,
instantaneous blow,” in Clausewitz’s understanding of these terms; and whether

SHobbes. Leviathan (Everyman ed.), p. 65.

®Spinoza. Tiactatus Politicus. ch. iii, para. 11, The Political Works. ed. A. G. Wernham (Clarendon Press.
1958). p. 295.
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- ofore violence does not now confront the state with the same sort of prospect it has
ther® held for the individual.”
8lwa)’;is second difference, that states have been less vulnerable to violent attack by one
. ! ¢ than individual men, is reinforced by a third contingency of great importance;
anOtbe so far as states have been vulnerable in this sense they have not been equally so.
fhat :)nes builds his account of the state of nature upon the proposition that ‘Nature hath
HZZe men so equal, in the faculties of body and mind . . . (that) the weakest has strength
o ugh t0 kill the strongest.’8 It is this equal vulnerability of every man to every other
fh:t in Hobbes’ view, renders the condition of anarchy intolerable. In modern interna-
ﬁon,al society, however, there has been a persistent distinction between Great Powers and
small. Great Powers have been secure against the attacks of small Powers; and have had
to fear only other Great Powers, and hostile (.sombinfations of Powers. We have‘only to
think of the security enjoyed by Great Britain in the nineteenth CenTury to apprAec1at_e thtat
the insecurity which is a feature of the Hobbesian state of nature, in so fz_ir as it exists in
international society, is not distributed equally among all its members. It 1s interesting to

" find Gentz writing of “the European Commonwealth’ that ‘The original inequality of the

arties in such a union as is here described is not an accidental circumstancg, much less a
casual evil; butisina certain degree to be considered as the previous condition and foun'—
dation of the whole system.’? A footnote follows: ‘Had the surface of the globe been di-
vided into equal parts, no such union would ever have taken place; and an eternal war of
each against the whole is probably the only event we should have heard of” If Great Pow-
ers are relatively safe from attack and do not stand in need of the protection of a central
authority, then by the same token they are themselves in a position to attack others and
to withstand the pressures which other states may seek to bring to bear upon them. Ifan
even distribution of strength among states would seem unfavorable to the development
of international society, it is also true that great discrepancies in strength may obstruct
its working or even prove irreconcilable with it. One of the central contentions of theo-
rists of the balance of power has been that if international society is to be maintained, no
one state may be in a position to dominate the rest. Other writers have gone beyond this.
to assert with Gentz himself, in a doctrine in which the principle of the balance of power
becomes difficult to disentangle from that of collective security, *That if that system is
not merely to exist, but to be maintained without constant perils and violent concussions,
each member which infringes it must be in a condition to be coerced, not only by the
collective strength of the other members, but by any majority of them, if not by one
individual.”'? Ancillon, writing sixteen years later, saw the same principle at work in the
early development in Italy of the principle of equilibrium: ‘Le voisinage d’un grand
nombre d’états. trop inégaux pour résister 'un & 'autre, y avait fait saisir. suivre et

N have deliberately excluded from this essay any consideration of how far recent military technology
should tead us to alter the answers that have been given to these questions in the past.

*Hobbes. op. cir. p. 63. ) .
YFriedrich von Gentz. Fragments upon the Balance of Power in Ewrope (London. Peltier. 1806). p. 63,
“thid . p. 62.
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appliquer de bonne l_lcure ces x'naxirlzws de _prudcp?e‘qui s§rvc‘m %ilcl sauvegarde ay droit,
et qui allaient passer de ce petit théatre sur un théatre plus _vas_tc. A

A fourth point of contrast that has often been remarked is that states in their gg,.
nomic lives enjoy a degree of self-sufficiency beyond comparison with that bfindivjd_
ual men. Thus while it has been one of the themes of theorists of international sOciety ¢
stress the mutual dependence of states in trade, at the same time their relative €Conomje
independence of one another. by contrast with individuals. has provided support for the
argument that states are able to tolerate a form of society looser than that which is
crowned by a government.

As against the Hobbesian view that states find themselves in a state of nature whic
is a state of war, it may be argued, therefore, that they constitute a society without a gov. .
ernment. This society may be compared with the anarchical society among individual mey

of Locke’s imagining, and also with primitive anarchical societies that have been studjeq
by anthropologists. But although we may employ such analogies, we must in the end aban-
don them, for the fact that states form a society without a government reflects also the fea.
tures of their situation that are unique. The working of international society must be

understood in terms of its own, distinctive institutions. These include international law, 3

diplomacy and the system of balance of power. There may be others which should be
ranked alongside these; it is arguable, for example, that collaboration among the Great
Powers to manage the affairs of international society as a whole and impart to them a de-

-gree of central direction—seen in operation in the series of conferences from Westphalia 3
to Potsdam, and finding its most perfect embodiment in the Concert of Europe—also rep.

resents such an institution, even though it has functioned only intermittently.

The idea that sovereign states find themselves in a Hobbesian state of nature, as well as -}

standing on its own as a description of what international politics is like, is also to be
found linked to demands for the establishment of a universal state. In doctrines like that
of Kant in Perpetual Peace, the Hobbesian domestic analogy is applied to international
relations, but in this case taken further to embrace not only the idea of the state of nature
but also that of the social contract.

The Kantian view of international relations involves a dilemma. If states are indeed
in a Hobbesian state of nature, the contract by means of which they are to emerge from
it cannot take place. For if covenants without the sword are but words, this will be true
of covenants directed towards the establishment of universal government, just as it will
hold true of agreements on other subjects. The difficulty with the Kantian position is that
the description it contains of the actual condition of international relations, and the pre-
scription it provides for its improvement, are inconsistent with one another. Action
within the context of continuing international anarchy is held to be of no avail; but at the

VI P E Ancillon. Tubloau des Revoluions du Svstéme Politique de I'Evwrope. depuis la Fin du Quinz-
ieme Siécle (Paris. Anselin et Pochard, 1823). vol. 1. pp. 262-3.
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. time it is in the international anarchy that the grand solution of the international
sam?] -ontract is held to take place.
soclﬁﬂ; advocate of a universal state can show his scheme to be feasible as well as de-
. able only by admitting that international relations do not resemble a Hobbesian state
sifé -¢; that in it covenants without the sword are more than words and the materi-
of nat:; l;e found with which to bring about collaboration between sovereign govern-
f;;?:s_ But to make this admissiqn 1s to weaken FI]e case for bringing the international
gnarchy to an end. For the establishment of a universal gf)vemmept gannot thCI.] be re-
varded as a sine qua non of the world order. If a Hobbesian description of the interna-
tional state of nature is abandoned for a Lockean one, then the case for a fundamental
change is simply that which Locke presents for a contract of ggvel‘nlnexlt: that to crown
the anarchical society with a government wo.uld be tq render it more efficient. .

However, such a case might still be a quite formidable one. It may rest ess;ntnally
on something which the Lockean description ofimernat-ioné] society itself adrpltsz that
in it the private use of force is tolerated or-even in certain cn'cumstancesA required. The
international society described by the international lawyers and the theorists of balance
of power is one in which war has a permanent and perhaps even a necessary place. The
argument for proceeding from anarchy to government may therefore be stated, as Kant
states it, in terms of the possibility and desirability of perpetual peace.

It is a facile view according to which a universal state would abolish war because
war is a relationship between sovereign states and sovereign states would have been
abolished. Either we may take war to mean any kind of organized violence between large
groups of human beings, in which case the statement is false. Or we may .undersAtand the
term in the narrow sense of a contention between sovereign states, in which case
although the statement is true it is misleading. War in this latter sense comprises oq]y
one area of the spectrum of possible violence; if the elimination of war in this spf:cna]
sense of public war were to occasion the re-establishment of the various forms of private
war, this could not necessarily be counted a gain.

If, however, a universal state should be understood as providing, just as does the sys-
tem of sovereign states, a particular solution to the problem of the management of vio-
lence, rather than a means of transcending it, this is not to say that it is an inferior
solution. It may be argued that the propensities for violence that are inherent in any fgrln
of political organization on a world-scale, will be better managed through the medium
of a single authority entrusted with the legitimate exercise of force, than through many
such authorities; just as this is the case in the smaller geographical context of the nation-
state. Such an argument might well be sustained; yet the traditional arguments uphold-
ing international society against universal government would first have to be {net.

These arguments have often rested on a preference for liberty in international rela-
tions over order or security: the liberty of states and nations from domination by a cen-
tral power, and of individuals from the reach of a tyrannical government whqse
ubiquitous authority must deny them the right of foreign asylum. It may well be r§phed
to this that order or security is the prime need of international society. and that h\bcrt)‘
should if necessary be sacrificed to it. International anarchy, however, may be preferred
on grounds of order also.
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Government, involving as it does a legal monopoly of the use of force, provideg
means for maintaining order; but it is also a source of dissension among conflicy ?
groups in society, which compete for its control. If government authority, once jt is can
tured, may be wielded so as to deny the resort to force by private individuals or grou >
it is also the case that the existence of the governmental mechanism constitutes a pripzs,
in political conflict, which raises the stakes in such conflict to a level above that it WOu];
otherwise be. In the typical modern nation-state order is best preserved when confi
takes the form of a competition between the contending forces for control of a sin ]ct
government, rather than that of competition among governments. Yet the political C(fne
munity is also familiar in which the reverse is the case; in which the dangers to ord;
arising from the coexistence of sovereign governments are less than those involved in thr
attempt to hold hostile communities in the framework of a single polity. The partition 0;
India in 1947 had this rationale. 1t is possible also to view the problem of order in th
world community in this way. Formidable though the classic dangers are of a pluralit;
of soYereigxu states, these have to be reckoned against those inherent in the attempt o 3
c‘ontam disparate communities within the framework of a single government. It is an ep.
tirely reasonable view of world order at the present time that it is best éerved by livin
with the former dangers rather than by attempting to face the latter. ’

POWER AND
INTERDEPENDENCE

Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye

: For political realists, international politics, like all other politics, is a struggle for

’owel' but. unlike domestic politics, a struggle dominated by organized violence. In the
words of the most influential postwar textbook. “All history shows that nations active in
international politics are continuously preparing for, actively involved in, or recovering
from organized violence in the form of war"! Three assumptions are integral to the re-
alist vision. First, states as coherent units are the dominant actors in world politics. This
is a double assumption: states are predominant; and they act as coherent units. Second.
realists assume that force is a usable and effective instrument of policy. Other instru-
ments may also be employed, but using or threatening force is the most effective means
of wielding power. Third, partly because of their second assumption, realists assume a
hierarchy of issues in world politics, headed by questions of military security: the “high
politics” of military security dominates the “low politics™ of economic and social affairs.

These realist assumptions define an ideal type of world politics. They allow us to imag-
ine a world in which politics is continually characterized by active or potential conflict among
states, with the use of force possible at any time. Each state attempts to defend its territory
and interests from real or perceived threats. Political integration among states is slight and
lasts only as long as it serves the national interests of the most powerful states. Transnational
actors either do not exist or are politically unimportant. Only the adept exercise of force or
the threat of force permits states to survive, and only while statesmen succeed in adjusting
their interests, as in a well-functioning balance of power, is the system stable.

Each of the realist assumptions can be challenged. If we challenge them all simul-
taneously, we can imagine a world in which actors other than states participate directly
in world politics, in which a clear hierarchy of issues does not exist, and in which force
is an ineffective instrument of policy. Under these conditions—which we call the char-
acteristics of complex interdependence—one would expect world politics to be very dif-
ferent than under realist conditions. . . .

We do not argue, however, that complex interdependence faithfully reflects world
political reality. Quite the contrary: both it and the realist portrait are ideal types. Most
situations will fall somewhere between these two extremes. Sometimes, realist assump-
tions will be accurate. or largely accurate, but frequently complex interdependence will

From Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye. Power and Interdependence: orld Politics in Transition.
2nd ed. Glenview. 1L: Scott. Foresman. 1989, pp. 20-27. Copyright £ 1989 by Robert O. Keohane and
Joseph S. Nye. Reprinted by permission of Pearson Education. Inc.. Glenview. L.

"ans J. Morgenthau. Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace. 4th ed. (New York:
Knopf. 1967). p. 36.
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provide a better portrayal of reality. Before one decides what explanatory model tq
ply to a situation or problem, one will need to understand the degree to whi

ch realig
complex interdependence assumptions correspond to the situation, :

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPLEX
INTERDEPENDENCE

Complex interdependence has three main characteristics:
(1) Multiple channels connect societies, including: informal ties between govery.

mental elites as well as formal foreign office arrangements; informal ties among ng
governmental elites (face-to-face and through telecommunications): and transnationg

organizations (such as multinational banks or corporations). These channels can be syn.

marized as interstate, transgovernmental, and transnational relations. Intersiate relationg
are the normal channels assumed by realists. Transgovernmental applies when we relax
the realist assumption that states act coherently as units; rransnational applies when we
relax the assumption that states are the only units.

(2) The agenda of interstate relationships consists of multiple issues that are not
arranged in a clear or consistent hierarchy. This absence of hierarchy among issues
means, among other things, that military security does not consistently dominate the
agenda. Many issues arise from what used to be considered domestic policy, and the dis-
tinction between domestic and foreign issues becomes blurred. These issues are consid-
ered in several government departments (not Jjust foreign offices), and at several levels,
Inadequate policy coordination on these issues involves significant costs. Different issues
generate different coalitions, both within governments and across them, and involve dif-
ferent degrees of conflict. Politics does not stop at the waters’ edge.

(3) Military force is not used by governments toward other governments within the
region, or on the issues, when complex interdependence prevails. It may, however, be im-
portant in these governments’ relations with governments outside that region, or on other
issues. Military force could, for instance, be irrelevant to resolving disagreements on
economic issues among members of an alliance, yet at the same time be very important
for that alliance’s political and military relations with a rival bloc. For the former rela-

tionships this condition of complex interdependence would be met; for the latter, it
would not. . . .

Minor Role of Military Force

Political scientists have traditionally emphasized the role of military force in interna-
tional politics. . . . Force dominates other means of power: if there are no constraints on
one’s choice of instruments (a hypothetical situation that has only been approximated in
the two world wars), the state with superior military force will prevail. If the security
dilemma for all states were extremely acute, military force, supported by economic and

safety has
. anofh(é"' ar
djreclif)ﬂs

ensc . . :
:Etm force is irrelevant or unimportant as an instrument of policy.
e

a5 CONOMIC an

Power and Interdependence 163

) urces. would clearly be the dominant source of power. Survival is the primary
the re‘:som te‘s and in the worst situations, force i1s ultimately necessary to guarantee
oal Of o 1Sta‘ nt{ilitary force is always a central component of national power.

ival»T“P larly among industrialized, pluralist countries, the perceived margin of
v pami(cjinedy fears gf attack in general have declined, and fears of attack by one
-gvvirtuallhy nonexistent. France has abandoned the tous azimuts (defc?nse in a}l
y strategy that President de Gaulle advocaieq (it was n(?t taken entirely seri-
O wven at the time). Canada’s last war plans for fighting the United States were aban-

sy eve1f century ago. Britain and Germany no longer feel threatened by each other.
pwed hiﬁ,laationships 0} mutual influence exist between these countries, but in most of

Moreover, force is often not an appropriate way of achieying other gqals (S‘_JCh
d ecological welfare) that are becoming more 1mp0rtan-t. It is not im-
i i ine dramatic conflict or revolutionary change in which the use or
pOSSIb]e . _‘f“agme ic issue or among advanced industrial coun-
threat of military force OVer an economic issu mong o Jndustrial coun-
iries might become plausible. Thep realist assumptl?ns_ I\ZOL‘I f(i-%ima oot e
guide to ev§nt7s. But in most situations, the effects of military
o llijr\]/ceflrt\jfl}?én the direct use of force is barred among a group of countries, however.
military power can still be used politically. Each superpower cointi-nAuei1 to use the tlk)\irgft
of force to deter attacks by other superpowers on itself or 1.ts alhes,.lt.s eterret;)ce ability
thus serves an indirect, protective role, which it can use in bargammg on other 1s}s}ues
with its allies. This bargaining tool is particularly important for the United Sta.tes, w osef
allies are concerned about potential Soviet threa_ts and whlch has fewer other me?ms 0
influence over its allies than does the Soviet Union over its Eastern Eljropegn Iim ;negls.
The United States has, accordingly, taken advantqge of the Europeans. (particularly de
Germans’) desire for its protection and linked the issue of troop levels in Eurofpe to trade
and monetary negotiations. Thus, although the first-order effect of deterrent force 1stetsé
sentially negative—to deny effective offeers.ivel Po;;ver to a superpower opponent—a sta
ce positively—to gain political influence. .
- lffslfut?,a;\f(;; foI; countr)iles wh%)se relations approximate gomplex interdependence,
two serious qualifications remain: (1) drastic social and pohtlcal change coluld ig:xsef
force again to become an important direct instrument' (_)f policy; and (2) even w 16121 e. ites
interests are complementary, a country that uses military force to protect another may
igni t political influence over the other country. .
havelilgl\ll]cl)i:tc}?—];oith relations, or relations among Third World countries, gs well. as in
East-West relations, force is often important. Military power helps the Soviet }Jmon to_
dominate Eastern Europe economically as well as politically. The threat of open l01
covert American military intervention has helped to limit 1'ev91L.1t1011211‘y chagg_es 1;1)(61:
Caribbean, especially in Guatemala in 1954 and in the Dominican Republic in 5.
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For a valuable discussion. see Klaus Knorr, The Power of Nations: he Political Ec OO (?/
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tional Relations (New York: Basic Books, 1975).




164 Part 1 International Libevalism

Secretary of State Kissinger, in January 1975, issued a veiled warning to Mmembeyg
the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) that the United St
might Jse force against them “where there is some actual strangulation of the inqy,
alized world.™ ) .

Even in these rather conflictual situations, however, the recourse to force seems Jegg
likely now than at most times during the century before 1945, The destructiveness of oy
clear weapons makes any attack against a nuclear power dangerous. Nuclear Weapong
are mostly used as a deterrent. Threats of nuclear action against much weaker Countrigg
may occasionally be efficacious, but they are equally or more likely to solidify relationg
between one’s adversaries. The limited usefulness of conventional force to contro) go:

ates
Stri.

cially mobilized populations has been shown by the United States failure in Vietnar, ag

well as by the rapid decline of colonialism in Africa, Furthermore, employing force on:
one issuc against an independent state with which one has a variety of relationships j
likely to rupture mutually profitable relations on other issues. In other words, the use of
force often has costly effects on non-security goals. And finally, in Western democracies,
popular opposition to prolonged military conflicts is very high 4

[t is clear that these constraints bear unequally on various countries, or on the Same
countries in different situations. Risks of nuclear escalation affect everyone, but domegs.
tic opinion is far less constraining for communist states, or for authoritarian regional
powers, than for the United States, Europe, or Japan. Even authoritarian countries may
be reluctant to use force to obtain economic objectives when such use might be ineffec.
tive and disrupt other relationships. Both the difficulty of controlling socially mobilized
populations with foreign troops and the changing technology of weaponry may actually
enhance the ability of certain countries, or nonstate groups, to use terrorism as a politi-
cal weapon without effective fear of reprisal.

The fact that the changing role of force has uneven effects does not make the change

less important, but it does make matters more complex. This complexity is compounded 3
by differences in the usability of force among issue areas. When an issue arouses little in- 3

terest or passion, force may be unthinkable. In such instances, complex interdependence
may be a valuable concept for analyzing the political process. But if that issue becomes
a matter of life and death—as some people thought oil might become——the use or threat
of force could become decisive again. Realist assumptions would then be more relevant.

It is thus important to determine the applicability of realism or of complex interde-
pendence to each situation. Without this determination further analysis is likely to be
confused. Our purpose in developing an alternative to the realist description of world
politics is to encourage a differentiated approach that distinguishes among dimensions

and areas of world politics—not (as some modernist observers do) to replace one over-
simplification with another.

*Business Week, Januvary 13,1975,

*Stanley Hoffmann. “The Acceptability of Military Force™ and Laurence Martin, “The Utility of Mili-
tary Force.™ in Force in Modern Societios: Irs Place in International Politics (Adelphi Paper, Interna-
tional Institute for Strategic Studies. 1973). See also Knorr. The Power of Nations.
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'hé political Processes
If complex Interdependence

in characteristics of complex interdependence give rise to distinctive political

ree 2 which translate power resources into power as control of outcomes. As we ar-

rOcesse-]sf" something is usually lost or added in the translation. Under conditions of

ped Cﬂlv il;]l-cgdepende;ce the translation will be different than under realist conditions,
plx dictions about outcomes will need to be adjusted accordingly. 4

In the realist world, military security will be the dominant goal of states. It will even

ffect issues that are not directly involved with military power or territorial defense.
afiec

SN nmilitary problems will not only be subordinated to military ones; they will be stud-
o

:ed for their politico-military implications. Balanc.e f)fpaylxlénts i1ssues, for mstan.ce, w1¥1
y idered at least as much in the light of their implications for world power gener-
be Con? r their purely financial ramifications. McGeorge Bundy conformed to real.lst ex-
oly . ; s when he argued in 1964 that devaluation of the dollar should be seriously
pec@tdlo:'led if necessary to fight the war in Vietnam.® To some extent, so did former Trea-
cOHS]SZcretary Henry Fowler when he contended in 1971 that the United S(aées needed
Zutrere surplus of $4 billion to $6 billion in order to lead in Western defense]i].ﬁ "

In a world of complex interdependence, however, one expects somebo c1~a s, é)alrl;
ticularly at lower levels, to emphasize the variety of state g(?als that must be ;tngl s::lleos.el
the absence of a clear hierarchy of issues, goals will vary by issue, and may 119 | e ie};
related. Each bureaucracy will pursue its own concerns; anq although several a[ge?c s
may reach compromises on issues that affect them all, the)_/ will find that-zlalc.onmil ene p()i "
tern of policy is difficult to maintain. Moreover, transnational actors will introduc
ferent goals into various groups of issues.

Linkage Strategies

Goals will therefore vary by issue area under complex interdependepc‘e, but solw1}l
the distribution of power and the typical political processes. Tradlltlc?nal ana y51sl
focuses on the international system, and leads us to anticipate similar pohtlca
processes on a variety of issues. Militarily and economlca]ly st.rong st'ates will ]d‘om—
inate a variety of organizations and a variety of i§sues, by hnlfmg ﬂlf?lr OW%] }?odme‘s
on some issues to other states’ policies on other issues. By using thexx' ovelfﬂd_ 'oml;
nance to prevail on their weak issues, the strongest states w1.ll', in the 112{ mong
model, ensure a congruence between the overall structure of military anc_] ?LO]]O]U];C
power and the pattern of outcomes on any one issue area. Thus world politics can be
ated as a seamless web. .
tre“tb(ig;-qc;enplcx interdependence, such congruence is less !ikely to occur. As_ -lﬂlllté.\ll);
force is devalued. militarily strong states will find it more difficult to use their overa

) i k ay. 197 L2148,
SHenry Brandon. 7he Retrear of American Power (New York: Doubleday. 1 )74)ti [;z 7<. e Com.
; y ; ”, O e > eSe ¢ S.
Shuternational hnplications of the New Economic Policy, U.S. Congress. HU[VISL o | qt)u]gcr i
Tai ‘orei SC icy, Hearings, Septen . .
mitiece on Foreign Affairs. Subcommittee on Foreign Econonmic Policy, Hearing 8
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dominance to control outcomes on issues in which they are weak. And since the distribution
of power resources in trade, shipping, or oil, for example, may be quite different, patterns of
outcomes and distinctive political processes are likely to vary, from one set of issues to an-
other. If force were readily applicable, and military security were the highest foreign policy
goal, these variations in the issue structures of power would not matter very much. The link-
ages drawn from them to military issues would ensure consistent dominance by the overali
strongest states. But when military force is largely immobilized, strong states will find that
linkage is less effective. They may still attempt such finks, but in the absence of a hierarchy
of issues, their success will be problematic.

Dominant states may try to secure much the same result by using overall economic
power to affect results on other issues. If only economic objectives are at stake, they may
succeed: money, afterall, is fungible. But economic objectives have political implications,
and economic linkage by the strong is limited by domestic, transnational, and transgov-
ernmental actors who resist having their interests traded off. Furthermore, the interna-
tional actors may be different on different issues, and the international organizations in
which negotiations take place are often quite separate. Thus it is difficult, for example, to
imagine a militarily or economically strong state linking concessions on monetary policy
to reciprocal concessions in oceans policy. On the other hand, poor weak states are not
similarly inhibited from linking unrelated issues, partly because their domestic interests
are less complex. Linkage of unrelated issues is often a means of extracting concessions
or side payments from rich and powerful states. And unlike powerful states whose instru-
ment for linkage (military force) is often too costly to use, the linkage instrument used by
poor, weak states—international organization—is available and inexpensive.

Thus as the utility of force declines, and as issues become more equal in importance,
the distribution of power within each issue will become more important. If linkages be-
come less effective on the whole, outcomes of political bargaining will increasingly vary
by issue area.

The differentiation among issue areas in complex interdependence means that link-
ages among issues will become more problematic and will tend to reduce rather than
reinforce international hierarchy. Linkage strategies, and defense against them, will pose
critical strategic choices for states. Should issues be considered separately or as a pack-
age? If linkages are to be drawn, which issues should be linked, and on which of the
linked issues should concessions be made? How far can one push a linkage before it
becomes counterproductive? For instance, should one seek formal agreements or infor-
mal, but less politically sensitive, understandings? The fact that world politics under
complex interdependence is not a seamless web leads us to expect that efforts to stitch
seams together advantageously, as reflected in linkage strategies, will, very often, deter-
mine the shape of the fabric.

The negligible role of force leads us to expect states to rely more on other instru-
ments in order to wield power. For the reasons we have already discussed, less vulner-
able states will try to use asymmetrical interdependence in particular groups of issues
as a source of power; they will also try to use international organizations and transna-
tional actors and flows. States will approach economic interdependence in terms of
power as well as its effects on citizens’ welfare, although welfare considerations will
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limit their attempts to maximize power. Most economic and ecological interdepen-

dence involves the possibility of joint gains, or joint losses. Mutual awareness of
potential gains and losses and the danger of worsening each actor’s position through
overly rigorous struggles over the distribution of the gains can limit the use of asym-
metrical interdependence.

Agenda Setting

Our second assumption of complex interdependence, the lack of clear hierarchy among
multiple issues, leads us to expect that the politics of agenda formation and control will
become more important. Traditional analyses lead statesmen to focus on politico-military
issues and to pay little attention to the broader politics of agenda formation. Statesmen
assume that the agenda will be set by shifts in the balance of power, actual or anticipated,
ard by percetved threats to the security of states. Other issues will only be very important
when they seem to affect security and military power. In these cases, agendas will be in-
fluenced strongly by considerations of the overall balance of power.

Yet, today, some nonmilitary issues are emphasized in interstate relations at one
time, whereas others of seemingly equal importance are neglected or quietly handled at
atechnical level. International monetary politics, problems of commodity terms of trade,
oil, food, and multinational corporations have all been important during the last decade;
but not all have been high on interstate agendas throughout that period.

Traditional analysts of international politics have paid little attention to agenda for-
mation: to how issues come to receive sustained attention by high officials. The tradi-
tional orientation toward military and security affairs implies that the crucial problems
of foreign policy are imposed on states by the actions or threats of other states. These are
high politics as opposed to the low politics of economic affairs. Yet, as the complexity
of actors and issues in world politics increases, the utility of force declines and the line
between domestic policy and foreign policy becomes blurred: as the conditions of com-
plex interdependence are more closely approximated, the politics of agenda formation
becomes more subtle and differentiated.
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