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International relations as an academic discipline is a product of the twentieth
century. Perhaps the most important reason for this is that political philoso-
phers traditionally focused more on the principles and practices of governance
within political units than on the relationships among these units. Even Thomas
Hobbes, whose characterizations of the relations between sovereigns have given
rise to the dominant school of thought about international relations, devoted
only a few pages to international political philosophy, focusing far more on the
role of the state or the Leviathan in establishing order and stability within
domestic society. To argue this point, however, is not to deny the importance of
the philosophical writings that did deal with relations among independent
political entities, whether city-states, feudal baronies, or states. The works of
Qrotius, Rousseau, Clausewitz, and Kant, for example, offer immense insights
into vartous aspects of these relationships, as do the few pages by Hobbes that
deal with the interaction of sovereigns. Moreover, although these insights reflect
the observations of specific individuals rather than the collective output of an
academic discipline, they are both timeless and profound. Not surprisingly,
therefore, they also provide much of the basis for the various intellectual tradi-
tions underpinning the contemporary study of international relations. These
intellectual traditions include: (1) liberal institutionalism, which has several
diverse strands of origin; (2) Hobbesian realism and its contemporary variant
of neo-realism; and (3) Marxist and neo-Marxist thinking, which were crucial
both to Cold War revisionism and to the development of dependency theory.
Each of these is reflected in pertinent selections in this section.

LIBERAL THEORIES
OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

One of the strands in liberal thinking about international relations—what
might be the termed the legalistic—can be traced back to the work of Hugo
Grotius and his contention that there is a society of states bound by common
rules, customs, and shared norms. Based at the outset on natural law think-
ing, this strand of thought is represented here by a selection from the famous
work by Hugo Grotius (1583-16435), The Rights of War and Peace Including
the Law of Nature and of Nations. This volume provided the basis for inter-
national law in the European state system. Indeed, Grotius has been widely
considered the key figure in the development of international jurisprudence
and been described as the father of international law. Using natural law as his
starting point, Grotius emphasized that there was a law of war as well as a
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law of peace. In the selection included here, he distinguishes between public
and private war and also discusses the nature of sovereign power.

A second strand of liberal thinking is represented by the work of Immanuel
Kant. Although some of Kant’s ideas contributed enormously to the notion of
global cosmopolitanism, which is currently manifested in ideas about global
civil society, he also provided many of the intellectual antecedents for contem-
porary liberal institutionalism as well as a series of propositions that are cur-
rently articulated in the idea of the liberal peace—the notion that liberal
democratic states, if not inherently pacifist, are very unlikely to fight other liberal
democracies. Rather than going directly to the body of Kant’s work, however, we
thought it more useful to provide excerpts from the work of Michael Doyle, one
of the major democratic peace theorists, whose commentaries on Kant are far
more accessible than Kant’s own philosophic writings. Doyle provides an incisive
commentary on Kant's First, Second, and Third Definitive Articles: The First
Article requires that states have a republican constitution, representative govern-
ment, and juridical freedom. The Second Article covers the creation and expan-
sion of a federation of free states, and the Third seeks to establish what Doyle
describes as “a cosmopolitan law to operate in conjunction with the pacific
union.” The end state envisaged by Kant is a state of perpetual peace.

Although much of the liberal tradition was initially based on perceptive
insights into the nature of behavior of sovereigns, the liberal tradition became
much more divorced from the actual behavior of states during the period between
World Wars I and IL It is little exaggeration to suggest, in fact, that this tradition
was hijacked by a kind of idealism presupposing that international relations
could be fundamentally transformed so long as the right formula was found. The
idealists of this period, particularly in Great Britain and the United States,
believed drastic change was crucial to avoiding war. This was a direct response to
World War I, which also provided the main stimulus to the development of the
discipline of international relations. The slaughter on the Western Front resulted
in a “never again” philosophy reflected in the emergence of idealism as the domi-
nant approach to international relations, especially in Great Britain.

Consequently, interwar studies of international relations were predomi-
nantly prescriptive pieces aiming to reform the international system and ensure
that further destructive wars were avoided. These ideas were enshrined in
Woodrow Wilson’s “Fourteen Points” (which is reproduced here), and in the
philosophy, structure, and organization of the League of Nations. They were
developed particularly fully in Great Britain and the United States. Enjoying
the luxury of relative security provided by the English Channel in one case
and by the Atlantic Ocean in the other, British and American thinkers could
offer prescriptions for reform of the international system that were far less
compelling for states surrounded by potential enemies.’

1 This is discussed more fully in Arnold Wolfers, The Anglo-American Tradition in Foreign Affairs
{New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1956).
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The starting point for many liberals and idealists was the Enlightenment
notion that human society could be perfected. This had important implica-
tions for assessing why war occurred and what needed to be done to prevent
it. Many liberals and idealists saw war stemming not from human narure but
from imperfect political institutions that an advancing civilization could elimi-
nate. They also assumed that a natural harmony of interests existed among
peoples but that this harmony was disrupted by imperfect arrangements and
practices—at both the national and international levels. The crucial task,
therefore, was to identify the causes of war and to eradicate them, Many ana-
lysts saw the main causes of World War [ as international anarchy and the
balance of power. Others saw the prime cause as the arms race; yet others
emphasized secret diplomacy. The prescriptions followed the diagnoses: inter-
national anarchy should be replaced by international organization, with the
League of Nations playing the primary role in ensuring the rule of law; arms
races would be prevented by general disarmament; and secret diplomacy was
to be replaced by public diplomacy and democratic control—a notion that
can be traced back directly to Kant’s First Definitive Article.

There were, of course, differences of emphasis: Some liberals and idealists
focused on reform of the international system, whereas others wanted to start
with reform at the state level. Members of this latter group believed that
democracies were inherently less aggressive and less likely to go to war than
were authoritarian states. This belief was perhaps best reflected in Wilson's
“Fourteen Points” and still finds many echoes in much contemporary thinking.
During the 1990s, arguments about the promotion of democratic forms of gov-
ernment in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union were based on the fear
that the alternative to democracy was a re-emergence of ultra-nationalist
regimes that would pursue aggressive and expansionist foreign policies. More
recently, the United States’ intervention in Iraq was justified, in part at least,
in terms of the need to replace authoritarian leadership in the Middle East
with liberal democracies. The liberal argument—which, ironically, was
embraced by many conservatives and neo-conservatives in the Bush adminis-
tration prior to U.S. military action in Iraq—is that creating democracy in the
country will have a domino effect throughout the region, and that the spread
of democracy in turn will greatly increase the opportunities for peace and
stability,

In effect, this reflects the sheer persistence of one of the major characteris-
tics of the liberal tradition—a faith in reform. The idealists who emerged after
World War I believed that they had the solutions to the problems of interna-
tional politics and war; their only remaining task was to educate governments
and peoples so that they would carry out the actions necessary to achieve those
solutions. The problem was that much of this approach was characterized by
wishful thinking rather than a hard-headed appraisal of the possibilities for
reform and the obstacles that would have to be overcome if it was to succeed.

If the idealists of the interwar period were in the Kantian and Grotian tra-
dition, they allowed their desire to transform international relations to hinder

THEORIES AND TRADITIONS 9

their understanding of state practice. Their aspirations‘ for reform encoun-
tered two main difficulties. The first was that similar sentiments were not fu'lly
shared by the states of Continental Europe, which did not bavc the Enghsg
Channel or the Atlantic Ocean to protect them from secu‘ntylthr.eatf—an
were therefore reluctant to put their faith in new gnd untried institutions a;
opposed to their own efforts to enhance their security and power. The‘ secon
and closely related problem was that the arguments for reform of the 1r:iterna-
tional system presumed that all major states in thle system saw peace and secu-
rity as their main goal. This was a particularly inappropriate assumli_tlgn ll}
the 1930s, with the emergence of Fascist dictatorships that pursued policies o
internal terror and external expansion—a dcvelqpment that shou_ld have
raised immediate red fags for liberals who, following Kant, emphasmefd the
pacific nature of democracies and the aggressive nature of other f'orms ﬁ gfov-
ernment. The aggressions of Nazi Germany and Japan underlined the act
that, as Henry Kissinger subsequently ‘noted, when peace bccolmeift. e g:’)lr—l
mary goal of most states inhtlhe intern;tlorzlal system, the system itself is s
of its most ruthless members. ' '
* th;ll:l::liéh the idealists’ remoteness from the: harsh realit:xes of mt.ernaltllona:L
relations in the 1930s discredited some of the ideas about internationa mlsltl-
tutions and the rule of law, the Grotian component of the liberal tradition has
been revitalized in the writings of Hedley Bull. Oi.le of the foremost autl'u}ol'l-l
ties on nuclear arms control and at one point the dllrector of the Arms Contrc::l
and Disarmament Research Unit of the British Foreign OfF'u:'c, Bult apProacl':.
contemporary problems within a framewprk of _tr.adltnonal phxg)slc;p :5
Although he placed himself within the Grotian rradllnon,.howev;r, Bull w
careful to differentiate his position from that of the dealllsts of the lnterv;rlar
period. He was very critical of what he termt_ed the “t'went:eth century :i:mp a;
sis upon ideas of a reformed or improved international society, as“llsénnc
from the elements of society in actual practice” arguing that this has “led to al
treatment of the League of Nations, the Unit‘ed Nations anq other gf:ﬂt:r:l
international organizations as the chief 'mstituFlons of m;cmatmnal s;a_u:ry,n ;
the neglect of those institutions whose role in the maintenance of inter :
tional order is the central one.”? Bull believed tha; “the le,soman re]et;txcin cl)
the balance of power” and “the denigration of (:_hplomacy were Pa]mcu ar )i
. unfortunate as both the balance of powc: and diplomacy are crucial to main
ini in the international system. y
taml?mgcz::;;li?ng component of Bt);ll’s approach to international relanon; .w:ls
his recognition that relations among states were, in many respects, apeu'c1 ic 5:
but that there were nonetheless elements of society in the international sy [
tem. In his desire not to claim too much for the notion of internationa

2 Henry A. Kissinger, A World Restored {New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 1964), esp. pp. 1-6.
31, Bull, The Anarchical Society (London: Macmillan, 1977}, p. 40.
4 H. Bull, The Anarchical Society, p. 40.



firtetlected-the influence of the realist tradition, even while rejecting
toness: Unlike the idealists who believed that the forces of disorder
libe:dlispelled:through the transformartion of the international system,
il eecognized the power of these forces and claimed only that they could be
eained rathe n abolished. As is evident in the excerpt from The
Anarchical Society reproduced here, he also argued that the elements of inter-
“national society, though often precarious, generally provide important com-
ponents of order in the international system. The essential point for Bull is
that states form an international society, which, although it differs in impor-
tant respects from domestic society, is a society nonetheless. It is a society that
is regulated and has distinct instirutions. One of the most important regula-
tory devices is internarional law; another is the balance of power; a third is
diplomacy; and a fourth is the use of force.

REALIST AND NEO-REALIST THEORIES
OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Bull's work reflected the Grotian tradition and was also influenced by the real-
ist tradition. Realism as a distinct apptoach to international relations grew
dut of the reaction against idealism in the interwar period. Its roots, however,
30 back to Thucydides, Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Rousseay.

Thucydides, in particular, can be understood as the intellectual godfacher
of both realism and neo-realism. His famous study of the Peloponnesian War
was not only a graphic portrayal of the roots of conflict seen from the vantage
point of ancient Greece, but also a treatise on the more fundamental causes of
war. In a famous and oft-quoted statement, Thucydides argued thar it was nec-
*ssary to go beyond the obvious and superficial causes of the war between
Athens and Sparta and 1o identify the real reason for the conflict. In his view,
‘What made war inevitable was the growth of Athenian power and the fear
his caused in Sparta.” In essence, he says that insecurity as well as the quest
or power might be the cause of war—in effect, combining later variants of
ealism and neo-realism. Also included here is Thucydides’ account of the dia-
ogue berween the Athenians and the Melians about whether Melos can be left
n peace. Perhaps more than any other excerpt, this highlights the tension
'etween principles of order and justice on the one side and international prac-
ice on the other. As well as emphasizing that might is more important than
ight, the Athenians provide an early version of the domino theory, arguing
hat if they allow Melos to remain independent, this will encourage other states
o disregard or challenge the power of Athens. The importance of powet and
ecurity considerations is evident in the writings of Thucydides, and his work
ombines many of the insights later elucidated in both realism and neo-realism,

Ironically, the distinction of being the first important realist was given by
. H. Carr, not to Thucydides, bur to Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527). In

ome ways this was understandable. Machiavelli was one of the first political
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philosophers to emphasize the use of force to obtain desired objectives, He
was also concerned with amassing, maintaining, and using power—and
offered explicit advice 1o rulers about how best to do all this. Machiavelli’s
The Prince (1532) emphasized the need to acquire skill in warfare. It also dis-
played a real appreciation of the role of power—understood as the capacity to
make someone do something he would not otherwise do—which is best exem-
plified in Machiavelli’s comment that “there is simply no comparison between
a man who is armed and one who is not, It is unreasonable to expect that an
armed man should obey one who is not or that an unarmed man should
remain safe and secure when his servants are armed.” A similar kind of think-
ing was evident in Machiavelli’s advice to princes that they should endeavor
to be feared rather than loved, that they should honor their word only when it
does nor place them at a disadvantage, and that they should appear to have
many virtuous qualities even when they do not. Whar counts, Machiavelli
argued, was the result.

Machiavelli developed an appreciation for the role of power in political
life, and the same sense is evident in the writings of Thomas Hobbes
(1588-1679), one of the great English philosophers and palitical theorists of
the seventeenth century. Hobbes shares with Machiavelli a pessimism about
human nature. Yet perhaps Hobbes’s most important contribution to thinking
about international politics, and the one contained here from Leviathan {1651),
was his contrast between relations among persons in a society controlled by
the state {or “Leviathan”) and the relations among persons, and more particu-
larly sovereigns, where no Leviathan exists to maintain order, For Hobbes, Il:le
relationship among kings or persons in sovereign authority is akin to that in
the state of nature (before the formation of the state) in which life is “solitary,
poor, nasty, brutish and short,” As he contends, sovereigns are in a state of
continual jealousies and in the posture of gladiators with their weapons point-
ing toward one anothet. This corment illustrates perhaps better than any other
single statement the suspicion and sense of insecurity characterizing the rela-
tions among states in a system withour a central overriding authority.

The analyses of Machiavelli and Hobbes provide the intellectual
antecedents for the development of realism. However, as mentioned above,
the main stimulus to the rise of contemporary realism came out of a sense of
frustration with the idealism of the interwar period. Although World War I
was to provide the death knell for the naive idealism of the 1920s and 1930s,
British historian E. H. Carr contributed to the demise of idealism in his book
The Twenty Years Crisis. Carr offered an important and devastating critique
of untempered idealist thinking, part of which is reproduced in this secrion.
Although Carr was not wholly uncritical of realism either, he argued thart
notions of the harmony of interest—fundamental to idealism—were simply a
disguise for the vested interests of the predominant powers and their desire to
maintain the starus quo.

If Carr pointed the way to the realist tradition, this tradition was perha_ps
best exemplified by the father of the realist school and one of the most influential
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analysts in international relations, Hans Morgenthau, who taught for many
years at the University of Chicago. Morgenthau’s Poljtics Among Nations was
an immensely important study that influenced successive generations of schol-
ars and analysts and, occasionally, national decision makers. During the early
1970s, in particular, the foreign policy of Richard Nixon and his National
Security Adviser, Henry Kissinger, was based on considerations of realpolitik
and geopolitics of the kind emphasized by Morgenthau. Indeed, Morgenthau
started from the premise that international politics, like all politics, was a
struggle for power and that states defined their national interest in terms of
power. His basic thesis is enshrined in his famous statement of the principles
of political realism, reprinted here. A careful reading of this excerpt will illus-
trate Morgenthau’s view of human nature as essentially unchanging and as
exhibiting a lust for power; his emphasis on rational choice by statesmen,
accompanied by a dismissive attitude toward motives other than the search
for power; his assessment of the central importance of the balance of power;
his contention that politics is a distinct and autonomous sphere of action; and
his desire to establish a theory of international politics,

Critics were not slow to point out the shortcomings of Politics Among
Nations. They argued that Morgenthau relied too heavily for his starting point
on a concept of human nature that was very elusive, that his core concepts
such as power and interest were vague and ill-defined, and that it was not
clear whether he had developed a prescriptive or a descriptive theory, They
also noted inconsistencies berween Morgenthau's contention that state behay-
tor could be understood as the pursuit of interests defined in terms of power
and his criticisms of U.S. foreign policymakers for acting according to ideo-
logical principles rather than according to the principles he had set forth as
the basic determinants of behavior. This ambivalence about whether he was
being prescriptive or descriptive, however, did not prevent Morgenthau from
having a major impact.

Although many subsequent analysts rejected key parts of Morgenthau’s
analysis, his idea of international politics as a struggle for power became the
basis for much later theorizing. Robert Keohane, one of the first analysts to
write about the growing trend toward the interdependence of states and a
trenchant critic of Morgenthau, has pointed our that even many of those who
followed in the tradition of power politics did not share all of Morgenthau’s
assumptions.® Perhaps the most important difference was that subsequent the-
orists focused less on the inherent lust for power and more on the anarchical
nature of the international system as a basic determinant of international polit-
ical behavior.

This view was most evident in the writings of Kenneth Waltz, who placed
unprecedented emphasis on the structure of the system, a term that Waltz used

¥ See Robert Keohane, ed., Neorealism and Its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press,
1986).
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to cover both anarchy (in the sense that a central overriding authority was
absent) and the distribution of power or capabilities within the system.® Waltz
argues that the distribution of power or the shape of the international hierar-
chy has crucial implications for the stability of the system and is the key to
theorizing about international politics. This provided the basis for what is
generally described as structural realism or neo-realism. The selection by Waltz
included in this section is valuable because it summarizes rthe main elements
of the neo-realist approach to international politics and also because Waltz
differentiates his approach from the realism of Morgenthau. One of these cru-
cial differences is that, whereas Morgenthau sees states as striving for power,
Waltz sees them as searching for security, States in Morgenthau’s world are
driven by ambition; those in Waltz’s world are motivated by fear about the
possible ambitions of others.

One of the ways in which Waltz’s work does resemble that of Morgenthau,
however, is in the criticism it has atrracted. Critics have claimed that neo-
realism is far too deterministic, that it cannot predict change in the interna-
tional system, and that Walt2, like Morgenthau, disregards the internal
attributes of states. Yet others contend that by emphasizing the autonomy of
international politics, Waltz overlooks or dismisses crucial elements_ of Fhe
international system such as economic processes, international political institu-
tions, and growing interdependence among states.’

One criticism perhaps not made often enough, however, is that Waltz con-
flates several distinct aspects of the international system under the term struc-
ture. International anarchy, which is a key element in his thinking, is better
described in terms of the nature of the system rather than its structure. The
lack of a central overriding authority and the fact that states consequently l?a.ve
to rely on self-help for security are permanent features of international polmlcs
and characteristics that endure, whatever the precise distribution of power in
the system. A world containing two great powers and a world containing many
great powers are very different in structural terms; yet, in terms of the ar_larchj-
cal nature of the system, they are essendalty the same,. In both systems, insecu-
rity is endemic—although there are likely to be major differences in terms of
who is afraid of whom and why. In other words, although patterns of insecu-
rity will differ along with variations in the distribution of power, insccurity is
pervasive and endemic. To the extent that this is acceptec!—and Waltz himself
argues that anarchy is unchanging whereas the distribution of power among
the units and the number of great powers vary greatly—the notion of strucrure
should be used to refer only to the distribution of power within the system and
not to international anarchy, which is best conceived and understood in terms
of the essential and itreducible narure of the system.

& See Kenneth N. Waltx, Theory of International Politics {London: Addison-Wesley, 1979).

? These criticisms are developed more fully in many of the selections in Keohane, Neorealism and
Its Crities.
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If Waltz can be criticized for lumping together distinct elements of the
international system, he can also be artacked for ignoring patterns of coopera-
tion. This is not surprising. The divide berween those who focus on coopera-
tion in international society and those who emphasize conflict in international
anarchy has provided the basis for perhaps the most important single debate
in the discipline. Yet it would be a serious mistake to ignore other approaches
toward international relations simply because of the centrality of this debate.

THE ROOTS OF INTERNATIONAL
POLITICAL ECONOMY

One of the most obvious alternatives to Waltz’s approach or to realist theories in
general is the economic approach, encompassing, but not confined to, Marxist
and neo-Marxist theories. Radical and neo-Marxist theories not only offer alter-
native explanations for the outbreak of war from those offered by neo-realism
but also focus on inequality or underdevelopment, which are ignored in more
traditional, state-centric approaches. Marxist approaches to international rela-
tions are characterized by an emphasis not so much on state conflict as on class
conflict. The crucial divisions are not those between states but those berween the
exploiters and the exploited, the oppressors and the oppressed within societies
and between them. And where conflict arises among states, this occurs because
these states embody particular kinds of economic structures and ideologies.

For Karl Marx {1818-1883), history was not about the rise and fall of
nations or about patterns of security and cooperation among states; rather, it was
about societies’ changing system of economic production, which determined the
ownership of wealth. Marx developed a theory of history based on the dialectics
of the class struggle. His writings traced the transition from feudalism to capital-
ism and predicted the transition from capitalism to socialism—a development he
saw as preordained by the weaknesses or contradictions of capitalism. The rise
of capitalism itself was inextricably bound up with the rise of the bourgeoisie, or
new capitalists. The bourgeoisie controlled the means of production in society
and exploited the workers, or proletariat, who were the actual producers but
benefited very little from the results of their labor. By selling products for much
more than was paid to the workers, the capitalists were able to accrue even more
wealth. Profit widened the gap berween the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. Marx
argued, however, that this system contained the seeds of its own destruction—
‘hat the alienation of the proletariat would lead eventually to revolution and the
‘eplacement of the capitalist system by a socialist system, He provided a theory
>f history and of revolution rather than a theory of international relations. Yet
‘hose who either followed in the intellectual tradition he established or were
nfluenced by it {even though they rejected some of its precepts) were to develop
Marxist ideas in ways that helped to explain crucial aspects of state behavior and
iome characteristics of the international system.

In the late nineteenrh and early rwentieth centuries, one of the most obvious
ispects of great power behavior was overseas expansion. The European states
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engaged in a “scramble for Africa,” and even Fhe Unitcd- State§ th:camc mvolv;d
in Asia, taking control of the Philippines. Like other lmpf:nah‘st pmlvelll's, the
United States provided a self-serving rationale that explameq imperia 1sr{1 in
rerms of honor and duty. The Leninist view, however, cha‘trac.tenzed 1mpe11_-1a ism
as exploitative and as leading to war between the capngllst powel:s.Her];m s
interpretation built not only on Marx but also on the writings of John \;} s0n
{1858-1940}, an English non-Marxist economist who went to the BocF ; ar'a::‘
a correspondent for the Manchester Guqrdian and whpse wc_)rl:: Imperialism:
Study (1902) was crucial in changing attitudes toward m?perlahsm. a
Hobson was one of the first commentators to poiat to t.he exploitative
nature of imperialism. The basis of his argument was that, in the Ci;.lpltalilst
system, those who had surplus capital preferred to invest it abroad rat her ;1 an
to redistribute it at home. They sought to “broaden the ch-fmm_zl for the flow
of their surplus wealth by seeking foreign markets and foreign :gvest;lnetr:ts t,o
take off the goods and capital they cannot sell or use at hor‘ne. In obson ds
view, financial interests were the dynamic foFce in 1mp'enal exp?:xsnon an !
manipulated the other forces of society for thc'u- economic ends. This emerge
very clearly in the excerpt from Hobson‘con‘tamed her_e. - basis for the
This emphasis on economic motivations prov1d.ed the aslsf or the
Leninist interpretation, which saw imperllallnsm as the hxghc‘st fqrn;) l0 ;agx y
ism and argued that war between impenallst‘powerﬁ was mev1|;ca }:. lp kc: e,
Lenin’s greatest contribution to the neq-MAarxustk tr.admop may be this lin i f
between imperialism and war. For Lenin, imperialist pohc1‘es \l\_fere a mea}r:zw-
staving off domestic revolution. The prob.lem for the capitalist states.l, -
ever, was that both markets and raw materials were finite. Consequently, ¢
flict among them was inevitable—hence World War L. o
An interesting point of similarity berween neo-Marxism and n;eo-re? \sn; 1:
an emphasis on international conflict. Moreaver, although the CEP apatxonss (; f
conflict are very different, both approaches see‘the roots of con :;[a n tetrmc of
system characteristics: neo-Marxists emphasize the nature an Stfm}c\ ulx;l o
capitalist economic systems; neo-realists the nature and structure of the e
national system. In other respects, howeve:r, radical or neo-Marxist aiproaver
are very distinctive. In neo-Marxist thmk-mg, for example, the state has a:l‘ncz
different role than is attributed to it in either of the other tradmlons outline
above: The state is important primarily as a reflection of underlying econgmlc
forces. Conversely, the horizontal linkages th;?t cut across states an afre
reflected in such notions as international class st?hdamy.htghhgh't the h;ndtt of a\t
state-centric approach. Indeed, the focus on horizonta! linkages in nec- fa}r):;sr;-
thinking gives it something in common wxlth contemporary proponents o l:l
national society who emphasize the growing mterdc.pe.ndcnce among state h
One of the most important elements differentla.tmg the tlw.t)_a\]:)]prc)a\(c1 :;15;
however, is that neo-Marxism also focuse-s on horizontal le-lSlonS anrmJCh
asymmetric nature of economic relationships: The key theme is not 50

U], A. Hobson, Imperialism: A Study (London: Allen and Unwin, 1938), p. 85.
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interdependence as dependence—and exploitation. Some of these differences
emerge more forcefully from a careful reading of the piece by Stephen Krasner,
a non-Marxist scholar who has done important work on the economic dimen-
sions of U.S. foreign policy. In the selection we have chosen, Krasner identifies
some of the ways in which Marxism differs from other approaches to interna-
tional politics and distinguishes between what he calls instrumental and strue-
tural Marxists. The article by Theotonio Dos Santos elaborates on the notion
of economic dependence, identifying three different forms such dependence
takes and elucidating the ways in which dependence is perperuated.

Despite some apparent similarities or points of convergence, therefore,
the fundamental nature of the differences among the three perspectives—
Hobbesian realism; the Kantian and Grotian emphasis on an international
society of liberal democracies; and the neo-Marxist emphasis on inequality,
exploitation, and dependence—needs to be understood. Indeed, these differ-
ences of approach are woven throughout this volume, the better to illustrate
our challenging yet fascinating discipline.

Understanding international relations is a massive and complex undertak-
ing, and diversity of approach and scholarship can illuminate its many facets.
International relations involves conflict and cooperation, anarchy and society,
independence, interdependence, and dependence. All are different elements of a
complex reality that poses formidable problems of analysis and understanding
but is also one of the most distinctive and engrossing areas of human activity.

HUGO GROTIUS

THE RiGHTS OF WAR AND PEACE

THE DIVISION OF WAR INTO PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE AND THE NATURE
OF SOVEREIGN POWER

L The first and most necessary divisions of war are into one kind called private,
another public, and another mixed. Now public war is carried on by the person
holding the sovereign power. Private war is that which is carried on by private
persons without authority from the state. A mixed war is that which is carried

Source: From The Rights of War and Peace, Hugo Grotius, A. C. Campbell, A. M., trans. (New
York: M, Walter Dunne, 1901), pp. 55-57, 62.
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on, on one side by public authority, and on the other by private persons. But
private war, from its greater antiquity, is the first subject for inquiry.

The proofs that have been already produced, to shew that to repel vio-
lence is not repugnant to natural law, afford a satisfactory reason to justify
private war, as far as the law of nature is concerned. But perhaps it may be
thought that since public tribunals have been erected, private redress of
wrongs is not allowable. An objection which is very just. Yet although public
trials and courts of justice are not institutions of nature, but erected by the
invention of men, yet as it is much more conducive to the peace of society for
a matter in dispute to be decided by a disinterested person, than by the par-
tiality and prejudice of the party aggrieved, natural justice and reason will dic-
tate the necessity and advantage of every one’s submitting to the equitabie
decisions of public judges. Paulus, the Lawyer, observes that “what can be
done by a magistrate with the authority of the state, should never be intrusted
to individuals; as private redress would give rise to greater disturbance.” And
“the reason, says King Theodoric, why laws were invented, was to prevent
any one from using personal violence, for wherein would peace differ from all
the confusion of war, if private disputes were terminated by force?” And the
law calls it force for any-man to seize what he thinks his due, withour secking
a legal remedy.

1L It is a matter beyond all doubt that the liberty of private redress, which
once existed, was greatly abridged after courts of justice were established. Yet
there may be cases, in which private redress must be allowed, as for instance,
if the way to legal justice were not open. For when the law prohibits any one
from redressing his own wrongs, it can only be understood to apply to cir-
cumstances where a legal remedy exists. Now the obstruction in the way to
legal redress may be either temporary or absolute. Temporary, where it is
impossible for the injured party to wait for a legal remedy, without imminent
danger and even destruction. As for instance, if a man were attacked in the
night, or in a secret place where no assistance could be procured. Absolute,
either as the right, or the fact may require. Now there are many situations,
where the right must cease from the impossibility of supporting it in a legal
way, as in unoccupied places, on the seas, in a wilderness, or desert island, or
any other place, where there is no civil government. All legal remedy too
ceases by fact, when subjects will not submit to the judge, or if he refuses
openly to take cognizance of matters in dispute. The assertion that all private
war is not made repugnant to the law of nature by the erection of legal tri-
bunals, may be understood from the law given to the Jews, wherein God thus
speaks by the mouth of Moses, Exod. xxii. 2. “If a thief be found breaking
up, that is, by night, and be smitten that he dies, there shall no blood be shed
for him, but if the sun be risen upon him, there shall be blood shed for him.”
Now this law, making so accurate a distinction in the merits of the case, seems
not only to imply impunity for killing any one, in self-defence, but to explain
a natural right, founded not on any special divine command, but on the com-
mon principles of justice. From whence other nations have plainly followed
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the same rule. The passage of the rwelve tables is well known, undoubredly
taken from the old Athenian Law, “If a thief commit a robbery in the nighr,
and a man kill him, he is killed lawfully.” Thus by the laws of all known and
civilized nations, the person is judged innocent, who kitls another, forcibly
attempting or endangering his life; a conspiring and universal testimony, which
proves that in jusrifiable homicide, there is nothing repugnant to the law of
nature. . .,

IV. Public war, according to the law of nations,
IS FORMAL, OI LESS SOLEMN, that is INFORMAL. The

commonly given to whar is here called formal, in the
regui

is either SOLEMN, that
name of lawful war is

same sense in which a
ar will is opposed to a codicil, or a lawful marriage to the cohabitarion

of slaves. This opposition by no means implies that it is not allowed to any,
man, if he pleases, to make a codicil, or to slaves to cohabit in matrimony, but
only, that, by the civil law, FORMAL WILLS and SOLEMN MARRIAGES, were
attended with peculiar privileges and effects. These observations were the
more necessary; because many, from a misconception of the word just or law-
ful, think that all wars, to which those epithets do not apply, are condemned
as unjust and unlawful. Now to give a war the formality required by the law
of narions, two things are necessary. In the first place it musr be made on both
sides, by the sovereign power of the state, and in the next place it must be
accompanied with certain formalities. Roth of which are so essenrial that one
is insufficient without the other,

Now a public war, 1ESs sOLEMN, may be made without those formalities,
Even against private persons, and by any magistrate whatever., And indeed,
considering the thing without respect to the civil law, every magistrate, in case
of resistance, seems to have a righr to take up arms, to maintain his authority
in the execution of his office; as well as to defend the people committed to his
protection. But as a whole srate is by war involved in danger, it is an estab-
lished law in almost all nations that no war can be made bur by the authority
of the sovereign in each starte. . . .

VII That power is called sovereign, whose actions are nor subject ro the
control of any other power, so as to he annulled at the pleasure of any orher
human will. The term any OTHER HUMAN WILL exempts the sovereign himself
from this restricrion, who may annul his own acts, as may also his successor,
who enjoys rhe same right, having the same power and no other. We are to
consider then what is the subject in which this sovereign power exists. Now
the subject is in one respect common, and in another proper, as rhe body is
the common subject of sight, the eye the proper, so the common subject of
sovereign power is rhe state, which has already been said ro be a perfect soci-
ety of men.

Now those nations, who are in a state of subjugation to another power,
as the Roman provinces were, are excluded from this definition. For those
nations are not sovereign states of themseives, in the present accepration of

the word; but are subordinare members of a great state, as slaves are members
of a household.

i
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MICHAEL W. DOYLE

KaNT’s PERPETUAL PEACE

LIBERAL INTERNATIONALISM

Modern liberalism carries with it two legacies. They do not affect liberal states
separately, according to whether they are pacifistic or imperialistic, but simul-
taneously, . .

The first of these legacies is the pacification of foreign relarions among hl?-
eral states.! During the nineteenth century, the United States and Great Brirain
engaged in nearly continual strife; however, after the Reform Act of 1832
defined actual representarion as the formal source of the sovereignty of the
British parliamenr, Britain and the Unired States negoti.atcd thc;r. dlsputes. They
negotiated despirte, for example, British grievances during the Civil War against
the North's blockade of the South, with which Britain had close eCONOIMIC ties.
Despire severe Anglo-French colonial rivalry, liberal France and liberal Britain
formed an entente against illiberal Germany before World \Y/ar.I. And from
1914 w0 1918, Italy, the liberal member of the Triple Alliance with Germar}y
and Austria, chose not to fuifill its obligations under that treaty to support its
allies. Instead, Italy joined in an alliance with Britain and France, which pre-
verted it from having to fight other liberal states and then .declared‘war on
Germany and Austria. Despite generations of Anglo-American tension gnd
Britain’s wartime restrictions on American trade wirth Germany, the Uml’:ed
States leaned toward Britain and France from 1914 to 1917 before entering
World War I on their side. o

Beginning in the eighteenth century and slowly growing since the.n, a"zone
of peace, which Kant called the “pacific federation” or “pacific union, has
begun ro be established among liberal societies. More than 40 hbergl srates
currently make up the union. Most are in Europe and North America, but
they can be found on every continent. . . . '

Here the predictions of liberal pacifists (and President Reagan) are bolrnc
out: liberal states do exercise peaceful restraint, and a separare peace exists
among them. This separate peace provides a solid foundation for th; Unired
Stareg’ crucial alliances with the liberal powers, e.g., the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization and our Japanese alliance. This foundation appears to be

Source: From Michael W. Doyle, “Xant’s Perpetual Peace,” The American Political Science
Review, Vol. 80, No. 4 (Dec. 1986), 1115-11£9.
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impervious to the quarrels with out allies that bedeviled 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
ptobable. The apparent absence of war between liberal states, whether adja-
cent or not, for almost 200 years thus may have significance. Similar claims
cannot be made for feudal, fascist, communist, authoritarian,
forms of rule (Doyle, 1983a, pp. 222), nor for pluralistic or merely similar
societies. 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 despite 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 liberals have indeed
established a separate peace—but only among themselves.

Libetalism also carries with it a second legacy: international “imprudence”
{Hume, 1963, pp. 346-47). Peaceful restraint only seems to work in liberals’

telations with other liberals. Liberal states have fought numerous wars with
nonliberal states. . , ,

or totalitarian

Many of these wars have been defensive and thus prudent by necessity.
Liberal states have been attacked and threatened by nonliberal states that do
not exercise any special testraint in their dealings with the liberal states.
Authoritarian rulers both stimulate and respond to an international political
envitonment in which conflicts of prestige, interest, and pure fear of what
other states might do all lead states toward war. War and conquest have thus
characterized the careers of many authoritarian rulers and ruling parties, from
Louis XIV and Napoleon to Mussolini’s fascists, Hitler’s Nazis, and Stalin’s
communists.

Yet we cannot simply blame warfare on the authoritarians or totalitari-
ans, as many of our more enthusiastic politicians would have us do.? Most
wats arise out of calculations and miscalculations of interest, misunderstand-
ings, and mutual suspicions, such as those that characterized the origins of
World War 1. However, aggression by the liberal state has also characterized a
latge number of wars. Both France and Britain fought expansionist colonial
wars throughout the nineteenth century. The United States fought a similar
war with Mexico from 1846 to 1848, waged a war of annihilation against the
Ametican Indians, and intetvened militarily against sovereign states many
times before and after World War I1. Liberal states invade weak nonliberal
states and display striking distrust in dealings with powerfu! nonliberal states
{Doyle, 1983D).

Neithet realist (statist) nor Marxist theory accounts well for these two
legacies. While they can account for aspects of certain periods of international
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stability (Aron, 1974, pp. 151-54; Russett, 1985), neither the‘logic of the
balance of power nor the logic of international hegemony explains t}.le sepa-
rate peace maintained for more than 150 years among states sharing one
particular form of governance—liberal principles and institutions, Balance-
of-power theory expects—indeed is premised upon—ﬂcxib!e arrangements of
geostrategic rivalry that include preventive war. Hegemonies wax and wane,
but the liberal peace holds. Marxist “ultra-imperialists™ expect a_form of
peaceful rivalry among capitalists, 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 imperialistic toward fellow
liberal capitalists,

Kant’s theory of liberal internationalism helps us understand these two
legacies. The importance of Immanuel Kant as a theorist of intematiot?al ethics
has been well appreciated (Armstrong, 1931; Friedrich, 1948; Gallie, 1978,
chap. 1; Galston, 1975; Hassnet, 1972; Hinsley, 1967, chap. 4; Hoffmam},
1965; Waltz, 1962; Williams, 1983), but Kant also has an important analyti-
cal theory of international politics. Perpetual Peace, written in .1795 (!‘;ant,
1970, pp. 93-130), helps us understand the interactive nature of mtematl‘onal
relations. Kant tries to teach us methodologically that we can study nelthet
the systemic relations of states nor the varieties of state behavior in 1solatlpp
from each other. Substantively, he anticipates for us the ever-widening pacifi-
cation of a liberal pacific union, explains this pacification,. and at the same
time suggests why liberal states are not pacific in their relations with nonlib-
eral states. Kant argues that perpetual peace will be guaranteed by the ever-
widening acceptance of three “definitive articles™ of peace. When all nations
have accepted the definitive articles in a metaphorical “treaty".of perpetual
peace he asks them to sign, perpetual peace will have been established.

The First Definitive Article requires the civil constitution of the state to be
republican. By republican Kant means a political society that ha§ solved the
problem of combining moral autonomy, individuahsm., and social order. A
private property and market-oriented economy partially addressed that
dilemma in the private sphere. The public, or political, sphere was more trou-
bling. His answer was a republic that preserved juridical free_dom—the legal
equality of citizens as subjects—on the basis of a representative government
with a separation of powers. Juridical freedom is presFrved becau§c the
morally autonomous individual is by means of representation a self-legislator
making laws that apply to all citizens equally,‘includmg himself or herseif.
Tyranny is avoided because the individual is subject to laws h:: or she does not
also administer (Kant, PP, pp. 99-102; Riley, 1983, chap. 5).

Liberal republics will progressively establish peace among t‘hemsfelves b?r
means of the pacific federation, or union (foedus pacificum), descn_bec_i in Kant's
Second Definitive Article. The pacific union will establish peace within a feder-
ation of free states and securely maintain the rights of each state. The world
will not have achieved the “perpetual peace” that provides the ultimate guar-
antor of republican freedom until “a late stage and after many unsuccessful
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attemnprts” (Kant,

UH, p. 47). At that time, all nations will have learned the
lessons of peace t

hrough right conceptions of the appropriate constitution
great and sad experience, and good will. Only then will individuals enjoy pcr:
fect republican rights or the full guarantee of a global and just peace. In the
meantime, the “pacific federation” of liberal republics—*an enduring and
gradually expanding federation likely to prevent war”—brings within it more
and more republics—despite republican collapses, backsliding, and disastrous

wars—tl:reating an ever-expanding separate peace (Kant, PP, p. 105).7 Kant
emphasizes that

it can be shown that this idea of federalism, extending gradually to encom-
pass alll states and rhus leading to perpetual peace, is practicable and has
objective reality. For if by good fortune one powerful and enlightened nation
can form a republic {which is by nature inclined to seek peace), this will pro-
vide a focal point for federal association amang orher srates. These will join
up with the first one, thus securing the freedom of each state in accordance
with the idea of international right, and the whole will gradually spread fur-
ther and further by a series of alliances of this kind. (Kant, PF, p, 104)

The pacific union is not a single peace treaty ending one war, a world
state, nior a state of nations. Kant finds the first insufficient. The second and
l'l'llll'd are impossible or potentially tyrannical. National sovereignty precludes
reliable sub.r_-ervicncc fo a state of nations; a world state destroys the civic free-
dom on which the development of human capacities rests (Kant, UH, p, 50).
Although Kant obliquely refers to various classical interstate confederations
and modern diplomatic congresses, he develops no systematic organizational
embodiment of this treaty and presumably does not find institutionalization
necessary (Riley, 1983, chap. §; Schwarz, 1962, p- 77). He appears to have in
mind a mutual non-aggtession pact, perhaps a collective security agreement
and the cosmopolitan law set forth in the Third Definitive Article.® ,

.The _Third Definitive Article establishes a cosmopolitan law to operate in
conjunction with the pacific union. The cosmopolitan law “shall be limited to
conditions of universal hospitality.” In this Kant calls for the recognition of
the “right of a foreigner not to be treated with hostility when he arrives on
someone else’s territory.” This “does not extend beyond those conditions
which make it possible for them [foreigners] to attempt to enter into relations
[commcr.ce] with the native inhabitants” (Kant, PP, p. 106}. Hospitality does
not require extending to foreigners either the right to citizenship or the right
to sc_ttlement, unless the foreign visitors would perish if they were e:::pclled.
Foreign conquest and plunder also find no justification under this right,
Ho;pit:al?ty does appear to include the right of access and the obligation of
maintaining the opportunity for citizens to exchange goods and ideas without
imposing the obligation to trade (a voluntary act in all cases under liberal
constitutions),

Perpetual peace, for Kant, is an epistemology, a condition for ethical action,
and, most importantly, an explanation of how the “mechanical process of
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nature visibly exhibits the purposive plan of producing concord among men,
even against their will and indeed by means of their very discord” (Kant, PP,
p. 108; UH, pp. 44-45). Understanding history requires an epistemological
foundation, for without a teleology, such as the promise of perpetual peace,
the complexity of history would overwhelm human understanding (Kant, UH,
pp. 51-53). Perpetual peace, however, is not merely a heuristic device with
which to interpret history. It is guaranteed, Kant explains in the “First
Addition” to Perpetual Peace (“On the Guarantee of Perpetual Peace®), to
result from men fulfilling their ethical duty or, failing that, from a hidden
plan.” Peace is an ethical duty because it is only under conditions of peace
that all men can treat each other as ends, rather than means to an end (Kant,
UH, p. 50; Murphy, 1570, chap. 3). In order for this duty to be practical,
Kant needs, of course, to show that peace is in fact possible. The widespread
sentiment of approbation that he saw aroused by the early success of the
French revolutionaries showed him that we can indeed be moved by ethical
sentiments with a cosmopolitan reach {Kant, CF, pp. 181-82; Yovel, 1980,
pp- 153-54). This does not mean, however, that perpetual peace is certain
(“prophesiable”). Even the scientifically regular course of the planets could be
changed by a wayward comet striking them out of orbit. Human freedom
requires that we allow for much greater reversals in the course of history. We
must, in fact, anticipate the possibility of backsliding and destructive wars—
though these will serve to educate nations to the importance of peace (Kant,
UH, pp. 47-48).

In the end, however, our guarantee of perpetual peace does not rest on
ethical conduct. As Kant emphasizes,

we now come to the essential question regarding the prospect of perpetual
peace. What does nature do in relation to the end which man’s own reason
presctibes to him as a duty, i.e. how does nature help to promote his moral
purpose? And how does nature guarantee that what man ought to do by the
laws of his freedam (but does not do} will in fact be done through nature’s
compulsion, without ptejudice to the free agency of man? . . . This does not
mean that nature imposes on us a duty ta do it, for duties can only be imposed
by practical reason. On the contrary, nature does it herself, whether we are
willing or not: facta volentem ducunt, 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 calculated 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 socia! evolution also makes the con-
ditions of moral behavior less onerous and hence more likely (CE pp. 187-89;
Kelly, 1969, pp. 106-13}. In tracing the effects of both political and moral
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thing in the world to Bo to war. For the head of state is nc;t a fellow cit'p o

but ic owner of the state, and war will not force him to make the sliglllzten’
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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 lib-
eral legacy is laden with popular wars fought to promote 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 liberals of
their susceptibility to them (Kant, PF, p. 106). At the same time, Kant argues
that each narion “can and ought to” demand that its neighboring nations
enter into the pacific union of liberal states (PP, p. 102). Thus to see how the
pacific union removes the occasion of wars among liberal states and not wars
between liberal and nonliberal states, we need to shift cur attention from con-
stitutional law to international law, Kant’s second source.
Complementing the constitutional guarantee of caution, international law
adds a second source for the definitive articles: a guarantee of respect. The
separation of nations that asocial sociability encourages is reinforced by the
development of separate languages and religions. These further guarantee a
world of separate states—an essential condition needed to avoid a “global,
soul-less despotism.” Yet, at the same time, they also morally integrate liberal
states: “as culture grows and men gradually move towards greater agreement
over their principles, they lead to mutual understanding and peace” (Kant,
PP, p. 114). As republics emerge (the first source) and as culture progresses,
an understanding of the legitimate rights of all citizens and of all republics
comes into play; and this, now that caution characterizes policy, sets up the
moral foundations for the liberal peace. Correspondingly, international law
highlights the importance of Kantian publicity. Domestically, publiciry helps
ensure that the officials of republics act according to the principles they pro-
fess to hold just and according to the interests of the electors they claim to
represent. Internationally, free speech and the effective communication of
accurate conceptions of the political life of foreign peoples is essential to estab-
lishing and preserving the understanding on which the guarantee of respect
depends. Domestically just republics, which rest on consent, then presume
foteign republics also to be consensual, just, and therefore deserving of accom-
‘modation. The experience of cooperation helps engender further cooperative
behavior when the consequences of state policy are unclear but (potentially)
mutually beneficial. At the same time, liberal states assume that nonliberal
states, which do not rest on free consent, are not just. Because nonliberal gov-
ernments ate in a state of aggression with their own people, their foreign rela-
tions become for liberal governments deeply suspect. In short, fellow liberals
benefit from a presumption of amity; nonliberals suffer from a presumption
of enmity. Both presumptions may be accurate; each, however, may also be
self-confirming.
Lastly, cosmopolitan law adds material incentives to moral commitments.
The cosmopolitan right to hospitality permits the “spirit of commerce™ sooner
or later to take hold of every nation, thus impelling states to promote peace and



- AHEVRIES AND [RADITIONS

to try to avert war. Lib,
derive from a cooperati

_ r liberal state’s security or even enhanci‘n eac}?‘;l}‘ljm’g
security by means of alliance naturally follows economic interdepegndence o

A further. cosmopolitan source of liberal peace is the international m;arket’
removal of difficult decisions of production and distribution from the dir :
sphere of state policy. A foreign state thus does not appear directly respon iET
for these outcomes, and stares can stand aside from, and to some degreg abi)vee
_these contentious market rivalries and be ready to step in to resolve crises Thé
interdependence of commerce and the international contacts of state officials
help CIeate crosscutting transnational ties that serve as lobbies for mutual accom-
modatlop. According to modern liberal scholars, international financiers and
transnational and transgovernmental organizations create interests in favor of
accomodation. Moreover, their variety has ensured that no single conflict sours
an entire r.elationship by setting off a spiral of reciprocated retaliation (Brzezinski
and HuntlngFon, 1963, chap. 9; Keohane and Nye, 1977, chap. 7; Neustadt
1970; Po!apyl, 1944, chaps. 1-2), Conversely, a sense of suspicion s,uch as tha;
chargqenz:ng relations between liberal and nonliberal governmcnt; can lead to
restrictions on the range of contacts between societies, and this can’increasc the
prospect Fhat a single conflict will determine an entire relationship,

. No single constitutional, international, or cosmopolitan source is alone suffi-
cient, but together (2nd only together) they plausibly connect the characteristics
of liberal polities and economies with sustained liberal peace. Alliances founded
on mutual strategic interest among liberal and nonliberal stares have been broken;
economic ties between liberal and nonliberal states have proven fragile; but thé
pol¥t1cal bonds of liberal rights and interests have proven a remarkably ﬁ;m foun-
dation for mutual nonaggression. A separate peace exists among liberal states

In their relations with nonliberal states, however, liberal states have.not
escaPed from the insecurity caused by anarchy in the world political system
c.0n51dered as a whole. Moreover, the very constitutional restraint, interna-
tional respect for individual rights, and shared commercial interests tl,'lat estab-
lish grounds for peace among liberal states establish grounds for add

yrot : : itional
conflict in relations between liberal and nonliberal societies. '

CONCLUSION

Kant’s liberal Internationalism, Machiavelli’s liberal imperialism, and
ot el

Schumpeter’s liberal pacifism rest on fundamentally different views of the

nature of the human being, the state, and international relations.$
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Schumpetet’s humans ate rationalized, individualized, and democratized.
They are also homogenized, pursuing material interests “monistically.”
Because their material interests lie in peaceful trade, they and the democratic
state that these fellow citizens control are pacifistic. Machiavelli’s citizens are
splendidly diverse in their goals but fundamentally unequal in them as well,
seeking to rule or fearing being dominated. Extending the rule of the domi-
nant elite or avoiding the political collapse of their stare, each calls for impe-
rial expansion.

Kant’s citizens, too, are diverse in their goals and individualized and ratio-
nalized, but most importantly, they are capable of appreciating the moral
equality of all individuals and of treating other individuals as ends rather than
as means. The Kantian state thus is governed publicly according to law, as a
republic. Kant’s is the state that solves the problem of governing individual-
ized equals, whether they are the “rational devils” he says we often find our-
selves to be or the ethical agents we can and should become. Republics tell us
that

in order to organize a group of rationa! beings who together require univer-
sal laws for their survival, but of whom each separate individual is secretly
inclined to exempt himself from them, the constitution must be so designed
so that, although the citizens are opposed to one another in their private atti-
tudes, these opposing views may inhibit one another in such a way that the
public conduct of the citizens will be the same as if they did not have such
evil attitudes. (Kant, PP. p. 113)

Unlike Machiavelli's republics, Kant’s republics are capable of achieving peace
among themselves because they exercise democratic caution and are capable
of appreciating the international rights of foreign republics. These interna-
tional rights of republics derive from the representarion of foreign individuals,
who are our moral equals. Unlike Schumpeter’s capitalist democracies, Kant’s
republics—including our own—remain in a state of war with nonrepublics.
Liberal republics see themselves as threatened by aggression from nonre-
publics that are not constrained by representation. Even though wars often
cost more than the economic return they generate, liberal republics also are
prepared to protect and promote—sometimes forcibly—democracy, private
property, and the rights of individuals overseas against nonrepublics, which,
because they do not authentically represent the rights of individuals, have no
rights to noninterference. These wars may liberate oppressed individuals over-
seas; they also can generate enormous suffering.

Preserving the legacy of the liberal peace without succumbing to the legacy
of liberal imprudence is both a moral and a strategic challenge. The bipolar
stability of the international system, and the near certainty of mutual devasta-
tion resulting from a nuclear war between the superpowers, have created a
“crystal ball effect™ that has helped to constrain the tendency toward miscal-
culation present at the outbreak of so many wars in the past (Carnesale, Doty,
Hoffmann, Huntington, Nye, and Sagan, 1983, p. 44; Waltz, 1964). However,
this “nuclear peace™ appears to be limited to the superpowers. It has not
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curbed military interventions in the Third World. Moreover, it is subject to a
desperate technological race designed to overcome its constraints and to crises
that have pushed even the superpowers to the brink of war. We must still

reckon with the war fevers and moods of appeasement that have almost alter-
nately swept liberal democracies.

Yet restraining liberal imprudence,
not be possible without threatening liber
gic acumen of our foreign policy calls fo

lations of the national interest in the long run and more flexible responses to
changes in the international political environment. Constraining the indis-
criminate meddling of our foreign interventions calls for a deeper apprecia-
tion of the “particularism of history, culture, and membership” (Walzer, 1983,
P- 5}, but both the improvement in strategy and the constraint on intervention
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 to the universal rights of individuals. These conditions, in their
turn, could break the chain of constitutional guarantees, the respect for repre-
sentative government, and the web of transnational contact that have sus-
tained the pacific union of liberal states.

Perpetual peace, Kant says, is the end point of the hard journey his
republics will take. The promise of perpetuai peace, the violent lessons of Wwar,
and the experience of a partial peace are proof of the need for and the possi-
bility of world peace. They are also the grounds for moral citizens and states-
men to assume the duty of striving for peace. . . .

whether aggressive or passive, may
al pacification. Improving the strate-
r introducing steadier strategic calcu-
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1. Clarence Streit (1938, pp. 88, 90-92) seems to have been the first to
point out (in contemporary foreign relations) the empirical tendency
of democracies to maintain peace among themselves, and he made
this the foundation of his proposal for a (non-Kantian) federal union
of the 15 leading democracies of the 1930s. In a very interesting
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book, Ferdinand Hermens (1944) explored some of the policy impli-
cations of Streit’s analysis. D, V. Babst (1972, pp. §5-58) perfotmed
a quantitative study of this phenomenon of “democra.tic Peace,j’ and
R. ]J. Rummel {1983} did a similar study of “libertarianism™ {in the
sense of laissez faire} focusing on the postwar period that drew on an
unpublished study {Project No. 48) noted in Appendix 1 of }-ns
Understanding Conflict and War {1979, p. 386). I use the term lib-
eral in a wider, Kantian sense in my discussion of this issue (Doyle,
1983a). In that essay, I survey the period from 1790 to the present
and find no war among liberal states,

. Babst (1972) did make a preliminary test of the significance of the

distribution of alliance partners in World War 1. He found that the
possibility that the actual distribution of alliance partnets could have
occurred by chance was less than 1% (Babst, 1972, p. 56). l—Iowe:ver,
this assumes that there was an equal possibility that any two nations
could have gone to war with each other, and this is a strong assump-
tion, Rummel (1983) has a further discussion of the issue of statisti-
cal significance as it applies to his libertarian thesis.

. There are serious studies showing that Marxist regimes have highet

military spending per capita than non-Marxist regimes (Payne, n.Fl.),
but this should not be interpreted as a sign of the inherent aggressive-
ness of authoritarian or totalitarian governments or of the_inhetelnt
and global peacefulness of liberal regimes. Marxist‘ regimes, in partic-
ular, represent a minority in the current international system; they
are strategically encircled, and due to their lack of domestic leglm-
macy, they might be said to “suffer” the twin burden of ‘needmg
defenses against both external and internal enemies. {\ndreskx (1980.),
moreover, argues that (purely) military dictatorships, c_lue to t_helr
domestic fragility, have little incentive to engage in foreign military
adventures. According to Walter Clemens (1982, pp. 117-18), the
United States intervened in the Third World more than twice as often
during the period 1946-1976 as the Soviet Union did in 1946-79.
Relatedly, Posen and VanEvera (1980, p. 105; 1983, pp. 86—8'9)
found that the United States devoted one quarter and the Soviet
Union one tenth of their defense budgets to forces designed for Third
World interventions {where responding to perceived threats would
presumably have a less than purely defensive character).

. All citations from Kant are from Kant’s Political Writings (Kant,

1970), the H. B. Nisbet translation edited by Hans Reiss. "l'_he \.vorks
discussed and the abbreviations by which they are identified in the
text are as follows:

PP Perpetual Peace (1795)

UH The Idea for a Universal History with ¢ Cosmopolitan Purpose
(1784)
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the peoples of the world are in effect partners in this interest, and for our own
part we see very clearly that unless justice be done to orhers it will not be done
to us. The program of the world’s peace, therefore, is our program; and that
program, the only possible program, as we see it, is this:

L. Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, afrer which there shall be
no private international understandings of any kind but diplomacy shall pro-
ceed always frankly and in the public view.

I1. Absolute freedom of navigation upon the seas, outside territorial
waters, alike in peace and in war, except as the seas may be closed in whole
or in part by international action for the enforcement of international
covenants,

HI, The removal, so far as possible, of all economic barriers and the estab-
lishment of an equality of trade conditions among all the nations consenting
to the peace and associating themselves for its maintenance.

IV. Adequate guarantees given and taken that national armaments will be
reduced to the lowest point consistent with domestic safery.

V. A free, open-minded, and absolurtely imparrial adjusiment of all colo-
nial claims, based upon a strict observance of the principle that in determin-
ing all such questions of sovereignty the interests of the populations concerned
must have equal weight with the equitable claims of rhe government where
title is to be determined.

VI The evacuation of all Russian territory and such a settlement of all
questions affecting Russia as will secure the best and freest cooperation of the
other nations of the world in obtaining for her an unhampered and unembar-
rassed opportunity for the independent determination of her own political
development and nartional policy and assure her of a sincere welcome into the
society of free nations under institutions of her own choosing; and, more than
a welcome, assistance also of every kind that she may need and may herself
desire. The treatment accorded Russia by her sister nattons in the months to
come will be the acid test of their good will, of their comprehension of her
needs as distinguished from their own interests, and of their intelligent and
unselfish sympathy.

VIL. Belgium, the whole world will agree, must be evacuated and restored,
without any attempt to limit the sovereignty which she enjoys in common
with all ather free nations. No other single act will serve as this will serve 1o
restore confidence among the nations in the laws which they have themselves
set and determined for the government of their relations with one another.
Without this healing act the whole structure and validity of international law
is forever impaired.

VIII. All French territory should be freed and the invaded portions
restored, and the wrong done to France by Prussia in 1871 in the matter of
Alsace-Lorraine, which has unsettled the peace of the world for nearly fifty
years, should be righted, in order that peace may once more be made secure in
the interest of all.
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IX. A readjustment of the frontiers of Iraly should be effected along clearly
recognizable lines of nationaliy.

X. The people of Austria-Hungary, whose place among the nations we
wish to see safe guarded and assured, should be accorded the freest opportu-
nity of autonomous development.

X1. Rumania, Serbia, and Montenegro should be evacuated; occupied ter-
ritories restored; Serbia accorded free and secure access to the sea; and the
relations of the several Balkan states to one another determined by friendly
counsel along historically established lines of allegiance and nationality; and
international guarantees of the political and economic independence and terri-
torial integrity of the several Balkan states should be entered into.

XII. The Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire should be
assured a secure sovereignty, but the other nationalities which are now under
Turkish rule should be assured an undoubted security of life and an absolutely
unmolested opportunity of autonomous development, and the Dardanelles
should be permanently opened as a free passage to the ships and commeree of
all narions under international guarantees.

XIIL An independent Polish state should be erected which should include
the territories inhabited by indisputably Polish populations, which should be
assured a free and secure access to the sea, and whose political and economic
independence and territorial integrity should be guaranteed by international
covenant,

XIV. A general association of nations must be formed under specific
covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political inde-
pendence and territorial integrity to great and small states alike.

In regard to these essential recrifications of wrong and assertions of right
we feel ourselves to be intimate partners of all the governments and peoples
associated together against the Imperialists. We cannot be separated in inter-
est or divided in purpose. We stand rogether until the end.

For such arrangements and covenants we are willing to fight and to con-
tinue to fight until they are achieved; but only because we wish the right to pre-
vail and desire a just and stable peace such as can be secured only by removing
the chief provocations to war, which this program does not remove. We have
no jealousy of German greatness, and there is nothing in this program that
impairs it. We grudge her no achievement or distinction of learning or of pacific
enterprise such as have made her record very bright and very enviable. We do
not wish to injure her or to block in any way her legitimate influence or power.
We do not wish to fight her either with arms or with hostile arrangements of
trade if she is willing to associate herself with us and the other peace-loving
nations of the world in covenants of justice and law and fair dealing, We wish
her only to accept a place of equality among rhe peoples of the world,~—the
new world in which we now live,—instead of a place of mastery.

Neither do we presume to suggest to her any alreration or modification
of her institutions. But it is necessary, we must frankly say, and necessary as a
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preliminary to any intelligent dealings with her on our parr, that we should
knf)w whom her spokesmen speak for when they speak to us, whether for the
Renchstag majority or for the military party and the men whose creed is impe-
rial domination. e

We have sppken now, surely, in terms too concrete to admit of any further
doubt or question, An evident principle runs through the whole program I
hav‘e 01.1tlmed. It is the principle of justice to all peoples and nationalities, and
their right to live on equal terms of liberty and safety with one ano,ther
whether they be strong or weak. Unless this principle be made its foundatior:
no part of the structure of international justice can srand. The people of the
Ur.ute.cl States could act upon no other principle; and to the vindication of this
principle they are ready to devote their lives, their honoy, and everything that
they possess. The moral climax of this the culminating and final war for
human liberty has come, and they are ready to put their own strength, their
own highest purpose, their own integrity and devotion to the test. ‘

4

HEDLEY BULL

THE IDEA OF INTERNATIONAL
SOCIETY

DOES ORDER EXIST IN WORLD POLITICS?

Tue IDEA OF INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY

Throughout the history of the modern states system there have been three
competing traditions of thought: the Hobbesian or realist tradition, which
views international politics as a state of war; the Kantian or universalist tradi-
tion, which sees at work in internationa!l politics a potential community of
mankind; and the Grotian or internationalist tradition, which views interna- ‘
tional politics as taking place within an international society.! Here I shall
state what is essential to the Grotian or internationalist idea of international
society, and what divides it from the Hobbesian or realist tradition on the one
hand, and from the Kantian or universalist tradition on the other. Each of

Sounce: From The Anarchical Society: A Study of World Politics, Hedley Bull {London: The
Macqullan Ifrcss Ltd:, 1977}, pp. 24~27, 41, 51-52, @ Columbia University Press, New York.
Reprinted with permission of Columbia University Press.
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these traditional patterns of thought cmbodies a description of the nature of

international politics and a set of prescriptions about international conduct,
The Hobbesian tradition describes international relations as a state of

war of all against all, an arena of struggle in which each state is pitted against

~ every other. International relations, on the Hobbesian view, represent pure

conflict berween states and resembie a game that is wholly distributive or zero-
sum: the interests of each state exclude the interests of any other. The particu-
lar international activity that, on the Hobbesian view, is most typical of
international activity as a whole, or best provides the clue to it, is war itself.
Thus peace, on the Hobbesian view, is a period of recuperation from the last
war and preparation for the next.

The Hobbesian prescription for international conduct is that the state is
free to pursue its goals in refation to other states without moral or legal restric-
tions of any kind. Ideas of morality and law, on this view, are valid only in the
context of a society, but international life is beyond the bounds of any society.
If any moral or legal goals are to be pursued in international politics, these
can only be the moral or legal goals of the state itself. Either it is held (as by
Machiavelli) that the state conducts foreign policy in a kind of moral and
legal vacuum, o it is held (as by Hegel and his successors) that moral behav-
iour for the state in foreign policy lies in its own self-assertion. The only rules
or principles which, for those in the Hobbesian tradition, may be said to limit
or circumscribe the behaviour of states in their relations with one another are
rules of prudence or expediency. Thus agreements may be kept if it is expedi-
ent to keep them, but may be broken if it is not.

The Kantian or universalist tradition, at the other extreme, takes the
essential nature of international politics to lie not in conflict among states, as
on the Hobbesian view, but in the transnational social bonds that link the
individual human beings who are the subjects or citizens of states. The domi-
nant theme of international relations, on the Kantian view, is only apparently
the relationship among states, and is really the relationship among all men in
the community of mankind—which exists potentially, even if it does not exist

“actually, and which when it comes into being will sweep the system of states

into limbo.?

Within the community of all mankind, on the universalist view, the inter-
ests of all men are one and the same; international politics, considered from
this perspective, is not a purely distributive or zero-sum game, as the
Hobbesians maintain, but a purely cooperative or non-zero-sum game.
Conflicts of interest exist among the ruling cliques of states, but this is only at
the superficial or transient level of the existing system of states; properly
understood, the interests of all peoples are the same. The particular interna-
tional activity which, on the Kantian view, most typifies international activity
as a whole is the horizontal conflict of ideology that cuts across the bound-
aries of states and divides human society into two camps—the trustees of the
immanent community of mankind and those who stand in its way, those who
are of the true faith and the heretics, the liberators and the oppressed.
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broad terms the metamorphoses which, in the last three to four centuries, it
has undergone. . . .

The Element of Society

My contention is that the element of a society has always been present, and
remains ptesent, in the modern international sysrem, although only as one of
the elements in it, whose survival is sometimes precarious. The modern inter-
national system in fact reflects all three of the elements singled out, respec-
tively, by the Hobbesian, the Kantian and the Grotian traditions: the element
of war and struggle for power among stares, the element of transnational soli-
darity and conflict, cutting across the divisions among states, and the element
of cooperation and regulated intercourse among stares. In differenr historical
phases of the states system, in different geographical rheatres of its operation,
and in the policies of different states and statesmen, one of these three ele.
ments may predominate over the others, . . .

Because internarional society is no more than one of the basic elements
at work in modern international politics, and is always in competition with
the elements of a state of war and of transaational solidarity or conflice, it is
always erroneous to interpret international events as if international society
were the sole or the dominant element. This is the error committed by those
who speak or write as if the Concert of Europe, the League of Nations or
the United Nations were the principal factors in international politics in
their respective times; as if international law were to be assessed only in
relation to the function it has of binding states together, and not also in rela-
tion to its function as an instrument of state interest and as a vehicle of
transnational purposes; as if attempts to maintain a balance of power were
to be interpreted only as endeavours to preserve the system of states, and
not also as manoeuvtes on the part of particular powets to gain ascendancy;
as if great powers were to be viewed only as “great responsibles” or “great
indispensables,” and not also as great predators; as if wars were to be con-
strued only as attempts to violate the law or o uphold it, and nor also sim-
ply as attempts to advance the interests of particular states or of
transnational groups. The element of international society is real, but the
elements of a state of war and of transnational loyalties and divisions are
real also, and to reify the first element, or to speak ag if it annulled the sec-
ond and third, is an illusion,

Moreover, the fact that international sociery provides some element of
order in international politics should not be raken as Justifying an atrirude of
coruplacency about it, or as showing that the arguments of those who are dis-
satisfied with the order provided by international society are without founda-
tion. The order provided within modern international society is precarious
and imperfect. To show that modern international society has provided some
degree of order is not to have shown that order in world politics could not be
provided more effectively by structures of a quite different kind.
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:cause you would like them to be so. As you have staked most on and trusted

ost in Spartans, luck, and hopes, so in all these you will find yourseives most
impletely deluded.

The Athenian representatives then went back to the army, and the
thenian generals, finding that the Melians would not submit, immediately
ymmenced hostilities and built a wall completely around the city of Melos,
viding the work out among the various states. Later they left behind a garri-
i of some of their own and some allied troops to blockade the place by land
1d sea, and with the greater part of their army returned home. The force left
*hind stayed on and continued with the sicge.

About the same time the Argives invaded Phliasia and were ambushed by
¢ Phliasians and the exiles from Argos, losing about cighty men.

Then, too, the Athenians at Pylos captured a great quantity of plunder
om Spartan territory. Not even after this did the Spartans renounce the treaty
1d make war, but they issued a proclamation saying that any of their people
ho wished to do so were free to make raids on the Athenians, The
orinthians also made some attacks on the Athenians because of private quar-
s of their own, but the rest of the Peloponnesians stayed quiet.

Meanwhile the Melians made a night attack and captured the part of the
thenian lines opposite the market-place. They killed some of the troops, and then,
ter bringing in corn and everything elsc useful that they could lay their hands on,
tired again and made no further move, while the Athenians took measures to
ake their blockade more efficient in future. So the summer came to an end.

In the following winter the Spartans planned to invade the territory of
rgos, but when the sacrifices for crossing the frontier turned out

favourably, they gave up the expedition, The fact that they had intended to-

vade made the Argives suspect certain people in their city, some of whom
iey arrested, though others succeeded in escaping,.

About this same time the Melians again captured another part of the
thenian lines where there were only a few of the garrison on guard. As a result
- this, another force came out afterwards from Athens under the command of
rilocrates, the son of Demeas. Siege operations were now carried on vigor-
asly and, as there was also some treachery from inside, the Melians surren-
xred unconditionally to the Athenians, who put to death all the men of military
3¢ whom they took, and sold the women and children as slaves. Melos itself
iey took over for themselves, sending out later a colony of 500 men.
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THOMAS HOBBES

RELATIONS AMONG SOVEREIGNS

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

MEN BY NATURE EQUALL

Nature hath made men so equall, in the faculties of body, and mind; as that
though there bee found one man sometimes manifestly stronger in body, or of
quicker mind then 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 himselfe 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 himselfe.

And as to the faculties of the mind, (setting aside the arts grounded upon
words, and especially that skill of proceeding upon generall, and infallible
rules, called Science; which very few have, and but in few things; as being not
a native facuity, born with us; nor attained, (as Prudence,} while we look after
somewhat els,) I find yet a greater equality amongst men, than that of strength.
For Prudence, is but Experience; which equall time, equally bestowes on all
men, in those things they equally apply themselves unto. That which may per-
haps make such equality incredible, is but a vain conceipt of ones owne wis-
dome, which almost all men think they have in a greater degree, than the
Vulgar; that is, than alt 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 acknowledge many others to be more wicry, 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 mens at a
distance. But this proveth rather that men are in that point equall, than
unequall. For there is not ordinarily a greater signe of the equall distribution
of any thing, than that every man is contented with his share.

SouRce: From Leviathan, Thomas Hobbes, (Ox{ord: The Clarendon Press, 1909), pp. 94-98.
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From EquaLrity PROCEEDS DIFFIDENCE

From this equality of ability,

ariseth equality of hope in the attaining of our
Ends. And therefore if any t

wo men desire the same thing, which neverthe-
lesse they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies; and in the way to their
End, (which is principally their owne conservation, and sometimes their
delectation oaly,} endeavour to destroy, or subdue one an other. And from
hence it comes to passe, that where an Invader hath no more to feare, than
an other mans single power; if one plant, sow, build, or possesse a conve-
nient Seat, others may probably be expected to come prepared with forces
united, to dispossesse, and deprive him, not only of the fruit of his labour,

bur also of his life, or liberty, And the Invader again is in the like danger of
another.

FrROM DIFFIDENCE WARRE

And from this difidence of one another, there is no way for any man to
secure himselfe, so reasonable, as Anticipation; that is, by force, or wiles, to
master the persons of all men he can, so long, till he see no other power
great enough to endanger him: And this is no more than his OWN conserva-
tion requireth, and is generally allowed. Also because there be some, that
taking pleasure in contemplating their own power in the acts of conquest,
which they pursue farther than their security requires; if others, that other-
wise would be glad to be at ease within modest bounds, should not by inva-
sion increase their power, they would not be able, long time, by standing
only on their defence, to subsist, And by consequence, such augmentation
of dominion over men, being necessary to a mans conservation, it ought to
be allowed him.

Againe, men have no pleasure, (bur on the contrary a great deale of griefe)
in keeping company, where there is no power able to over-awe them all. For
every man looketh that his companion should value him, at the same rate he
sets upon himselfe: And upon all signes of contempt, or undervaluing, natu-
rally endeavours, as far as he dares (which amongst them that have no com-
mon power to keep them in quiet, is far enough to make them destroy each
other,) to extort a greater value from his contemners, by dommage; and from
others, by the example.

So that in the narure of man, we find three principall causes of quarrell.
First, Competition; Secondly, Diffidence; Thirdly, Glory.

The first, maketh men invade for Gain; the second, for Safety; and the
third, for Reputation. The first use Violence, to make themselves Masters of
other mens persons, wives, children, and cartell; the second, to defend them;
the third, for trifles, as a word, a smile, a different opinion, and any other
signe of undervalue, either direct in their Persons, or by reflexion in their
Kindred, their Friends, their Nation, their Profession, or their Name.,

RELATIONS AMONG SOVEREIGNS 51

Out oF CiviL STATES, THERE Is ALWAYES WARRE
OF EVERY ONE AGAINST EVERY ONE

Heteby it is manifest, that during the time men .live wiFhogt a common Power
to keep them all in awe, they are in that condition which is called W:arte; and
such a warre, as is of every man, against every man. qu WARRE, c_onsmteth-l not
in Battell onely, or the act of fighting; but in a tract of time, wi_lerem th‘e Wl.“ to
contend by Battell is sufficiently known: and therefore the notion of Time, is 1o
be considered in the nature of Warre; as it is in the nature of We_a:hcr. Fpr as
the nature of Foule weather, lyeth not in a showre or two of rain; but inan
inclination thereto of many dayes together: So the nature of War, consnstleth
not in actuall fighting; but in the known disposition thereto, during all the time
there is no assurance to the contrary. All other time is PEACE.

THE INCOMMODITIES OF SUCH A WAR

Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of Warre, where every man is
Enemy to every man; the same is consequent to the time, vs{heremlmen l}vc
without other security, than what their own strength, and their own invention
shall furnish them withall. In such condition, there is no place for Industey;
because the fruit thereof is uncertain: and consequently no Cl}lture of the
Earth; no Navigation, nor use of the commodities th:.lt may be lmpgrted by
Sea; no commodious Building; no Instruments of moving, and removing such
things as require much force; no Knowlcdg_e of the facc_ of.the Earth; no
account of Time; no Arts; no Letters; no Society; and w.hu:h is worst qf all,
continuall feare, and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary,
re, nasty, brutish, and short.

poolt’ma;y,seem st;angc to some man, that has not well weighcq these
things; that Nature should thus dissociate, and tender men apt to mvadc::,
and destroy one another: and he may therefore, not trusting to this
Inference, made from the Passions, desire pcr.haps to hz?ve the same
confirmed by Experience, Let him therefore consider with hlmsche, when
taking a journey, he armes himselfe, and seek§ to go well accompanln?d; when
going to sleep, he locks his dores; when even in his holuse he locks his chests;
and this when he knowes there bee Lawes, and publike Officers, a.rrned, to
revenge all injuries shall bee done him; what ogipion he has of his t’ellm‘:\r
subjects, when he rides armed; of his fellow Citizens, “_p'hcn he locks his
dores; and of his children, and servants, when he locks his chests. Does he
not there as much accuse mankind by his actions, as I do by my words? But
neither of us accuse mans nature in it. The Desires, and other Passions of
man, are in themselves no Sin. No more are the Actions, th.at p::oceed from
those Passions, till they know a Law that forbids them:‘whlch till Lawes be
made they cannot know: nor can any Law be made, till they have agreed
upon the Person that shall make i,
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It may peradventure be thought, there was never such a time, nor condi-
tion of warre 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 naturall lust, have no government at all;
and live at this day in that brutish manner, as I said before. Howsoever, it
may be perceived what manner of life there would be, where there were no
common Power to feare; by the manner of life, which men that have
formerly lived under a peacefull government, use to degenerate into, in a
civill Warre.

But though there had never been any time, wherein particular men were
in a condition of warre one against another; yet in all times, Kings, and
Persons of Soveraigne authority, because of their Independency, are in contin-
uall jealousies, and in the state and posture of Gladiators; having their
weapons pointing, and their eyes fixed on one another; that is, their Fors,
Garrisons, and Guns upon the Frontiers of their Kingdomes; and continuall
Spyes 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 Sucu A Warre, NoTHING Is UNjusT

To this warre 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 warre the two Cardinall verrues.
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
Propricty, no Dominion, no Mine and Thine distinct; but onely that to be
every mans, that he can get; and for so long, as he can keep it. And thus much
for the ill condition, which man by meer Nature is actually placed in; though

with a possibility to come out of it, consisting partly in the Passions, partly in
his Reason.

‘THE Pass1ONs THAT INCLINE MEN TO PEACE

The Passions that encline men to Peace, are Feare of Death; Desire of such
things as are necessary to commodious living; and a Hope by their Industry to
obtain them. And Reason suggesteth convenient Articles of Peace, upon which

men may be drawn to agreement, These Articles, are they, which otherwise
are called the Lawes of Nature. . . .
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THE FOUNDATIONS OF REALIM

with the breakup of the mediaeval sy
divergence itical theory and political practice beca
chailenging. Machiavelli is the first important political realist.

Source: From The Twenty Years' Crisis 1919-1939: An Introduction
Internationat Relations, Edward Hallete Carr (New York: Harper and Row, P
pp. 63-64, 7576, 80-82, 87-89, 93. Reprinted wirh permission of St.
Incorporated.
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THE REALIST CRITIQUE

THe FOUNDATIONS OF REALISM

Realism enters the field far behind utopianism and by way of reaction from it.
The thesis that “justice is the right of the stronger” was, indeed, familiar in
the Hellenic world. But it never represented anything more than the protest of
an uninfluential minority, puzzled by the divergence berween political theory
and political practice. Under the supremacy of the Roman Empire, and later
of the Catholic Church, the problem could hardly arise; for the political good,
first of the empire, then of the church, could be regarded as identical with
moral good. It was only with the breakup of rhe mediaeval system thart the
divergence between political theory and political practice became acute and
challenging. Machiavelli is the first important political realist.

Machiavelli’s starting-point is a revolt against the utopianism of current
political thought:

It being my intention to write a thing which shall be useful to him who ap-
prehends it, it appears to me mare appropriate to follow up the real truth of
a matter than the imagination of it; for many have pictured republics and
principalities which in fact have never been seen and known, because how
one lives is so far distant from how one ought to live that he who neglects

what is done for what ought to be done sooner effects his ruin than his
preservation,

The three essential tenets implicit in Machiavelli’s doctrine are rhe founda-
tion-stones of the realist philosophy. In the first place, history is 2 sequence of
cause and effect, whose course can be analysed and understood by intellectual
effort, but not (as the utopians believe) directed by “imagination.” Secondly,
theory does not (as the utopians assume) create practice, but practice theory.

Souvkck: From The Twenty Years’ Crisis 1919~1939: An Introduction to the Situdy of
International Relations, Edward Hallewt Carr (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1964},

pp. 63-64, 75-76, 80-82, 87-89, 93. Reprinted with permission of St. Martin’s Press,
Incorporated.



In Machiavellis words, “good counsels, whencesoever they come, are born of
the wisdorn of the prince, and not the wisdom of the prince from good coun-
sels.” Thirdly, politics are not {as the utopians pretend} a function of ethics,
but ethics of politics. Men “are kept honest by constraint.” Machiavelli recog-
nised the importance of morality, but thought thar there could be no effective

morality where there was no effective authority. Morality is the product of
power.' ...

NATIONAL INTEREST AND THE UNIVERSAL GOOD

The realist should not . . . linger over the tnfliction of . . . pin-pricks through
chinks in the utopian defences. His task is to bring down the whole cardboard
structure of utopian thought by exposing the hollowness of the material out
of which it is built. The weapon of the relativity of thought must be used 1o
demolish the utopian concept of a fixed and absolute standard by which poli-
cies and actions can be judged. If theories are revealed as a reflexion of prac-
tice and principles of political needs, this discovery will apply to the
fundamental theories and principles of the utopian creed, and not least to the
doctrine of the harmony of interests which is its essential postulate.

It will.not be difficult to show that the utopian, when he preaches the doc-
trine of the harmony of interests, is innocently and unconsciously adopting
Walewski's maxim, and clothing his own incerest in the guise of a universal
intetest for the purpose of imposing it on the rest of the watld, “Men come
casily to believe that arrangements agreeable to themselves are beneficial to
others,” as Dicey observed?; and theories of the public good, which rurn out
on inspection to be an elegant disguise for some particular interest, are as
common in international as in national affairs. The utopian, however eager he
may be to establish an absolute standard, does not argue that it is the duty of
his country, in conformity with that standard, to put the interest of the world
ar jarge before its own interest; for that would be contrary to his theory that
the interest of all coincides with the interest of each. He argues that what is
best for the world is best for his country, and then reverses the argument to

read that what is best for his country is best for the world, the two proposi-
tions being, from the utopian standpoint, identical. . .

Tue REALIST CRITIQUE OF THE HARMONY OF INTERESTS

The doctrine of the harmony of interests yields readily to analysis in terms of
this principle. It is the natural assumption of a prosperous and privileged class,
whose members have a dominant voice in the community and are therefore
naturally prone to identify its interest with their own. In virtue of this identi-
fication, any assailant of the interests of the dominant group is made to incur
the odium of assailing the alleged common interest of the whole community,
and is told that in making this assault he is attacking his own higher interests.
The doctrine of the harmony of interests thus serves as an ingenious moral
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Wilson, who thought thar the right was more precious than Pcace, and Briand,
who thought that peace came even before justice, and Mr. Eden, who believed
in collective security, failed themselves, or failed to induce their
to apply these principles consistently. What matters is that thes

which a common interest exists in ¢

he maintenance of order, whether it be
international order or “law and ord

er” within the nation. Bur as soon as the
posedly abstract principles to a concrete

vested interests, The bankruptcy of utopianism resides not in jts failure to live
up to its principles, but in the exposure of its inability to provide any absolute
and disinterested standard for the conduct of international affairs, . . .

THE LIMITATIONS OF REALISM

Bur we cannot ultimately find 2 resting place in pure realism; for realism,
though logically overwhelming, does not Provide us with the springs of action
which are necessary even to the pursuit of thought, Indeed, tealism itself, if
we attack it with its own weapons, often turns out in Practice to be just as
much conditioned as any other mode of thought. In politics, the belief that

certain facts are unalterable or cerzain trends irresistible commonly reflects a

most curious lessons of political science. Consistent realism excludes four
things which appear to be essential ingredients of all effective political think-
ing: a finite goal, an emotional appeal, a right of moral judgment and a ground
for action. .

m, which serves merely as a disguise for
list performs an indispensable service in
an offer nothing but a naked struggle for

international society impossible. Having
demolished the current utopia with rhe weapons of realism, we stil] need to

the interests of the privileged, the rea
unmasking it. But pure realism ¢
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i 1 weapons.

build a new utopia of our own, which will one day fall to thf: slame v ulznces
The human will will continue to seek an escape frqm the logica ci(:r:: gta"ises
of realism in the vision of an international order w_hu:hd, as .scllon zllfs intzest hses
i i itical form, becomes tainted with self- -

self into concrete political , : ; st
;: ocrisy, and must once more be attacked with the 1nst1'umentf:l of ;e:}l o

P Here’ then, is the complexity, the fascination am.:l the tragel_ Yo beloF; e
cal life onlitics' are made up of two clements—utopia and rea lr);Tbamegr 8
to mo-different planes which can never meet. There is no g;ea 12 barrier to
clear political thinking than failure to distinguish berween ideals,

utopia, and institutions, which are reality.

NOTES

's Li .121,
1. Machiavell, The Prince, chs, 15 and 23 (Engl. transl., Everyman’s Library, pp

193).
2. Dice)y, Law and Opinion in England (2nd ed.), pp. 14-15.

HANS J. MORGENTHAU

S1X PRINCIPLES
OF PoLITICAL REALISM

. . . SIX PRINCIPLES OF POLITICAL REALISM

— o . ed b
1. Political realism believes that politics, like society in gen;:ral, J.Si nglo:zl;r; soci):
oi:jective laws that have their roots in hurl-1;1arl1 natul:c. Inh:)Crh Zrotcc;ety;;ives on
w .
it is first necessary to understanc! the laws by e The
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’ a . ,
ieve i ibili loping a rational theory
lieve in the possibility of deve ratic _ crs
Elc:j\(:fgreer imperfectly and one-sidedly, these .ob]ecn-v-e laws. It beh:;:ii aanc,I
then, in the possibility of distinguishing in pohrnc-s beltlween by
opin’ion—between what is true objectively and rationally, supp

d. Hans ]J.

Sourck: From Politics Among Nations: Thfe .i;r;jg)gle fo: I?ﬁéerlgm(i::‘;;:icg.hfg 1:948,1954’
: : Alfred A. Knopf, » Pp. 4-6, 8-12. 51
%';g;el;;l;u {1:;; l:y"u:]tfrl:} Al l(;opf, Inc. Reprinted by permission of Alfred A. Knopf, Inc
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We assume that statesmen think and act in terms of interest defined as
power, and the evidence of history bears that assumprion out. That assump-
tion allows us to retrace and anticipate, as it were, the steps a statesman—
past, present, or future—has taken or will take on the political scene. We look
over his shoulder when he writes his dispatches; we listen in on his conversa-
tion with other statesmen; we read and anticipate his very thoughts. Thinking
in terms of interest defined as power, we think as he does, and as disinterested
observers we understand his thoughts and actions perhaps better than he, the
actor on the political scene, does himself.

The concept of interest defined as power imposes intellecrual discipline
upon the observer, infuses rational order into the subject matter of politics,
and thus makes the theoretical understanding of politics possible, On the side
of the actor, it provides for rational discipline in action and creates that
astounding continuity in foreign policy which makes American, British, or
Russian foreign policy appear as an intelligible, rational continuum, by and
large consistent within itself, regardless of the different motives, preferences,
and intetlectual and moral qualities of successive statesmen. A realist theory
of international politics, then, will guard against two popular fallacies: the

concern with motives and the concern with ideclogical preferences.

To search for the clue to foreign policy exclusively in the motives of states-
men is both futile and deceptive. It is futile because motives are the most illu-
sive of psychological data, distorted as they are, frequently beyond recognition,
by the interests and emotions of actor and observer alike. Do we really know
what our own motives are? And what do we know of the motives of others?

Yet even if we had access to the real motives of statesmen, that knowledge
would help us little in understanding foreign polictes, and might well lead us
astray. It is true that the knowledge of the statesman’s motives may give us
one among many clues as to what the direction of his foreign policy might be.
It cannot give us, however, the one clue by which to predict his foreign poli-
cies. History shows no exact and necessary correlation between the quality of
motives and the quality of foreign policy. This is true in both moral and polit-

ical terms. ., .

3. Realism assumes that its key concept of interest defined as power is an
objective category which is universally valid, but it does not endow that con-
cept with a meaning that is fixed once and for all. The idea of interest is indeed
of the essence of politics and is unaffected by the circumstances of time and
place. Thucydides’ statement, born of the experiences of ancient Greece, that
“identity of interests is the surest of bonds whether between states or individ-
uals™ was taken up in the nineteenth century by Lord Salisbury’s remark that
“the only bond of union that endures” among nations is “the absence of all
clashing interests.” It was erected into a general principle of government by
George Washington:

“

A small knowledge of human nature will convince us, that, with far the great-
est part of mankind, interest is the governing principle; and that almost every



man is more or less, under its influence. Matives of public virtue may for a
time, or in particular instances, actuate men to the observance of a conduct
purely disinterested; but they are not of themselves sufficient to produce per-
severing conformity to the refined dictates and obligations of social duty. Few
men are capable of making a continual sacrifice of all views of private inter-
est, or advantage, to the common good. It is vain to exclaim against the
depravity of human nature on this account; the fact is so, the experience of
every age and nation has proved it and we must in a great measure, change
the constitution of man, before we can make it otherwise. No institution, not
built on the presumptive truth of these maxims can succeed.’

It was echoed and enlarged upon in our century by Max Weber’s observation:

Interests (material and ideal), not ideas, deminate directly the actions of men.
Yet the “images of the world” created by these ideas have very often served

as switches determining the tracks on which the dynamism of interests kept
actions moving.*

Yet the kind of interest determining political action in a particular period
of history depends upon the political and cultural context within which for-
eign policy is formulated. The goals that might be pursued by nations in their
foreign policy can run the whole gamut of objectives any nation has ever pur-
sued or might possibly pursue.

The same observations apply to the concept of power. Its content and the
manner of its use are determined by the political and cultural environment.
Power may comprise anything that establishes and maintains the control of
man over man. Thus power covers all social relationships which serve that
end, from physical violence to the most subtle psychological ties by which one
mind controls another. Power covers the domination of man by man, both
when it is disciplined by moral ends and controlied by constitutional safe-
guards, as in Western democracies, and when it is that untamed and barbaric
force which finds its laws in nothing but its own strength and its sole
justification in its aggrandizernent.

Political realism does not assume that the contemporary conditions under
which foreign policy operates, with their extreme instability and the ever pres-
ent threat of large-scale violence, cannot be changed. The balance of power,
for instance, is indeed a perennial element of all pluralistic societies, as the
authors of The Federalist papers well knew; yet it is capable of operating, as it
does in the United States, under the conditions of relative stability and peace-
ful conflict. If the factors that have given rise to these conditions can be dupli-
cated on the international scene, similar conditions of stability and peace will
then prevail there, as they have over long stretches of history among certain
nations.

What is true of the general character of international relations is also true
of the nation state as the ultimate point of reference of contemporary foreign
policy. While the realist indeed believes that interest is the perennial standard
by which political action must be judged and directed, the contemporary

connection between interest and the nation state is a product .Of h istory, and'ls
therefore bound to disappear in the course of history. NO.th.lI‘lg in the reahlst
position militates against the assumption that the present c!msmn of .the Polat-
ical world into nation states will be replaced by larger u.nigs.of a quite differ-
ent character, more in keeping with the technical potentialities and the moral
irements of the contemporary world.

l-“:(:lu"l[fl“:e realist parts compl;ny with other schools o_f thought before the aﬂ-
important question of how the contemporary world is to be transformed.h The
realist is persuaded that this transformation can be achieved only through the
workmanlike manipulation of the perennial forces that have shaped the past
as they will the future. The realist cannot be p.e_rsuadedl that we can bring
about that transformation by confronting a political realgty that has its own
laws with an abstract ideal that refuses to take those laws into account.

4. Political realism is aware of the moral significance of political action. It
is also aware of the ineluctable tension between t!me. moralla‘)mmand and the
requirements of successful political action. And it is unwilling to gloss m;gr
and obliterate that tension and thus to obfuscate both the mgr'al and the po 11{.-
ical issue by making it appear as though the stark facts of politics were mﬁra y
more satisfying than they actuaily are, and the moral law less exacting than it

lly is. ‘

acm;ey;lism maintains that universal moral principlq cannot be applied to
the actions of states in their abstract universal formulation, but that they must
be filtered through the concrete circumstances of time and place. . . . Realism,
then, considers prudence—the weighing of.the cqr.lsequen.ces.of alteli)nanve
political actions—to be the supreme virtue in politics. Etl.u.cs in th; a 'stéact
judges action by its conformity with the‘moral law; POlmcal'letth:,]‘L gt::
action by its political consequences. Classical and medieval philosophy kne
this, and so did Lincoln when he said:

1 do the very best L know how, the very best I can, and | mean to keeP doing
so until the end. If the end brings me out all tight, what is said against me
won’t amount to anything. If the end brings me out wrong, ten angels swear-
ing | was right would make no difference.

5. Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a Partlf:ul:ar
nation with the moral laws that govern the universe. As it dl‘stmgms ;151
between truth and opinion, so it distinguishes between ‘ttuth and 1dolaFry. :
nations are tempted—and few have been .able to resist thg temptanoln or
long—to clothe their own particular aspir‘anons and actions in the moqa1 pur-
poses of the universe. To know that nations are subject to the mor:::l a\:‘\lr is
one thing, while to pretend to know with certainty vfrhat is good an ft:vl in
the relations among nations is quite another. There is a \.r.'orld of dif ereniie
between the belief that all nations stand ~under the |u'dg.ment of God,
inscrutable to the human mind, and the blasphemous conviction that quc: 1;
always on one’s side and that what one wills oneself cannot fail to be wille
by God also.
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The lighthearted equation between a particular nationalism and the
counsels of Providence is morally indefensible, for it is that very sin of pride
against which the Greek tragedians and the Biblical prophets have warned
rulers and ruled. That equation is also politically pernicious, for it is liable to
engender the distortion in judgment which, in the blindness of crusading
frenzy, destroys nations and civilizations—in the name of moral principle,
ideal, or God himself.

On the other hand, it is exactly the concept of interest defined in terms of
power that saves us from both that moral excess and that political folly. For if
we look at all nations, our own included, as political entities pursuing their
respective interests defined in terms of power, we are able to do justice to all
of them. And we are able to do justice to all of them in a dual sense: We are
able to judge other nations as we judge our own and, having judged them in
this fashion we are then capable of pursuing policies that respect the interests
of other nations, while protecting and promoting those of our own. Moderation
in policy cannot fail to reflect the moderation of moral judgment.

6. The difference, then, between political realism and other schools of
thought is real, and it is profound. However much the theory of political real-
ism may have been misunderstood and misinterpreted, there is no gainsaying
its distinctive intellectual and moral attitude to matters political,

Intellectually, the political realist maintains the autonomy of the political
sphere, as the economist, the lawyer, the moralist maintain theirs. He thinks
in terms of interest defined as power, as the economist thinks in terms of inter-
est defined as wealth; the lawyer, of the conformity of action with legal rules;
the moralist, of the conformity of action with moral principles. The econo-
mist asks: “How does this policy affect the wealth of society, or a segment of
1t?” The lawyer asks: “1s this policy in accord with the rules of law?” The
moralist asks: “Is this policy in accord with moral principles?” And the politi-
cal realist asks: “How does this policy affect the power of the nation?” (Or of
the federal government, of Congress, of the party, of agriculture, as the case
may be.)

The political realist is not unaware of the existence and relevance of stan-
dards of thought other than political ones. As political realist, he cannot but
subordinate these other standards to those of politics. And he parts company
with other schools when they impose standards of thought appropriate to
other spheres upon the political sphere.

NOTES

1. The Writings of George Washington, edited by John C. Fitzpattick {Washington:
United States Printing Office, 1931-44), Vol X, p. 363,

2. Marianne Weber, Max Weber {Tuebingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1926), pp. 347-8.

See also Max Weber, Gesammelte Aufsitze zur Religionssociologie {Tuebingen:
J. C. B. Mohg, 1920), p. 252.




W W o

LR U T

THE ORIGINS OF WAR IN NEOREALIST THEORY 63

9

KENNETH N. WALTZ

Tue ORIGINS OF WAR IN
NEOREALIST THEORY

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, fore-
most among traditional realists, 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 obstacles 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 fash-
ioned. Morgenthau, for example, insisted on “the autonomy of politics,” 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 auton-
omy 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, thoughr of the “rational” states-
man as ever striving to accumulate more and more power. He viewed power
as an end in itself. Although he acknowledged that nations at times act out of
considerations other than power, Morgenthau insisted that, when they do so,

Sourck: Reprinted from The Jowrnal of Interdisciplinary History, Vol. 18, No. 4 (Spring, 1988),
pp. 39~ 52, With the permission of the editocs of The Journal of Interdisciplinary History and the
MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts. @ 1988 by the Massachuserts Institute of Technology and
the editors of The Journal of Interdisciplinary History.



their actions are not “of a political nature,”’ In contrast, neorealism sees
POWET as a possibly useful means, with statcs i
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ever, the ultimate concern o

sion is an important one,
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an imbalance of power created by an existing alliance,

THE ORIGINS OF WAR IN NEOREALIST THEORY 65

Neorealism contends that international politics can be understood only if
the effects of structure are added to the unit-level explanations of traditional
realism. By emphasizing how structures affect actions and outcomes, neoreal-
ism rejects the assumption that man’s innate lust for powet constitutes a
sufficient cause of war in the absence of any other. It reconceives the causal
link between interacting units and international ourcomes. According to the
logic of international politics, one must believe that some causes of interna-
tional outcomes are the result of interactions at the unit level, and, since vari-
ations in presumed causes do not correspond very closely to variations in
observed outcomes, one must also assume that others are located at the struc-
tural level. Causes at the level of units interact with those at the level of struc-
ture, and, because they do so, explanation at the unit level alone is bound to
be misleading. If an approach allows the consideration of both unit-level and
structural-level causes, then it can cope with both the changes and the conti-
nuities that occur in a system.

Structural realism presents a sysremic portrait of international politics
depicting component units according to the manner of their arrangement. For
the purpose of developing a theory, states are cast as unitary actors wanting at
least to survive, and are taken to be the system’s constituent units. The essen-
tial structural quality of the system is anarchy—the absence of a central
monopoly of legitimate force. Changes of structure and hence of system occur
with variations in the number of great powers. The range of expected out-
comes is inferred from the assumed motivation of the units and the structure
of the system in which they act.

A systems theory of international politics deals with forces at the interna-
tional, and not at the national, level. With both systems-level and unit-level
forces in play, how can one construct a theory of international politics with-
out simultaneously constructing a theory of foreign policy? An international-
political theory does not imply or require a theory of foreign policy any more
than a market theory implies or requires a theory of the firm. Systems theo-
ries, whether political or economic, are theories that explain how the organi-
zation of a realm acts as a constraining and disposing force 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 expected behav-
ior and fate of the units: namely, how they will have to compete with and

adjust to one another if they are to survive and flourish. To the extent that the
dynamics of a system limit the freedom of its units, their behavior and the
outcomes of their behavior become predictable. How do we expect firms to
respond to differently structured markets, and states to differently structured
international-political systems? These theoretical questions require us to take
firms as firms, and states as states, without paying attention to differences
among them. The questions are then answered by reference to the placement
of the units in their system and not by reference to the internal qualities of the
units. Systems theories explain why different units behave similarly and,
despite their variations, produce outcomes that fall within expected ranges.
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KEEPING WaARs CoLD: THE STRUCTURAL LEVEL

In an anarchic realm, peace is fragile. The prolongation of peace requires that
potentially 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 or miscalculation is often paid in blood. An
important issuc for a structural theory to address is whether destabilizing con-
ditions and events are managed better in multipolar or bipolar systems.

In a system of, say, five great powers, the politics of power turns on the
diplomacy by which alliances are made, maintained, and disrupted. Flexibility
of alignment means both that the country one is wooing may prefer another
suitor and that one’s present alliance partner may defect. Flexibility of align-
ment limits a state’s options because, ideally, its strategy must please potential
allies and satisfy present partners. Alliances are made by states that have some
but not all of their interests in common. The common interest is ordinarily a
negative one: fear of other states. Divergence comes when positive interests
are at issue. In alliances among nea: equals, stratcgies are always the product
of compromise since the interests of allies and their notions of how to secure
them are never identical.

If competing blocs are seen to be closely balanced, and if competition
turns on important matters, then to let one’s side down risks one’s own
destruction. In a moment of crisis the weaker or the more adventurous party
is likely to determine its side’s policy. Its partners can afford neither to let the
weaker member be defeated nor to advertise their disunity by failing to back a
venture even while deploring its risks.

The prelude to World War I provides striking examples of such a situa-
tion. The approximate equality of partners in both the Triple Alliance and
Triple Entente made them closely interdependent. This interdependence, com-
bined with the keen competition berween the two camps, meant that, although
any country could commit its associates, no one country on either side could
exercise control. If Austria-Hungary marched, Germany had to follow; the
dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire would have left Germany alone
in the middle of Europe. If France marched, Russia had to follow; a German
victory 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 balance, each state was constrained to adjust its strategy and the
use of its forces to the aims and fears of its partmners.

In alliances among equals, the defection of one member threatens the secu-
rity 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 leaders need worry little about the faithfulness of
their followers, who usually have little choice anyway. Contrast the situation
in 1914 with that of the United States and Britain and France in 1956. The
United States could dissociate itself from the Suez adventure of its rwo princi-
pal allies and subject one of them to heavy financial pressure. Like Austria-
Hungary in 1914, Britain and France tried to commit or at least immobilize



their aily by presenting a fait accompli. Enjoying a position of predominance,
the United States could continue to focus its attention on the major adversary
while disciplining its two allies. Opposing Britain and France endangered nei-
ther the United States nor the alliance because the security of Britain and
France depended much more heavily on us than our security depended on

them. The ability of the United States, and the inability of Germany, to pay a
price measured in intra-alliance terms is striking,

In balance-of-power politics old style,
ity of strategy or the limitation of freedo
politics new style, the obverse is true:

world results in more flexibility of strategy and greater freedom of decision.
In a multipolar world, roughly equal parties engaged in cooperative endeav-
ors must look for the common denominator of their policies. They risk finding
the lowest one and easily end up in the worst of all possible worlds. In a bipo-
lar world, ailiance leaders can design strategies primarily to advance their

own interests and to cope with their main adversary and less to satisfy their
own allies.

Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union has to seek the approval of
other states,

but each has to cope with the other. In the great-power politics of
a multipolar world, who is a danger to whom and who can be expected to
deal with threats and problems are matters of uncertainty. In the great-power
politics of a bipolar world, who is a danger to whom is never in doubt. Any
event in the world that involves the fortunes of either o
automatically elicits the interest of the other. President
the time of the Korean invasion, could not very
Chamberlain’s words in the Czechoslovakian crisis b
Americans knew nothing about the Koteans, a people li
east of Asia. We had to know about them or quickly find

In a two-power competition, a loss for one is easily taken to be a gain for
the other. As a result, the powers in a bipolar world promptly respond to
unsettling events. In a multipolar world, dangers are diffused, responsibilities
unclear, and definitions of vital interests easily obscured. Where a number of
states are in balance, the skillful foreign policy of a forward power is designed
to gain an advantage without antagonizing other states and frightening them
into united action. At times in modern Europe, the benefits of possible gains
have seemed to outweigh the risks of likely losses. Statesmen have hoped to
push an issue to the limit without causing all of the potential opponents to
unite. When there are several possible enemies, unity of action among them is
difficult to achieve. National leaders could therefore think——or desperately
hope, as did Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg and Adolf Hitler before two
world wars—that a united opposition would not form.

If interests and ambitions corflict, the absence of crises is more worrisome
than their presence. Crises are produced by the determination of a state to
resist a change that another state tries to make. As the leaders in a bipolar sys-
tem, the United States and the Soviet Union are disposed to do the resisting, for
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United States and the Soviet Union is difficult. Given the depth and extent of
the distrust felt by both parties, one may easily believe that one or another of
the crises that they have experienced would, in earlier times, have drawn them
into war. For a fuller explanation of why that did not happen, we must look
to that other great force for peace: nuclear weapons.

States continue to coexist in an anarchic order. Self-help is the principle of
action in such an order, and the most important way in which states must help
themselves is by providing for their own security. Therefore, in weighing the
chances of peace, the first questions to ask are questions about the ends for
which states use force and about the strategies and weapons they employ. The
chances of peace rise if states can achieve their most important ends without
actively using force. War becomes less likely as the costs of war rise in relation
to the possible gains. Realist theory, old and new alike, draws attention to the

crucial role of military technology and strategy among the forces that fix the
fate of states and their systems.

Nuclear weapons dissuade states from

than conventional weapons do. In a conventional world, states can believe
both that they may win and that, should they lose, the price of defeat will be
bearable, although World Wars I and II called the latter belief into question
even before atomic bombs were dropped. If the United States and the Soviet
Union were now armed only with conventional weapons, the lessons of those
wars would be clearly remembered, especially by the Soviet Union, which suf-
fered more in war than the United States. Had the atom never been split, those
two nations would still have much to fear from each other. Armed with
increasingly destructive conventional weapons, they would be constrained to
strive earnestly to avoid war. Yet, in a conventional world, even sad and strong
lessons like those of the two world wars have proved exceedingly difficult for
states to learn. Throughout modern history, one great power or another has
looked as though it might become dangerou
under Louis XIV and Napoleon Bonaparte,
and Hitler. In each case,

going to war much more surely

sly strong: for example, France
and Germany under Wilhelm I
an opposing coalition formed and turned the expan-
sive state back. The lessons of history would seem to be clear; In international
politics, success leads to failure. The excessive accumulation of power by one
state or coalition of states elicits the opposition of others. The leaders of
expansionist states have nevertheless been able to persuade themselves that
skillful diplomacy and clever strategy would enable them to transcend the
normal processes of balance-of-power politics.

The experience of World War 11, bipolarity, and the increased destructiveness
of conventional weapons would make World War ! more difficult to start than
earlier wars were; and the presence of nuclear weapons dramatically increases
that difficulty. Nuclear weapons reverse or negate many of the conventional
causes of war. Wars can be fought in the face of nuclear weapons, but the higher
the stakes and the closer a country comes to winning them, the more surely that
country invites retaliation and risks its own destruction. The accumulation of
significant power through conquest, even if only conventional weapons are used,
is no longer possible in the world of nuclear powers. Those individuals who
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stand bow governments behave. : .  « o
cities or ten? When these are the pertinent questions, political };actllers stopt
ing about running risks and start worrying about how to avoid them. © would
Deterrence is more easily achieved than most military Str’ikl,tlegli s would
have us believe. In a conventional world, a countlrg can sensibly :n :tcsemi_
i i clear world, a country ca
believes that success is probable. In a nuc : cannot senst
A ' ss is assured. A nation will be

bly attack unless it believes that succe . tion _ red
frgm attacking even if it believes that there is only alposs¥b1hty t_haé }:)sraé:leter-
sary will retaliate. Uncertainty of response, not cc;:rtamltl-y, 1;5 ré;qulrewm deter-

1 iati ne risks losing all. As Clause :
rence because, if retaliation occurs, o _ ll. A ore:
If war approaches the absolute, it becomes imperative “not to take the

i inki be the last.”*
step without thinking what may be the las . .
l:’Nuclear weapons make the implications even of victory tgohhorr:(l:le et:
contemplate. The problem that the nuclear powers“m\fxs;l solve is oc;\:rv to Prh i
it 1 ible to eliminate all of the causes .
etuate peace when it is not possi a war. The
sptructure of international politics has not been transfqrm;d, 1&’ r_e}r:maacsh nar
chic in form. Nuclear states continue to compete militarily. Wit ‘ ;le  state
striving to ensure its OWN Security, war remains con.:ltilntly possi re[;tive e
] e
i the means of defense and deterrenc ‘
anarchy of states, improving e
i chances of peace. Weapons a
the means of offense increases the : : - ”
that make defense and deterrence easier, and offensive strikes harder to mount,
oo ;
decrease the likelihood of war. ' - _—
Although the possibility of war remains, thg prl?babéhry gf (a) ‘\:::\-rtla.lr;v:e v
i i ns has been drastically reduced.
ing states with nuclear weapo : O ooy
i t more wars than minor states, qu
turies great powers have fough _ nd the frequency
th a structural characteristic !
of war has correlated more closely wi _ P
i i i it-level attributes. Yet, because o .
national standing—-than with uni _ . O e
ili t the unit level, waging war has
military technology, a change a creasingly
ivi k states. Nuclear weapons
become the privilege of poor and wea N ‘ an
ished war from the center of international politics. A unit-level chénge
i t.
dramatically reduced a structural effec . -
The probability of major war among states lim.vmg l;uglee:;ev;:gara
* ie in -
the “real war” may, as James claumed, _
approaches zero. But e, e .
i ing 1 ic of a deterrent strategy, if it 15 fo! .
tions for waging it. The logic o . lowed, also cv
i “ »¥ In a conventional world, t
cumscribes the causes of “real wars. vorld, the structure
i i iti states to arm competitively. !
of international politics encourages states t e aotion.
i the possibility of dampening ;
world, deterrent strategies offer ‘ : e o
i ive. With conventional weapons, petin,
Conventional weapons are relative. Wit e
i their strengths. How secure a
countries must constantly compare the ' N e 2 e,
' n the quantity and quality o
depends on how it compares to others i e / ‘ weal
onlzy the suitability of its strategy, the resilience of its society and eco Ys
b
and the skill of its leaders. ‘ , e
Nuclear weapons are not relative but absolute weapons. The);lriliicates
possible for a state to limit the size of its strategic forces so long as othe



are unable to achieve disarming first-strike c
forces. If no state can launch a disarming art
paring the size of strategic forces becomes irr

rather that, beyond a certajn level, additional forces provide no additional
security for one party and Pose no additional threat to others, The two princi-
pal powers in the system have long had second-strike forces, with neither able
to launch a disarming strike against the other. That both nevertheless con-
tinue to pile weapon upon unneeded weapon is a puzzle whose solution can
be found only within the United States and the Soviet Union,

Wars, HoT anND Corp

Wars, hot and cold, originate in the structure of the international political sys-
tem. Most Americans blame the Soviet Union for creating the Cold War, by the

§ society and government.
assign blame to the United
r faulty assumption about
War. Either way, the main
at powers is bound to focus

Revisionist historians, artacking the dominant view,
States, Some American €ITOrL, Or Sinister interest, o
Soviet aims, they argue, is what started the Cold
point is lost. [n a bipolar world, each of the two gre
its fears on the other, to distrust its motives, and to impute offensjve intentions
to defensive measures, The Proper question is what, not who, started the Cold
War. Although its content and virulence vary as unit-leve| forces change and
interact, the Cold War continues. [t is firmly rooted in the structure of postwar
international politics, and will last as long as that stry

» @ raging war among major states, Constraints on fighting big wars

j of uneasy peace, Hot wars
originate in the structure of international politics. So does the Cold War, with
its temperature kept low by the presence of nuclear weapons,
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i ssure

American Imperialism was the natural product of the economic g:ehome
;).f .a sudden advance of capitalism which coul-cl not find occupation
and needed foreign markets for goods and for lqust;r;znt:; i admitted. drove

i i n countries, .

The same needs existed in Europea s, ar d, drove
Governments along the same path. Overpro_ducttorg llr-ll the ?jn:;to.é :d exces,
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i ithi forced Great Brirain, , .
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i itical domain, and then stimu p :
the area of their present poli A lare a policy of pole-
i i ke in the new areas. The econ rces o!
ical expansion so as to ta the e iy of
i dic trade-depressions due
movement are laid bare by perio ons due to nability of
r what they can p
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o ooy o 1§51 he Depression of Trade in
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i hell. “That, owing to the nature )
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Source: From Imperialism, John A. Hobson (London: George Allen 8 Unwin, 1954). Reprinte
with permission of the publisher.



