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PREFACE

This reader is a quintessential collaborative effort between the two co-editors
and Ann Marcy of W. W. Norton. In a flurry of e-mails during 2003, the co-
editors suggested articles for inclusion, traced the sources, and rejected or ac-
cepted them, defending choices to skeptical colleagues. It became apparent
during the process that the co-editors, while both international relations schol-
ars, read very different literatures. This book represents a product of that collab-
orative process and is all the better for the differences.

The articles have been selected to meet several criteria. First, the collection is
designed to augment and amplify the core Essentials of International Relations
text (third edition) by Karen Mingst. The chapters in this book follow those in
the text. Second, the selections are purposefully eclectic, that is, key theoretical
articles are paired with contemporary pieces found in the popular literature.
When possible articles have been chosen to reflect diverse theoretical perspec-
tives and policy viewpoints. The articles are also both readable and engaging to
undergraduates. The co-editors struggled to maintain the integrity of the chal-
lenging pieces, while making them accessible to undergraduates at a variety of
colleges and universities.

Special thanks go to those individuals who provided reviews of the first edi-
tion of this book and offered their own suggestions and reflections based on
teaching experience, Our product benefited greatly from these evaluations, al-
though had we included all the suggestions, the book would have been thou-
sands of pages! Ann Marcy orchestrated the process, reacting to our suggestions,
mediating our differences, and keeping us "on task." To her, we owe a special
thanks. Andrea Haver guided the manuscript through the permissions and edit-
ing process, a very labor-intensive task.
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1 APPROACHES

In Essentials of International Relations, Karen Mingst introduces various theories
and approaches used to study international relations. In this section, Stephen Walt,
a professor of international relations at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government,
provides a brief overview of these theories and sets them in the context of new is-
sues that are being debated in the field. The scholars thinking about international
relations and debating these issues are divided by both theoretical and method-
ological differences. Recognizing these divisions in a symposium on history and
theory in a special issue of International Security, John Lewis Gaddis, a promi-
nent diplomatic historian at Yale University, acknowledges that historians pay too
little attention to methodology but chastises political scientists for using methods
that overgeneralize by searching for timeless laws of politics. Finding common
ground between these divergent approaches, he argues that students of politics
should use the past not to try to predict the future, but to help people understand
political developments as they unfold.

Both historical analysis and philosophical discourse contribute to the study of
international relations. The historian of the Peloponnesian War, Thucydides, uses
the Melian Dialogue. In this classic realist/idealist dilemma, the leaders of Melos

ponder the fate of the island, deciding whether to fight their antagonists, the Athe-
nians, or to rely on the gods and the enemy of Athens, the Lacedaemonians (also
known as Spartans), for their safety. Centuries later, in 1795, the philosopher Im-
manuel Kant posited that a group of republican states with representative forms of
government that were accountable to their citizens would be able to form an ¢
tive league of peace. That observation has generated a plethora of theoretical and
empirical research known as the democratic peace debate. In Essentials, Mingst
uses the debate to illustrate how political scientists conduct international relations
research. Michael Doyle's article on "Liberalism and World Politics," excerpted in
Chapter 3, sparked the contemporary debate on this topic. And an important
statement on the status of that debate is presented in Bruce Russett and John
Oneal's Triangulating Peace: Democracy, Interdependence, and International
Organizations (2002) which integrates a comprehensive body of research findings
on the democratic debate.
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STEPHEN M. WALT

International Relations: One World,

Many Theories

y should policymakers and practition-
ers care about the scholarly study of in-
ternational affairs? Those who conduct

foreign policy often dismiss academic theorists (fire-
quently, one must admit, with good reason), but
there is an inescapable link between the abstract
world of theory and the real world of policy. We
need theories to make sense of the blizzard of infor-
mation that bombards us daily. Even policymakers
who are contemptuous of "theory" must rely on
their own (often unstated) ideas about how the
world works in order to decide what to do. It is hard
to make good policy if one's basic organizing princi-
ples are flawed, just as it is hard to construct good
theories without knowing a lot about the real world.
Everyone uses theories—whether he or she knows it
or not—and disagreements about policy usually rest
on more fundamental disagreements about the ba-
sic forces that shape international outcomes.

Take, for example, the current debate on
how to respond to China. From one perspective,
China's ascent is the latest example of the tendency
for rising powers to alter the global balance of
power in potentially dangerous ways, especially as
their growing influence makes them more ambi-
tious. From another perspective, the key to China's
future conduct is whether its behavior will be
modified by its integration into world markets and
by the (inevitable?) spread of democratic princi-
ples. From yet another viewpoint, relations be-
tween China and the rest of the world will be
shaped by issues of culture and identity: Will
China see itself (and be seen by others) as a normal
member ofthe world community or a singular so-
ciety that deserves special treatment?

From Foreign Policy, no, 110 (spring 1998): 29-44.

In the same way, the debate over NA T O expan-
sion looks different depending on which theory
one employs. From a "realist" perspective, NATO
expansion is an effort to extend Western influ-
ence—well beyond the traditional sphere of U.S.
vital interests—during a period of Russian weak-
ness and is likely to provoke a harsh response from
Moscow. From a liberal perspective, however, ex-
pansion will reinforce the nascent democracies of
Central Europe and extend NATO's conflict-
management mechanisms to a potentially turbu-
lent region. A third view might stress the value of
incorporating the Czech Republic, Hungary, and
Poland within the Western security community,
whose members share a common identity that has
made war largely unthinkable.

No single approach can capture all the com-
plexity of contemporary world politics. Therefore,
we are better off with a diverse array of competing
ideas rather than a single theoretical orthodoxy.
Competition between theories helps reveal their
strengths and weaknesses and spurs subsequent re-
finements, while revealing flaws in conventional
wisdom. Although we should take care to em-
phasize inventiveness over invective, we should
welcome and encourage the heterogeneity of con-
temporary scholarship,

Where Are We Coming From?

The study of international affairs is best under-
stood as a protracted competition between the
realist, liberal, and radical traditions. Realism em-
phasizes the enduring propensity for conflict be-
tween states; liberalism identifies several ways to
mitigate these conflictive tendencies; and the radi-
cal tradition describes how the entire system of



state relations might be transformed. The boun.
daries betweern these traditions are somewhat fuzey
and a number of important warks do not fit neatly
into any of them, but debates within and umong
themm have largely defined the discipline,

REALISM

Reatism was the dominant theorstical tradition
throughout the Cold War, It depicts international
affairs as a struggle for power among self
interested states and is generally pessimistic about
the prospects for ehminating contlict and war. Re-
alism dominated in the Colld War vears because 1t
provided simple but powerful explanations for
war, alliances, imperiabism, obstacles to coopera-
tion, and ather international phenomena, and be
cause its emphasis on competition was onsistent
with the central features of the Ametican-Soviet ru-
valry,

Realism 13 not 4 single theury, af course, and
realist thought evelved wonsderably throughout
the Caold War. “Clasdead” reabiatd such ay Hans
Morgenthsu and Reinholl Nicbuhr beheved that
states. like human beings. had an mnate desire to
dominate others, which led them to fight wars,
Margenthau also stressed the virtues of the clase
cal, multipolar, balance-of-power system and saw
the bipolar rivalry between the United States and
the Soviet Union as espevially dangarons.

By contrast, the “neorealist” theory advanced
by Kenneth Waltz ignored hutan nature and fo
cused an the effects of the internabornsd system,
For Waltz, the international syster conalsted of
number of grear powers, cach seeking to survive.
Hecause the systemn s anarchic (he., there s oo
central authurity to protect states from one an-
other), each state has to survive on its own, Wakhz
argued that this condition would lead weaker states
o balance ugainst, rather than bandwagon with,
mare pawerful rrvals, And contrary to Morgen-
thau, he claimed that bipolarity was more stable
than multipotarity,

An important refinement to ealban was the
addition of offense-defense theory, s faid oue by
Rabett Jervis, Geotge Cuester, amd Stephen Van
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Evera. These scholars argued that war was more
likely when states could conquer eich other easily,
When defense was casier than offense, however, se-
curity wan more plentiful, incentives to expand
declined, and couperation could blossom. Andd if
defense had the advantage, and states could distin.
puish between offensive and defensive weapons,
then states could acquire the means to defend
themselves without threatening others, thereby
dampening the effects of anarchy.

Eor these “defensive”™ realists, states merely
sought to survive and great powers could guaran-
tee their security by forming balancing alliances
and choosing defensive militaey postures tiuch as
retaliatory nuclear forcest. Not surprisingly, Waltz
angd momt other nearealists believed that the United
States way extremely swoure for most of the Cold
War, Their princple tear was that i nught squan-
der its Favorable position by adopting an overly ag.
gresuve foreign policy, Thus, by the end of the
Cold War, reatism had moved away fram Morgen-
thau™ dark broeding sbout human nature and
taken op a shghtly more optimistic wne.

L EBEBAT Dokt

The prncipal challenge to reslism came from a
broad Eamily of lberal theortes. Ooe strand of lib-
eral thought argued that economic interdepen-
dence would discourage stares from using force
against cach other because warfare would threaten
each sida’s proapenty. A second strand, often asso-
ciated with Prestdent Woondrow Wilson, saw the
spread of democracy g the key to world peace,
based on the clabm that demecratic states were
iherently more peaceful than autharitarian states,
A third, mare recent theory argued that inter-
nationg  institations such as the International
Energy Agency and the lamernational Monetary
Fund could help overcome selfish state belavior,
mrainly by encouraging states to forego immediate
gaing tor the greater banefits of enduring coapera-
trean.

Although sorme biberals Hirted with the idea
that new transtaationsl actoes, especially the mult-
naticmal corparation, ware gradually encroaching
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on the power of states, liberalism generally saw
states as the central players in international affairs.
All liberal theories implied that cooperation was
more pervasive than even the defensive version of
realism allowed, but each view offered a different
recipe for promoting it.

RADICAL APPROACHES

Until the 1980s, marxism was the main alternative
to the mainstream realist and liberal traditions.
Where realism and liberalism took the state system
for granted, marxism offered both a different ex-
planation for international conflict and a blueprint
for fundamentally transforming the existing inter-
national order.

Orthodox marxist theory saw capitalism as the
central cause of international conflict. Capitalist
states battled each other as a consequence of their
incessant struggle for profits and battled socialist
states because they saw in them the seeds of their
own destruction. Neomarxist "dependency" the-
ory, by contrast, focused on relations between ad-
vanced capitalist powers and less developed states
and argued that the former—aided by an unholy
alliance with the ruling classes of the developing
world—had grown rich by exploiting the latter.
The solution was to overthrow these parasitic elites
and install a revolutionary government committed
to autonomous development.

Both of these theories were largely discredited
before the Cold War even ended. The extensive
history of economic and military cooperation
among the advanced industrial powers showed
that capitalism did not inevitably lead to conflict.
The bitter schisms that divided the communist
world showed that socialism did not always pro-
mote harmony. Dependency theory suffered simi-
lar empirical setbacks as it became increasingly
clear that, first, active participation in the world
economy was a better route to prosperity than au-
tonomous socialist development; and, second,
many developing countries proved themselves
quite capable of bargaining successfully with
multinational corporations and other capitalist in-
stitutions.

As marxism succumbed to its various failings,
its mantle was assumed by a group of theorists who
borrowed heavily from the wave of postmodern
writings in literary criticism and social theory. This
"deconstructionist" approach was openly skeptical
of'the effort to devise general or universal theories
such as realism or liberalism. Indeed, its propo-
nents emphasized the importance of language and
discourse in shaping social outcomes. However,
because these scholars focused initially on criticiz-
ing the mainstream paradigms but did not offer
positive alternatives to them, they remained a self-
consciously dissident minority for most of the
1980s.

DOMESTIC POLITICS

Not all Cold War scholarship on international af-
fairs fit neatly into the realist, liberal, or marxist
paradigms. In particular, a number of important
works focused on the characteristics of states, gov-
ernmental organizations, or individual leaders.
The democratic strand of liberal theory fits under
this heading, as do the efforts of scholars such as
Graham Allison and John Steinbruner to use orga-
nization theory and bureaucratic politics to explain
foreign policy behavior, and those of Jervis, Irving
Janis, and others, which applied social and cogni-
tive psychology. For the most part, these efforts did
not seek to provide a general theory of interna-
tional behavior but to identify other factors that
might lead states to behave contrary to the predic-
tions of the realist or liberal approaches. Thus,
much of this literature should be regarded as a
complement to the three main paradigms rather
than as a rival approach for analysis of the interna-
tional system as a whole.

New Wrinkles in Old Paradigms

Scholarship on international affairs has diversified
significantly since the end of the Cold War. Non-
American voices are more prominent, a wider
range of methods and theories are seen as legiti-
mate, and new issues such as ethnic conflict,
the environment, and the future of the state



have been placed on the agenda of scholars every-
where.

Yet the sense of deja vu is equally striking. In-
stead of resolving the struggle between competing
theoretical traditions, the end of the Cold War has
merely launched a new series of debates. Ironically,
even as many societies embrace similar ideals of
democracy, free markets, and human rights, the
scholars who study these developments are more
divided than ever.

REALISM REDUX

Although the end of the Cold War led a few writers
to declare that realism was destined for the acade-
mic scrapheap, rumors of its demise have been
largely exaggerated.

A recent contribution of realist theory is its at-
tention to the problem of relative and absolute
gains. Responding to the institutionalises' claim
that international institutions would enable states
to forego short-term advantages for the sake of
greater long-term gains, realists such as Joseph
Grieco and Stephen Krasner point out that anar-
chy forces states to worry about both the absolute
gains from cooperation and the way that gains
are distributed among participants. The logic is
straightforward; If one state reaps larger gains
than its partners, it will gradually become stronger,
and its partners will eventually become more vul-
nerable,

Realists have also been quick to explore a vari-
ety of new issues. Barry Posen offers a realist expla-
nation for ethnic conflict, noting that the breakup
of multiethnic states could place rival ethnic
groups in an anarchic setting, thereby triggering
intense fears and tempting each group to use force
to improve its relative position. This problem
would be particularly severe when each group's
territory contained enclaves inhabited by their eth-
nic rivals—as in the former Yugoslavia—because
each side would be tempted to "cleanse" (preemp-
tively) these alien minorities and expand to incor-
porate any others from their ethnic group that lay
outside their borders. Realists have also cautioned
that NATO, absent a clear enemy, would likely face
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increasing strains and that expanding its presence
eastward would jeopardize relations with Russia.
Finally, scholars such as Michael Mastanduno have
argued that U.S. foreign policy is generally consis-
tent with realist principles, insofar as its actions are
still designed to preserve U.S. predominance and
to shape a postwar order that advances American
interests.

The most interesting conceptual development
within the realist paradigm has been the emerg-
ing split between the "defensive" and "offensive"
strands of thought. Defensive realists such as
Waltz, Van Evera, and Jack Snyder assumed that
states had little intrinsic interest in military con-
quest and argued that the costs of expansion gen-
erally outweighed the benefits. Accordingly, they
maintained that great power wars occurred largely
because domestic groups fostered exaggerated per-
ceptions of threat and an excessive faith in the effi-
cacy of military force.

This view is now being challenged along several
fronts. First, as Randall Schweller notes, the neore-
alist assumption that states merely seek to survive
"stacked the deck" in favor of the status quo be-
cause it precluded the threat of predatory revision-
ist states—nations such as Adolf Hitler's Germany
or Napoleon Bonaparte's France that "value what
they covet far more than what they possess" and
are willing to risk annihilation to achieve their
aims. Second, Peter Liberman, in his book Does
Congquest Pay?, uses anumber of historical cases—
such as the Nazi occupation of Western Europe
and Soviet hegemony over Eastern Europe—to
show that the benefits of conquest often exceed the
costs, thereby casting doubt on the claim that
military expansion is no longer cost-effective.
Third, offensive realists such as Eric Labs, John
Mearsheimer, and Fareed Zakaria argue that anar-
chy encourages all states to try to maximize their
relative strength simply because no state can ever
be sure when a truly revisionist power might
emerge.

These differences help explain why realists dis-
agree over issues such as the future of Europe. For
defensive realists such as Van Evera, war is rarely
profitable and usually results from militarism, hy-
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pernationalism, or some other distorting domestic
factor. Because Van Evera believes such forces are
largely absent in post-Cold War Europe, he con-
cludes that the region is "primed for peace." By
contrast, Mearsheimer and other offensive realists
believe that anarchy forces great powers to com-
pete irrespective of their internal characteristics
and that security competition will return to Eu-
rope as soon as the U.S. pacifier is withdrawn.

NEW LIFE FOR LIBERALISM

The defeat of communism sparked a round of self-
congratulation in the West, best exemplified by
Francis Fukuyama's infamous claim that hu-
mankind had now reached the "end of history."
History has paid little attention to this boast, but
the triumph ofthe West did give a notable boost to
all three strands of liberal thought.

By far the most interesting and important de-
velopment has been the lively debate on the "de-
mocratic peace," Although the most recent phase of
this debate had begun even before the Soviet Union
collapsed, it became more influential as the number
of democracies began to increase and as evidence of
this relationship began to accumulate.

Democratic peace theory is a refinement of the
earlier claim that democracies were inherently
more peaceful than autocratic states. It rests on the
belief'that although democracies seem to fight wars
as often as other states, they rarely, if ever, fight
one another. Scholars such as Michael Doyle,
James Lee Ray, and Bruce Russett have offered a
number of explanations for this tendency, the
most popular being that democracies embrace
norms of compromise that bar the use of force
against groups espousing similar principles. It is
hard to think of a more influential, recent aca-
demic debate, insofar as the belief that "democra-
cies don't fight each other" has been an important
justification for the Clinton administration's ef-
forts to enlarge the sphere of democratic rule.

* * *

Liberal institutionalists likewise have continued to
adapt their own theories. On the one hand, the

core claims of institutionalist theory have become
more modest over time. Institutions are now said
to facilitate cooperation when it is in each state's
interest to do so, but it is widely agreed that they
cannot force states to behave in ways that are con-
trary to the states' own selfish interests. On the
other hand, institutionalists such as John Duffield
and Robert McCalla have extended the theory into
new substantive areas, most notably the study of
NATO. For these scholars, NATO's highly institu-
tionalized character helps explain why it has been
able to survive and adapt, despite the disappear-
ance of its main adversary.

The economic strand of liberal theory is still in-
fluential as well. In particular, a number of scholars
have recently suggested that the "globalization" of
world markets, the rise of transnational networks
and nongovernmental organizations, and the rapid
spread of global communications technology are
undermining the power of states and shifting
attention away from military security toward eco-
nomics and social welfare. The details are novel but
the basic logic is familiar: As societies around the
globe become enmeshed in a web of economic and
social connections, the costs of disrupting these ties
will effectively preclude unilateral state actions, es-
pecially the use of force.

This perspective implies that war will remain
a remote possibility among the advanced indus-
trial democracies. It also suggests that bringing
China and Russia into the relentless embrace of
world capitalism is the best way to promote both
prosperity and peace, particularly if this process
creates a strong middle class in these states and re-
inforces pressures to democratize. Get these soci-
eties hooked on prosperity and competition will be
confined to the economic realm,

This view has been challenged by scholars who
argue that the actual scope of "globalization" is mod-
est and that these various transactions still take place
in environments that are shaped and regulated by
states. Nonetheless, the belief that economic forces
are superseding traditional great power politics en-
joys widespread acceptance among scholars, pundits,
and policymakers, and the role of the state is likely to
be an important topic for future academic inquiry,
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Fukuyama, “The End of
History?™ { National
Interest, 1989

Inuredsed cooperation
ay Hberal values, free
markets, and interna-
tiomal institutiony sprea
Tends to ignore the

roke of power

Constructivism

State behavior shaped
by élite beliefs,
collective norms,

and social identities

Individuals
(especially élites)
Ideas and
discourse

Alexander Wendt,

fohn Ruggle

Wendt, "Anarchy Is
What States Make of It”
{ International
Organization, 1992)

Kuoslowski &
Kratochwil, “Undee-
standing Changes in
International Pelitics”
( [nternational
Organization, 1994)
Agnostic because it
cannet predict the
catitent of ideas

Hetter at deseribing the
past than anticipating
the future

Whereas realism and Ltheultsm tend to toe us on
material factor, stub .is power or trade, construe
trust approaches emphasise the itupatt ol ideas.
Instead tut taking the state (or granted and asstun
trig that it simply seeks to uirvive, umstun tivist.
regard the interests and identities ut states as a
highly malleable ptodm/ ot .pectiu hi.tornai
ptoirs.es. They pay close attention to the prevatl
tug cltscouiseSil in society because druoutse re

Sects and shapes beliefs and interests, and estab-
lishes accepted norms of behavior. Consequently,
constructivism is especially attentive to the sources
of change, and this approach has largely replaced
marxism as the preeminent radical perspective on
international affcirs,

The end of the Cold War played an important
role in legitimating conttructivist theories because
realism and liberalism both failed to anticipate this
event and had some trouble explaining it. Con-
ttructtvte had an explanation; Specifically, former
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president Mikhail Gorbachev revolutionized Soviet
foreign policy because he embraced new ideas such
as "common security."

Moreover, given that we live in an era where old
norms are being challenged, once clear boundaries
are dissolving, and issues of identity are becoming
more salient, it is hardly surprising that scholars have
been drawn to approaches that place these issues
front and center. From a constructivist perspective, in
fact, the central issue in the post-Cold War world is
how different groups conceive their identities and in-
terests. Although power is not irrelevant, construc-
tivism emphasizes how ideas and identities are
created, how they evolve, and how they shape the way
states understand and respond to their situation.
Therefore, it matters whether Europeans define them-
selves primarily in national or continental terms;
whether Germany and Japan redefine their pasts
in ways that encourage their adopting more active
international roles; and whether the United States
embraces or rejects its identity as "global police-
man."

Constructivist theories are quite diverse and do
not offer a unified set of predictions on any of
these issues. At a purely conceptual level, Alexan-
der Wendt has argued that the realist conception
of anarchy does not adequately explain why con-
flict occurs between states. The real issue is how
anarchy is understood—in Wendt's words, "Anar-
chy is what states make of it." Another strand of
constructivist theory has focused on the future of
the territorial state, suggesting that transnational
communication and shared civic values are under-
mining traditional national loyalties and creating
radically new forms ofpolitical association. Other
constructivists focus on the role of norms, arguing
that international law and other normative princi-
ples have eroded earlier notions of sovereignty and
altered the legitimate purposes for which state
power may be employed. The common theme in
each ofthese strands is the capacity of discourse to
shape how political actors define themselves and
their interests, and thus modify their behavior.

DOMESTIC POLITICS RECONSIDERED

As in the Cold War, scholars continue to explore
the impact of domestic politics on the behavior of
states. Domestic politics are obviously central to
the debate on the democratic peace, and scholars
such as Snyder, Jeffrey Frieden, and Helen Milner
have examined how domestic interest groups can
distort the formation of state preferences and lead
to suboptimal international behavior. George
Downs, David Rocke, and others have also ex-
plored how domestic institutions can help states
deal with the perennial problem of uncertainty,
while students of psychology have applied prospect
theory and other new tools to explain why decision
makers fail to act in a rational fashion.

The past decade has also witnessed an ex-
plosion of interest in the concept of culture, a de-
velopment that overlaps with the constructivist
emphasis on the importance of ideas and norms,
* % % This trend is partly a reflection of the
broader interest in cultural issues in the academic
world (and within the public debate as well) and
partly a response to the upsurge in ethnic, nation-
alist, and cultural conflicts since the demise of the
Soviet Union.

Tomorrow's Conceptual Toolbox

While these debates reflect the diversity of contem-
porary scholarship on international affairs, there
are also obvious signs of convergence, Most realists
recognize that nationalism, militarism, ethnicity,
and other domestic factors are important; liberals
acknowledge that power is central to international
behavior; and some constructivists admit that
ideas will have greater impact when backed by
powerful states and reinforced by enduring mate-
rial forces. The boundaries of each paradigm are
somewhat permeable, and there is ample opportu-
nity for intellectual arbitrage,

* * *

In short, each of these competing perspectives cap-
tures important aspects of world politics, Our un-
derstanding would be impoverished were our
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confined to only one of them. The "com-
plomat" of the future should remain cog-
of realism's emphasis on the inescapable

JOHN

role of power, keep liberalism's awareness of do-
mestic forces in mind, and occasionally reflect on
constructivism's vision of change.

LEWIS GADDIS

History, Theory, and Common Ground

mund Freud once pointed out that "it is
recisely communities with adjoining terri-
fies, and related to each other in other

well, who are engaged in constant feuds
ridiculing each other," He called this "the
sm of minor differences," explaining it as
/enient and relatively harmless satisfaction
nclination to aggression, by means of which
n the between the members of the commu-
made easier." Freud had nationalism in
af course, not the long and uneasy relation-
tween theorists and historians of world poi-
nt shoes may fit several pairs of feet,

we academic nationalists? We have been
since graduate school to defend our turf
assaults from deans, dilettantes, and adja-
sciplines. We organize our journals, schol-
rganizations, and university departments
precisely demarcated boundaries. We ges-
aguely in the direction of interdisciplinary
ation, rather in the way sovereign states put
te appearances at the United Nations; real-
wever, falls far short of what we routinely
se. And we have been known, from time to
o construct the intellectual equivalent of for-
trenches from which we fire artillery back
rth, dodging shrapnel even as we sink ever
deeply into mutual incomprehension.

International Security 22 no. 1 (summer 1997):

The world is full of what seem to be ancient
patterns of behavior that are in fact relatively re-
cent: real-world nationalism is one of them.’
Another, as it happens, is disciplinary professional-
ization: a century ago historians and political sci-
entists had only begun to think of themselves as
distinct communities.” Might there be a connec-
tion? Could we have allowed a "narcissism of mi-
nor differences," over the past several decades, to
Balkanize our minds?

Laboratory versus Thought
Experiments

It might help, in thinking about this possibility, to
set aside disciplinary boundaries for a moment and
consider a simple question: can we, in investigating
phenomena, replicate phenomena?

Certain fields do this all the time. They rely
upon controlled reproducible experimentation;
they are able to re-run sequences of events, varying
conditions in such a way as to establish causes, cor-
relations, and consequences. Mathematicians re-
calculate pi to millions of decimal places with
absolute confidence that its basic value will remain
what it has been for thousands of years. Physics
and chemistry are only slightly less reliable, for al-
though investigators cannot always be sure what is
happening at subatomic levels, they do get similar
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results when they perform experiments under sim-
ilar conditions, and they probably always will. Ver-
ification, within these disciplines, repeats actual
processes. Time and space are compressed and ma-
nipulated; history itselfis in effect re-run.

But not all sciences work this way. In astron-
omy, geology, and paleontology,
rarely fit within computers or laboratories; the
time required to see results can exceed the life
spans of those who seek them.’ These disciplines
depend instead upon thought experiments: practi-
tioners re-run in their minds what their petri
dishes, centrifuges, and electron microscopes can-
not manage. They then look for evidence suggest-
ing which of these mental exercises comes closest
to explaining their real-time observations. Repro-
ducibility exists only as a consensus that such cor-
respondences seem plausible. The only way we can
re-run this kind ofhistory is to imagine it.’

Both of these methods—laboratory and thought
experiments—are indisputably "scientific." They
differ dramatically, though, in their reliance on
replication versus imagination.

phenomena

Science, History and
Imagination

We do not normally think of research in the
"hard" sciences as an imaginative act. Where
would Einstein have been, though, without an
imagination so vivid that it allowed experiments
with phenomena too large to fit not just his labora-
tory but his galaxy? Or Darwin without the ability
to conceive a timescale extending hundreds of mil-
lions of'years? Or Alfred Wegener without visualiz-
ing a globe on which whole continents could come
together and drift apart? What is the reconstruc-
tion of dinosaurs and other ancient creatures from
fossils, ifnot a fitting of imagined flesh to surviving
bones and shells, or at least to impressions of
them?

Historians function in just this way, matching
mental reconstructions of experiences they can
never have with whatever archival "fossils" these

may have left behind.” Everything we do, in this
sense, is a thought experiment, a simulated real-
ity—in short, a story.” A few brave historians have
even begun relying upon what they have acknowl-
edged to be fictional fragments to fill gaps in the
archival record;’ many others have no doubt done
so without being quite so honest about it.

And what of the obvious next step, which is the
construction of explicitly fictional accounts—nov-
els, plays, poems, films? Do these also not simulate
reality by revealing aspects of human behavior that
would be difficult to document in any other way?
Surely Shakespeare's contribution to our under-
standing of human nature was at least as great as
Freud's—even if he did take liberties with the his-
torical record at least as great as those of Oliver
Stone.” My point, then, is that whenever we set
out to explain phenomena we cannot replicate,

everyone in some way or another relies upon acts of

imagination.

Political Science as Laboratory
Science?

Where does political science fit within this range of
possibilities extending from physics to poetry?
From this outsider's perspective, at least, the field
seems torn between the substance with which it
deals—nonreplicable human affairs—and the
methods many ofits practitioners want to employ,
which are those of the replicable laboratory sci-
ences." The strains this straddle produces can be
painful indeed, It has never been clear to me why
political scientists model their discipline on mathe-
matics, physics, and chemistry when they could
have chosen geology, paleontology, and biology. I
am convinced, though, that these disciplinary pref-
erences generate most of the conflicts—and the
incomprehension—that alienate historians. Con-
sider the following:

The quest for parsimony. Political scientists
seem to assume that simple mechanisms—some-
what like entropy or electromagnetism—drive hu-
man events, and that if we can only discover what
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they are, we can use them to make predictions.
Historians would acknowledge some such pat-
terns: people grow old and die; reproduction re-
quires sex; gravity keeps us from floating off into
space. Reliable though these are, however, we re-
gard them as insuffciently discriminating in their
effects to provide much useful information beyond
what most of us already know.

For international relations theorists to insist
that all nations within an anarchic system practice
self-help strikes us as a little like saying that fish
within water must learn to swim. It is neither un-
true nor untrival—just uninteresting. Anyone who
knows the nature of fish, water, and states will have
already figured it out. Such pronouncements only
raise further questions: what is meant by "anar-
chy," "self-help," and "system"? But here the an-
swers are much less clear because so much depends
upon context. From a historian's viewpoint parsi-
mony postpones more than it provides—except,
perhaps, for the vicarious thrill of appearing to do
physics.”

Distinctions between independent and dependent

variables. For most phenomena, political scientists
claim, there is some determining antecedent: as in
chemistry, one seeks to sort out active from inac-
tive or partially active agents, thereby establishing
causation. But why chemistry, when biology—a
field much closer to the human experience—func-
tions so very differently?

Biologists assume all organisms to have arisen
from a long, complex, and often unpredictable
chain of antecedents extending back hundreds of
millions of years. The common roots of human be-
ings, as of animals, plants, and whatever newly dis-
covered organisms may lie in between, are taken
for granted. But exogenous events—shifting conti-
nents, global warming or cooling, giantkiller aster-
oids—ensure that any replay of evolution, were
that somehow possible, would produce vastly dif-
ferent results,” That is why it is hard to find the in-
dependent variables for Neanderthals, kangaroos,
or pumpkins.

To see the difficulties historians have with such
concepts, consider Marc Bloch's famous example
of a man falling off a mountain, "He slipped," we

would probably say, in explaining the accident. But
this could hardly have happened had the path not
been icy, had the victim not decided to traverse it
that day, had he not been born, had tectonic
processes not uplifted the mountain, had the law
of gravity not applied.” So what are the indepen-
dent variables in this instance? Historians might
specify the event's immediate, intermediate, and
distant causes; but they would surely also insist
upon their interdependence.” Given the example of
evolutionary biology, would they be any less "sci-
entific" than if they attempted to distinguish inde-
pendent from dependent variables?
Accounting for change. Here too political sci-
ence tilts toward the replicable sciences despite the
nonreplicable character of the subjects with which
it deals. Such sciences assume constancy: principles
are expected to work in the same way across time
and space. International relations theorists fol-
low this procedure when they treat concepts like
"balancing," "bandwagoning," and "deterrence" as
having equivalent meanings across centuries and
cultures.” Historians know, though, that every
concept is embedded in a context. We doubt that
even the most rigorous definitions fix phenomena
in quite the manner that amber freezes flies.
Nonreplicable sciences share our skepticism.
Biology, geology, paleontology, and astronomy
concern themselves as much with change as with
stability; so too does medicine, an applied science
that combines a reliance on replication with an ac-
knowledgment of evolution. Physicians seek verifi-
cation by repeating phenomena, to be sure: that is
what case histories are all about. But they find
long-term prediction problematic. Particular treat-
ments produce known results against certain
diseases—for the moment. Viruses, however, can
evolve means of defending themselves, so that
what works today may not a decade hence.” Re-
producible results, in this field, can make the dif-
ference between life and death. They guarantee less
than one might think, though, about the future.
Do societies develop the equivalents of medical
vulnerabilities and immunities? Can these change,
so that what may hold up as a generalization about
the recent past—for example, that democracies do
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not fight each other—may not for all time to come?
Scientists used to think that proteins could not pos-
sibly be infectious agents. Now, with mad cows, it
appears as though they can.” But that hardly means
that all proteins are infectious—it only means that
we need to qualify our generalizations.

Commensurability. Replicable sciences assume
commensurate standards of measurement: all who
aspire to reproducible experimentation must share
the same definitions of kilograms, voltages, and
molecular weights. How close are we to agreement,
though, on the meaning ofterms like "power," or
"hegemony," or "democracy"? Many political sci-
entists see the "democratic peace" hypothesis as
hinging precariously on whether Imperial Ger-
many was a democracy in 1914. But historians,
who are in the best position to know, disagree on
this point, just as observers at the time did."” The
reason is that we have no universally accepted
standard for what a democracy actually is.

Would historians then jettison the concept ofa
"democratic peace" if there should prove to be
such a glaring exception to it? I think not, precisely
because we distrust absolute standards. We would
probably acknowledge the anomaly, speculate as to
its causes, and yet insist that democracies really do
not fight one another most of the time.” Like physi-
cians seeking to understand how mad cows might
infect those unlucky enough to have eaten them,
we would qualify what we used to think—whether
about proteins or politics—and then move on.

Historians' interpretations, like life, evolve. We
live with shifting sands, and hence prefer explana-
tory tents to temples. Yet on the basis of what they
understand us to have concluded, our political sci-
ence colleagues make categorical judgments about
the past all the time, confidently incorporating
them within their databases.” No wonder we stand
in awe of their edifices, while finding it prudent
not to enter them.

Objectivity. Thomas Kuhn showed years ago
that even in the most rigorous sciences the tempta-
tion to see what one seeks can be overwhelming;
postmodernism has pushed the insight—probably
further than Kuhn would have liked—into the so-
cial sciences and the fine arts.” Historians have

long understood that they too have an "objectiv-
ity" problem: our solution has generally been to
admit the difficulty and then get on with doing his-
tory as best we can, leaving it to our readers to de-
termine which of our interpretations comes closest
to the truth.” The procedure resembles what hap-
pens in the "hard" sciences, where it is also possi-
ble to construct a consensus without agreeing
upon all of the generalizations that make it up.
Physicists who could not settle so fundamental an
issue as whether light is a particle or a wave man-
aged, nonetheless, to build an atomic bomb.™

Do political scientists think objectivity possi-
ble? I find this question surprisingly hard to an-
swer. To be sure, vast amounts of time and energy
go into perfecting methodologies whose purpose
seems to be to remove any possibility of bias: the
determination certainly exists, more than in his-
tory and perhaps even physics, to agree on the fun-
damentals before attempting generalization. And
yet, itis striking how many articles in international
relations theory—especially in this journal—begin
with professions of belief, followed by quotations
from what would appear to be sacred texts. Dog-
mas are defended and heresies condemned, with
the entirely predictable result (to a historian at
least) that sects proliferate.” Whether we are really
dealing with science or faith, therefor—or per-
haps a science bounded by faith—remains unclear.

Seeking Common Ground

Where, then, might historians and political scien-
tists find common ground? Surely, as a start, in the
subjects with which we deal: we share a focus on
people and the ways they organize their affairs, not
on processes that take place inside laboratories. We
deal inescapably, therefore, with nonreplicable
phenomena; this by no means requires, however,
that we do so unscientifically. There is a long and
fruitful tradition within what we might call the
"evolutionary" sciences for finding patterns in par-
ticularities that change over time.” Which of our
two disciplines best reflects it is an interesting
question.
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My preliminary conclusion is that the histori-
ans, without trying to be scientific, manage this
better than most of them realize; but that the po-
litical scientists, by trying to be too scientific, ac-
complish less than they might. Historians are
"evolutionary" by instinct if not formal training:
were they to make their methods more explicit (as
they certainly should),” they might find more in
common with other sciences than they expect. Po-
litical scientists, conversely, are explicit to a fault:
their problem is that they cannot seem to decide
what kind of science—replicable or nonreplica-
ble—they want to do.

But is there really a choice? I detect, among
some political scientists, a growing sense that there
is not: that insurmountable difficulties arise when
one tries to apply the methods of replicable science
to the nonreplicable realm of human affairs. This
has led, among other things, to an interest in
"process-tracing" as a way of extracting generali-
ties from unique sequences of events." How is this
different, though, from the construction of narra-
tives, which is what historians do? It is here, I
think—in a careful comparison of what our two
fields mean by "narrative" and "process-tracing"—
that the most promising opportunities for cooper-
ation between historians and political scientists
currendy lie.

Any historical narrative is a simulation, a
highly artificial modeling of what happened in the
past involving the tracing of processes—as well
as structures—over time. Such accounts cannot
help but combine the general with the particular:
revolutions, for example, have certain common
characteristics; but the details of each one differ.
Historians could hardly write about revolutions
without some prior assumptions as to what these
are and what we need to know about them: in this
sense, they depend upon theory. They also, how-
ever, require facts—even awkward ones inconsis-
tent with theories—for without these no link to the
past could even exist. What results is a kind of tai-
loring: we seek the best "fit" given the materials at
hand, without the slightest illusion that we are
replicating whatever it is they cover, or that our
handiwork will "wear well" for all time to come.

Nor can we function without imagination: like
a good tailor, we try to see things from the perspec-
tive of our subjects and only then make alterations
based upon our own. Implicit in all of this is some
sense of what might have been; the assumption
that history did not Aave to have happened in the
way it did, and that many of our conclusions about
what did happen involve an implicit consideration
of paths not taken—which is of course fiction.”
Are such methods "scientific"? Of course they are:
"hard" scientists ponder alternative scenarios all
the time, often on the basis of intuitive, even aes-
thetic, judgments.” Can political scientists live
with such methods? If their rapidly developing in-
terest in counterfactuals is any indication, they
have already begun to do so.”

Our fields, therefore, may have more in com-
mon than their "narcissism of minor differences"
has allowed them to acknowledge. Both disciplines
fall squarely within the spectrum of "nonreplica-
ble" sciences. Both trace processes over time. Both
employ imagination. Both use counterfactual rea-
soning. But what about prediction, or at least pol-
icy implications? Most historians shy from these
priorities like vampires confronted with crosses.
Many political scientists embrace them enthusias-
tically. If common ground exists here, it may be
hard to find.

Preparing, Not Predicting
Return, though, to our initial distinction between
replicable and nonreplicable sciences. The former
assume that knowing the past will reveal the
future; the latter avoid such claims, but seek
nonetheless to provide methods for coping with
whatever is to come.

No one can be certain where or when the next
great earthquake will occur. It is helpful to know,
though, that such upheavals take place more fre-
quently in California than in Kansas: that people
who live along the San Andreas Fault should con-
figure their houses against seismic shocks, not fun-
nel clouds. Nobody would prudently bet, just yet,
on who will play in the ** World Series. It seems
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safe enough to assume, though, that proficiency
will determine which teams get there: achieving it,
too, is a kind of configuring against contingen-
cies.” Not even the most capable war planner can
predict where the next war will occur, or what its
outcome will be. But is it equally clear that war
planning should therefore cease? The point, in all
of these instances, is not so much to predict the fu-
ture as to prepare for it.

Training is not forecasting. What it does do is
expand ranges of experience, both directly and vic-
ariously, so that we can increase our skills, our sta-
mina—and, if all goes well, our wisdom. The
principle is much the same whether one is working
out in a gym, flying a 747 simulator, or reading
William H. McNeill. Here too there is, or at least
could be, common ground for historians and po-
litical scientists: the terrain upon which to train
may be more accessible—and hospitable—than at
first glance it might appear to be. It deserves, at a
minimum, joint exploration.
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modernism, see Lynn Hunt and Jacques Revel,
eds., Histories: French-Constructions of the Past
{New York: New Press, 1995).

John Ziman, Relinble Knowledge: An Explo-
ration of the Grounds for Belief in Science
(Cambridge, UX.: Cambridge University
Press, 1978), pp. 6-10.

A quick survey reveals that “realism” now
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tive set of assumptions. Passibly Thave missed
others,
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ally prefers the term “historical” sclence. See
Gould, Wonderful Life, p. 279,

27. “After a full century of critical philosophy
of history, we still do not know how histori-
ans do, or should, decide among competing
historical interpretations.” Raymond Martin,
“Objectivity and Meaning in Historical Stud-
ies: Toward a Post-Analytic View,” History and
Theory, Vol. 32 (February 1993}, p. 29.

28, See, for example, Alexander L. George, Philip
J. Farley, and Alexander Dallin, eds., U.S.-
Soviet Security Cooperation; Achievements, Fail-
ures, Lessons (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1988), pp. 9-10, where the editors com-
ment in turn on the work of Robert Axelrod
and Robert O. Keohane. The concept of “in-
creasing returns” in economics also involves

tracing processes over time. For an introduc-
tion, see M. Mitchell Waldrop, Complexiry:
The Emerging Science at the Edge of Order and
Chaos (New York: Viking, 1992), pp. 15-51.

29. This “tailoring” metaphor owes a lot to John
Le Carré’s novel The Tailor of Panama (New
York: Knopf, 1996).

30. “The consensus in favor of physical theories
has often been reached on the basis of aes-
thetic judgments before the experimental
evidence for these theories became really
compelling.” Steven Weinberg, Dreams of a
Final Theory (New York: Pantheon, 1992},
p. 130.

31. See Philip E. Tetlock and Aaron Belkin, eds.,
Counterfactual Thought Experiments in World
Politics: Logical, Methodolagical, and Psycholog-
ical Perspectives {Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1996).

32. For the importance of proficiency in baseball,
see Stephen Jay Gould, Full House: The Spread
of Excellence from Plate to Darwin (New York:
Harmony Books, 1996), especially pp. 77-135,

THUCYDIDES

Melian Dialogue

adapted by Suresht Bald

War, but for the last six years the two great
feuding empires headed by Athens and Sparta
(Lacedaemon) had avoided open hostile action
against each other. Ten years into the war they had

It was the sixteenth year of the Peloponnesian

From Thucydides, Complete Writings: The Peloponnesian
War, trans. Richard Crawley (New York: Modern Li-
brary, 1951), adapted by Suresht Bald, Williamette Uni-
versity.

signed a treaty of peace and friendship; however,
this treaty did not dissipate the distrust that existed
between them. Each feared the other's hegemonic
designs on the Peloponnese and sought to increase
its power to thwart the other's ambitions. With-
out openly attacking the other, each used persua-
sion, coercion, and subversion to strengthen itself
and weaken its rival. This struggle for hegemony
by Athens and Sparta was felt most acutely by
small, hitherto "independent" states who were



now being forced to take sides in the bipolar Greek
world of'the fifth century B . C. One such state was
Melos.

Despite being one of the few island colonies of
Sparta, Melos had remained neutral in the strug-
gle between Sparta and Athens. Its neutrality,
however, was unacceptable to the Athenians, who,
accompanied by overwhelming military and naval
power, arrived in Melos to pressure it into submis-
sion. After strategically positioning their powerful
fleet, the Athenian generals sent envoys to Melos to
negotiate the island's surrender.

The commissioners of Melos agreed to meet
the envoys in private. They were afraid the Atheni-
ans, known for their rhetorical skills, might sway
the people if allowed a public forum. The envoys
came with an offer that if the Melians submitted
and became part of the Athenian empire, their
people and their possessions would not be harmed.
The Melians argued that by the law of nations they
had the right to remain neutral, and no nation had
the right to attack without provocation. Having
been a free state for seven hundred years they were
not ready to give up that freedom. Thucydides cap-
tures the exchange between the Melian commis-
sioners and the Athenian envoys:

MELIANS: ... All we can reasonably expect from this
negotiation is war, if we prove to have right on
our side and refuse to submit, and in the contrary
case, slavery.

ATHENIANS: , . . We shall not trouble you with spe-
cious pretenses—either of how we have a right to
our empire because we overthrew the Mede, or
are now attacking you because of the wrong that
you have done us—and make a long speech
that would not be believed; and in return we hope
that you, instead of thinking to influence us by
saying that you did not join the Lacedaemonians,
although their colonists, or that you have done us
no wrong, will aim at what is feasible, . . . since
you know as well as we do that right, as the world
goes, is only in question between equals in power,
while the strong do what they can and the weak
suffer what they want. (331)

The Melians pointed out that it was in the in-
terest of all states to respect the laws of nations:
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"you should not destroy what is our common pro-
tection, the privilege of being allowed in danger
to invoke what is fair and right. . . ." (331) They
reminded the Athenians that a day might come
when the Athenians themselves would need such
protection.

But the Athenians were not persuaded. To
them, Melos' submission was in the interest of
their empire, and Melos.

meLiaNs: And how pray, could it turn out as good
for us to serve as for you to rule?

ATHENIANS: Because you would have the advantage
of submitting before suffering the worst, and we
should gain by not destroying you.

MELIANS: so you would not consent to our being
neutral, friends instead of enemies, but allies of
neither side.

ATHENIANS: NO; for your hostility cannot so much
hurt us as your friendship will be an argument to
our subjects of our weakness, and your enmity of
our power. (332)

When the Melians asked if that was their "idea
of equity," the Athenians responded,

As far as right goes . . , one has as much of'it as the
other, and if any maintain their independence it is
because they are strong, and that if we do not molest
them it is because we are afraid.... (332)

By subjugating the Melians the Athenians hoped
not only to extend their empire but also to im-
prove their image and thus their security. To allow
the weaker Melians to remain free, according to
the Athenians, would reflect negatively on Athe-
nian power.

Aware of their weak position the Melians
hoped that the justice of their cause would gain
them the support of the gods, "and what we want
in power will be made up by the alliance with the
Lacedaemonians, who are bound, if only for very
shame, to come to the aid of their kindred."

ATHENIANS: ... Of'the gods we believe, and of men
we know, that by a necessary law of their nature
they rule wherever they can. And it is not as if we

were the first to make this law, or to act upon it
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when made: we found it existing before us, and
will leave it to exist for ever after us; all we do is to
make use of it, knowing that you and everybody
else having the same power as we have, would do
the same as we do. Thus, as far as the gods are
concerned we have no fear and no reason to fear
that we shall be at a disadvantage. But . . . your
notion about the Lacedaemonians, which leads
you to believe that shame will make them help
you, here we bless your simplicity but do not envy
your folly. The Lacedaemonians . . . are conspicu-
ous in considering what is agreeable honourable,
and what is expedient just. . . . Your strongest ar-
guments depend upon hope and the future, and
your actual resources are too scanty as compared
to those arrayed against you, for you to come out
victorious. You will therefore show great blind-
ness of judgment, unless, after allowing us to re-
tire you can find some counsel more prudent than
this. (334-36)

The envoys then left the conference, giving the
Melians the opportunity to deliberate on the
Athenian offer and decide the best course for them
to follow.

The Melians decided to stand by the position
they had taken at the conference with the Athenian
envoys. They refused to submit, placing their faith
in the gods and the Lacedaemonians. Though they
asked the Athenians to accept their neutrality and
leave Melos, the Athenians started preparations for
war.

In the war that ensued the Melians were
soundly defeated. The Athenians showed no
mercy, killing all the adult males and selling the
women and children as slaves. Subsequently, they
sent out five hundred colonists to settle in Melos,
which became an Athenian colony.

* * *

IMMANUEL KANT

To Perpetual Peace:
A Philosophical Sketch

* * *

The state of peace among men living in close prox-
imity is not the natural state * * * ; instead, the
natural state is a one of war, which does not just
consist in open hostilities, but also in the constant
and enduring threat of them. The state of peace
must therefore be established, for the suspension of
hostilities does not provide the security of peace,
and unless this security is pledged by one neighbor

From Immanuel Kant, . Perpetual Peace, and Other Essays
on Politics, History, and Morals, trans. Ted Humphrey
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 1983), 110-18. Both
the author's and the translator's notes have been omit-
ted. Bracketed editorial insertions are the translator's.

to another (which can happen only in a state of
lawfulness), the latter, from whom such security
has been requested, can treat the former as an en-
emy.

First Definitive Article of Perpetual
Peace: The Civil Constitution of Every
Nation Should Be Republican

The sole established constitution that follows from
the idea of an original contract, the one on which
all of a nation's just legislation must be based, is re-

publican. For, first, it accords with the principles of
the freedom of the members of a society (as men),



second, it accords with the principles of the depen-
dence of everyone on a single, common [source of]
legislation (as subjects), and third, it accords with
the law of the equality of them all (as citizens).
Thus, so far as [the matter of] right is concerned,
republicanism is the original foundation of all
forms of civil constitution. Thus, the only question
remaining is this, does it also provide the only
foundation for perpetual peace?

Now in addition to the purity of its origin, a
purity whose source is the pure concept of right,
the republican constitution also provides for this
desirable result, namely, perpetual peace, and the
reason for this is as follows: If (as must inevitably
be the case, given this form of constitution) the
consent of the citizenry is required in order to de-
termine whether or not there will be war, it is nat-
ural that they consider all its calamities before
committing themselves to so risky a game. (Among
these are doing the fighting themselves, paying the
costs of war from their own resources, having to
repair at great sacrifice the war's devastation, and,
finally, the ultimate evil that would make peace it-
self better, never being able—because of new and
constant wars—to expunge the burden of debt.)
By contrast, under a nonrepublican constitution,
where subjects are not citizens, the easiest thing in
the world to do is to declare war. Here the ruler is
not a fellow citizen, but the nation's owner, and
war does not affect his table, his hunt, his places of
pleasure, his court festivals, and so on. Thus, he
can decide to go to war for the most meaningless of
reasons, as if it were a kind of pleasure party, and
he can blithely leave its justification (which de-
cency requires) to his diplomatic corps, who are al-
ways prepared for such exercises.

The following comments are necessary to prevent
confusing (as so often happens) the republican
form of constitution with the democratic one: The
forms of a nation (civitas) can be analyzed either
on the basis of the persons who possess the highest
political authority or on the basis of the way the
people are governed by their ruler, whoever he may
be. The first is called the form of sovereignty * * *,
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of which only three kinds are possible, specifically,
where either one, or several in association, or all
those together who make up civil society possess
the sovereign power (Autocracy, Aristocracy and
Democracy, the power of a monarch, the power of
anobility, the power of a people). The second is the
form of government (forma regiminis) and con-
cerns the way in which a nation, based on its con-
stitution (the act of the general will whereby a
group becomes a people), exercises its authority. In
this regard, government is either republican or
despotic. Republicanism is that political principle
whereby executive power (the government) is sepa-
rated from legislative power. In a despotism the
ruler independently executes laws that it has itself
made; here rulers have taken hold ofthe public will
and treated it as their own private will. Among the
three forms of government, democracy, in the
proper sense of the term, is necessarily a despotism,
because it sets up an executive power in which
all citizens make decisions about and, if need
be, against one (who therefore does not agree);
consequently, all, who are not quite all, decide, so
that the general will contradicts both itself and
freedom.

Every form of government that is not represen-
tative is properly speaking without form, because
one and the same person can no more be at one
and the same time the legislator and executor of
his will (than the universal proposition can serve as
the major premise in a syllogism and at the same
time be the subsumption of the particular under it
in the minor premise). And although the other two
forms of political constitution are defective in
asmuch as they always leave room for a demo-
cratic form of government, it is nonetheless possi-
ble that they assume a form of government that
accords with the spirit of a representative system:
As Friederick II at least said, "I am merely the na-
tion's highest servant,” The democratic system
makes this impossible, for everyone wants to rule.
One can therefore say, the smaller the number of
persons who exercise the power of the nation (the
number of rulers), the more they represent and
the closer the political constitution approximates
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the possibility of republicanism, and thus, the con-
stitution can hope through gradual reforms finally
to become republican. For this reason, attaining
this state that embodies a completely just constitu-
tion is more difficult in an aristocracy than in a
monarchy, and, except by violent revolution, there
is no possibility of attaining it in a democracy.
Nonetheless, the people are incomparably more
concerned with the form of government than with
the form of constitution (although a great deal de-
pends on the degree to which the latter is suited to
the goals ofthe former). But ifthe form of govern-
ment is to cohere with the concept of right, it must
include the representative system, which is possible
only in a republican form of government and with-
out which (no matter what the constitution may
be) government is despotic and brutish. None of
the ancient so-called republics were aware of this,
and consequently they inevitably degenerated into
despotism; still, this is more bearable under a sin-
gle person's rulership than other forms of govern-
ment are.

Second Definitive Article for a
Perpetual Peace: The Right of Nations
Shall Be Based on a Federation of

Free States

As nations, peoples can be regarded as single indi-
viduals who injure one another through their close
proximity while living in the state of nature (i.e.,
independently of external laws). For the sake of'its
own security, each nation can and should demand
that the others enter into a contract resembling the
civil one and guaranteeing the rights of each, This
would be a federation ofnations, but it must notbe
anation consisting of nations. The latter would be
contradictory, for in every nation there exists the
relation of ruler (legislator) to subject (those who
obey, the people); however, many nations in a sin-
gle nation would constitute only a single nation,
which contradicts our assumption (since we are
here weighing the rights of nations in relation to
one another, rather than fusing them into a single
nation).

Just as we view with deep disdain the attach-
ment of savages to their lawless freedom—oprefer-
ring to scuffle without end rather than to place
themselves under lawful restraints that they them-
selves constitute, consequently preferring a mad
freedom to a rational one—and consider it bar-
barous, rude, and brutishly degrading of human-
ity, so also should we think that civilized peoples
(each one united into a nation) would hasten as
quickly as possible to escape so similar a state of
abandonment. Instead, however, each nation sees
its majesty (for it is absurd to speak of the majesty
of a people) to consist in not being subject to any
external legal constraint, and the glory of its ruler
consists in being able, without endangering him-
self, to command many thousands to sacrifice
themselves for a matter that does not concern
them. The primary difference between European
and American savages is this, that while many of
the latter tribes have been completely eaten by
their enemies, the former know how to make bet-
ter use of those they have conquered than to con-
sume them: they increase the number of their
subjects and thus also the quantity of instruments
they have to wage even more extensive wars.

Given the depravity of human nature, which is
revealed and can be glimpsed in the free relations
among nations (though deeply concealed by gov-
ernmental restraints in law governed civil-society),
one must wonder why the word right has not been
completely discarded from the politics of war as
pedantic, or why no nation has openly ventured to
declare that it should be. For while Hugo Grotius,
Pufendorf, Vattel, and others whose philosophi-
cally and diplomatically formulated codes do not
and cannot have the slightest legal force (since na-
tions do not stand under any common external
constraints), are always piously cited in justifica-
tion ofa war ofaggression (and who therefore pro-
vide only cold comfort), no example can be given
of a nation having foregone its intention [of going
to war] based on the arguments provided by such
important men. The homage that every nation
pays (at least in words) to the concept of right
proves, nonetheless, that there is in man a still
greater, though presently dormant, moral aptitude



to master the evil principle in himself (a principle
he cannot deny) and to hope that others will also
overcome it. For otherwise the word right would
never leave the mouths of those nations that want
to make war on one another, unless it were used
mockingly, as when that Gallic prince declared,
"Nature has given the strong the prerogative of
making the weak obey them."

Nations can press for their rights only by wag-
ing war and never in a trial before an independent
tribunal, but war and its favorable consequence,
victory, cannot determine the right. And although
a treaty ofpeace can put an end to some particular
war, it cannot end the state of war (the tendency
always to find a new pretext for war). (And this sit-
uation cannot straightforwardly be declared un-
just, since in this circumstance each nation is judge
of its own case.) Nor can one say of nations as re-
gards their rights what one can say concerning the
natural rights of men in a state of lawlessness, to
wit, that "they should abandon this state." (For as
nations they already have an internal, legal consti-
tution and therefore have outgrown the com-
pulsion to subject themselves to another legal
constitution that is subject to someone else's con-
cept of right.) Nonetheless, from the throne of its
moral legislative power, reason absolutely con-
demns war as a means of determining the right
and makes seeking the state of peace a matter of
unmitigated duty. But without a contract among
nations peace can be neither inaugurated nor guar-
anteed. A league of a special sort must therefore be
established, one that we can call a league of peace
(foedus pacificum), which will be distinguished
from a treaty of peace (pactum pacis) because the
latter seeks merely to stop one war, while the for-
mer seeks to end all wars forever. This league does
not seek any power of the sort possessed by
nations, but only the maintenance and security
of each nation's own freedom, as well as that of
the other nations leagued with it, without their
having thereby to subject themselves to civil laws
and their constraints (as men in the state of na-
ture must do). It can be shown that this idea of
federalism should eventually include all nations
and thus lead to perpetual peace. For if good
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fortune should so dispose matters that a powerful
and enlightened people should form a republic
(which by its nature must be inclined to seek per-
petual peace), it will provide a focal point for a fed-
eral association among other nations that will join
it in order to guarantee a state of peace among
nations that is in accord with the idea of the right
of nations, and through several associations of
this sort such a federation can extend further and
further.

That a people might say, "There should be no
war among us, for we want to form ourselves into
a nation, i.e., place ourselves under a supreme leg-
islative, executive, and judicial power to resolve
our conflicts peacefully,” is understandable. But
when a nation says, "There should be no war be-
tween me and other nations, though I recognize no
supreme legislative power to guarantee me my
rights and him his," then if there does not exist a
surrogate of the union in a civil society, which is a
free federation, it is impossible to understand what
the basis for so entrusting my rights is. Such a fed-
eration is necessarily tied rationally to the concept
of the right of nations, at least if this latter notion
has any meaning.

The concept of the right of nations as a right to
go to war is meaningless (for it would then be the
right to determine the right not by independent,
universally valid laws that restrict the freedom of
everyone, but by one-sided maxims backed by
force). Consequently, the concept of the right of
nations must be understood as follows: that it
serves justly those men who are disposed to seek
one another's destruction and thus to find perpet-
ual peace in the grave that covers all the horrors of
violence and its perpetrators. Reason can provide
related nations with no other means for emerging
from the state of lawlessness, which consists solely
of war, than that they give up their savage (lawless)
freedom, just as individual persons do, and, by
accommodating themselves to the constraints of
common law, establish a nation ofpeoples (civitas
gentium) that (continually growing) will finally in-
clude all the people of the earth. But they do not
will to do this because it does not conform to their
idea of the right of nations, and consequently they
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discard in hypothesis what is true in thesis. So (if
everything is not to be lost) in place of'the positive
idea of a world republic they put only the negative
surrogate of an enduring, ever expanding federa-
tion that prevents war and curbs the tendency of

that hostile inclination to defy the law, though
there will always be constant danger of their break-

ing loose. * * *



2 HISTORY

Core ideas about international relations, introduced in Chapter I and elaborated
in Chapter 3 of Essentials, have emerged as responses to the historic diplomatic
challenges of the twentieth century. The selections in this chapter provide insight
into the key events and trends that spawned many of the ideas that continue to
shape debates about international politics.

The post-World War I peace process led to a clear statement of the liberal per-
spective. U.S. President Woodrow Wilson's "Fourteen Points," an address to the

U.S. Congress inJanuary 1918, summarizes some of the key points emerging from
liberal theory. Wilson blames power politics, secret diplomacy, and autocratic lead-
ers for the devastating world war. He suggests that with the spread of democracy
and the creation of a "league of nations," aggression would be stopped.

The Cold War also provides the historical setting for the realist/liberal per-
spective. In 1947 George F. Kennan, then director of the State Department's Policy
Planning Staff, penned his famous "X" article, which assesses Soviet conduct and
provides the intellectual justification for Cold War containment policy. Using real-
istlogic, he suggests that counter-force must be applied to prevent Soviet expan-
sion. Finally, John Lewis Gaddis describes the Cold War, one of the most important
series of events in contemporary times, as a period of prolonged peace. This article
argues why, in the face of overwhelming odds, the United States and the Soviet

Union refrained from direct confrontation.

These writings provide an important foundation for theoretical debates, one of

the major organizing themes in Essentials.
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WooDROW WILSON

The Fourteen Points

It will be our wish and purpose that the
processes of peace, when they are begun, shall be
absolutely open and that they shall involve and
permit henceforth no secret understandings of any
kind. The day of conquest and aggrandizement is
gone by; so is also the day of secret covenants en-
tered into in the interest of particular governments
and likely at some unlooked-for moment to upset
the peace of the world. It is this happy fact, now
clear to the view of every public man whose
thoughts do not still linger in an age that is dead
and gone, which makes it possible for every nation
whose purposes are consistent with justice and the
peace of the world to avow now or at any other
time the objects it has in view.

We entered this war because violations of right
had occurred which touched us to the quick and
made the life of our own people impossible unless
they were corrected and the world secured once
and for all against their recurrence, What we de-
mand in this war, therefore, is nothing peculiar to
ourselves. It is that the world be made fit and safe
to live in; and particularly that it be made safe for
every peace-loving nation which, like our own,
wishes to live its own life, determine its own insti-
tutions, be assured ofjustice and fair dealing by the
other people of the world as against force and self-
ish aggression. A1l 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 others 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:

I. Open covenants of peace, openly arrived
at, after which there shall be no private

From Woodrow Wilson's address to the U.S. Congress,
8 January, 1918.

II.

II1.

Iv.

VI

international understandings of any kind
but diplomacy shall proceed always
frankly and in the public view.

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 in-
ternational action for the enforcement of
international covenants.

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

Adequate guarantees given and taken
that national armaments will be reduced
to the lowest point consistent with do-
mestic safety.

. A free, open-minded, and absolutely im-

partial adjustment of all colonial claims,
based upon a strict observance of the
principle that in determining all such
questions of sovereignty the interests of
the populations concerned must have
equal weight with the equitable claims of
the government whose title is to be de-
termined.

The evacuation of all Russian territory
and such a settlement of all questions af-
fecting Russia as will secure the best and
freest cooperation of the other nations of
the world in obtaining for her an un-
hampered and unembarrassed opportu-
nity for the independent determination
of her own political development and
national policy and assure her of a sin-
cere welcome into the society of free
nations under institutions of her own
choosing; and, more than a welcome, as-



VII.

VIII.

IX.

XI

. Rumania,

sistance also of every kind that she may
need and may herself desire. The treat-
ment accorded Russia by her sister na-
tions in the months to come will be the
acid test of their good will, of their com-
prehension of her needs as distinguished
from their own interests, and of their in-
telligent and unselfish sympathy,
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
other free nations. No other single act
will serve as this will serve to restore con-
fidence among the nations in the laws
which they have themselves set and de-
termined for the government of their re-
lations with one another. Without this
healing act the whole structure and va-
lidity of international law is forever im-
paired.

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,

A readjustment of the frontiers of Italy
should be effected along clearly recog-
nizable lines of nationality.

The peoples of Austria-Hungary, whose
place among the nations we wish to see
safeguarded and assured, should be ac-
corded the
tonomous development,

Serbia, and Montenegro
should be evacuated; occupied territories
restored; Serbia accorded free and secure
access to the sea; and the relations of the
several Balkan states to one another de-
termined by friendly counsel along his-
torically established lines of allegiance
and nationality; and international guar-
antees of the political and economic in-

freest opportunity of au-
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dependence and territorial integrity of
the several Balkan states should be en-
tered into.

The Turkish portions of the present
Ottoman Empire should be assured a
secure sovereignty, but the other nation-
alities which are now under Turkish rule
should be assured an undoubted security
of life and an absolutely unmolested op-
portunity of autonomous development,
and the Dardanelles should be perma-
nently opened as a free passage to the
ships and commerce of all nations under
international guarantees,

XIII. An independent Polish state should be
erected which should include the territo-
ries inhabited by indisputably Polish
populations, which should be assured a
free and secure access to the sea, and
whose political and economic indepen-
dence and territorial integrity should be
guaranteed by international covenant.

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

XII.

XIV.

In regard to these essential rectifications of
wrong and assertions of right we feel ourselves to
be intimate partners of all the governments and
peoples associated together against the imperial-
ists. We cannot be separated in interest or divided
in purpose. We stand together until the end.

For such arrangements and covenants we are
willing to fight and to continue to fight until they
are achieved; but only because we wish the right to
prevail and desire a just and stable peace such as
can be secured only by removing the chief provo-
cations to war, which this program does 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 learn-
ing 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
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legitimate influence or power. We do not wish to
fight her either with arms or with hostile arrange-
ments of trade if she is willing to associate herself
with us and the other peace-loving nations of the
world in covenants ofjustice and law and fair deal-
ing. We wish her only to accept a place of equality
among the peoples of the world—the new world in
which we now live—instead ofa place of mastery.
Neither do we presume to suggest to her any
alteration or modification of her institutions. But
it is necessary, we must frankly say, and necessary
as a preliminary to any intelligent dealings with
her on our part, that we should know whom
her spokesmen speak for when they speak to us,
whether for the Reichstag majority or for the mili-
tary party and the men whose creed is imperial
domination.

We have spoken now, surely, in terms too con-
crete to admit of any further doubt or question. An
evident principle runs through the whole program
I have outlined. 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 another,
whether they be strong or weak. Unless this princi-
ple be made its foundation no part of the structure
of international justice can stand. The people of
the United States could act upon no other princi-
ple; and to the vindication of'this principle they are
ready to devote their lives, their honor, and every-
thing 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 in-
tegrity and devotion to the test.

GEORGE F. KENNAN (“X")

The Sources of Soviet Conduct

The political personality of Soviet power as we
know it today is the product of ideology and cir-
cumstances: ideology inherited by the present So-
viet leaders from the movement in which they had
their political origin, and circumstances of the
power which they now have exercised for nearly
three decades in Russia. There can be few tasks of
psychological analysis more difficult than to try to
trace the interaction of these two forces and the
relative role of each in the determination of official
Soviet conduct. Yet the attempt must be made if
that conduct is to be understood and effectively
countered.

It is difficult to summarize the set of ideologi-
cal concepts with which the Soviet leaders came
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into power. Marxian ideology, in its Russian-
Communist projection, has always been in process
of subtle evolution. The materials on which it bases
itself are extensive and complex. But the outstand-
ing features of Communist thought as it existed in
1916 may perhaps be summarized as follows:
(a) that the central factor in the life of man, the
fact which determines the character of public Life
and the "physiognomy ofsociety," is the system by
which material goods are produced and ex-
changed; (b) that the capitalist system of produc-
tion is a nefarious one which inevitably leads to the
exploitation of the working class by the capital-
owning class and is incapable of developing ade-
quately the economic resources of society or of
distributing fairly the material goods produced by
human labor; (c) that capitalism contains the seeds
of its own destruction and must, in view of the
inability of the capital-owning class to adjust itself
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to economic change, result eventually and in-
escapably in a revolutionary transfer of power to
the working class; and (d) that imperialism, the fi-
nal phase of capitalism, leads directly to war and
revolution.

Now it must be noted that through all the years of
preparation for revolution, the attention of these
men, as indeed of Marx himself, had been centered
less on the future form which Socialism' would
take than on the necessary overthrow of rival
power which, in their view, had to precede the in-
troduction of Socialism. Their views, therefore, on
the positive program to be put into effect, once
power was attained, were for the most part nebu-
lous, visionary and impractical. Beyond the na-
tionalization of industry and the expropriation of
large private capital holdings there was no agreed
program. The treatment of the peasantry, which
according to the Marxist formulation was not of
the proletariat, had always been a vague spot in the
pattern of Communist thought; and it remained
an object of controversy and vacillation for the first
ten years of Communist power.

The circumstances of the immediate post-
Revolution period—the existence in Russia of civil
war and foreign intervention, together with the ob-
vious fact that the Communists represented only
a tiny minority of the Russian people—made
the establishment of dictatorial power a necessity,
The experiment with "war Communism" and the
abrupt attempt to eliminate private production
and trade had unfortunate economic consequences
and caused further bitterness against the new revo-
lutionary regime. While the temporary relaxation
of the effort to communize Russia, represented by
the New Economic Policy, alleviated some of this
economic distress and thereby served its purpose,
it also made it evident that the "capitalistic sector
of society" was still prepared to profit at once from
any relaxation of governmental pressure, and
would, if permitted to continue to exist, always
constitute a powerful opposing element to the So-
viet regime and a serious rival for influence in the
country. Somewhat the same situation prevailed

with respect to the individual peasant who, in his
own small way, was also a private producer.

Lenin, had he lived, might have proved a great
enough man to reconcile these conflicting forces to
the ultimate benefit of Russian society, though this
is questionable. But be that as it may, Stalin, and
those whom he led in the struggle for succession to
Lenin's position of leadership, were not the men to
tolerate rival political forces in the sphere of power
which they coveted. Their sense of insecurity was
too great. Their particular brand of fanaticism, un-
modified by any of the Anglo-Saxon traditions of
compromise, was too fierce and too jealous to
envisage any permanent sharing of power. From
the Russian-Asiatic world out of which they had
emerged they carried with them a skepticism as to
the possibilities of permanent and peaceful coexis-
tence of rival forces. Easily persuaded of their own
doctrinaire "rightness," they insisted on the sub-
mission or destruction of all competing power.
Outside of the Communist Party, Russian society
was to have no rigidity. There were to be no forms
of collective human activity or association which
would not be dominated by the Party. No other
force in Russian society was to be permitted to
achieve vitality or integrity. Only the Party was to
have structure. All else was to be an amorphous
mass.

And within the Party the same principle was
to apply. The mass of Party members might go
through the motions of election, deliberation, de-
cision and action; but in these motions they were
to be animated not by their own individual wills
but by the awesome breath of the Party leadership
and the overbrooding presence of "the world."

Let it be stressed again that subjectively these
men probably did not seek absolutism for its own
sake. They doubtless believed—and found it easy
to believe—that they alone knew what was good
for society and that they would accomplish that
good once their power was secure and unchal-
lengeable. But in seeking that security of their own
rule they were prepared to recognize no restric-
tions, either of God or man, on the character of
their methods. And until such time as that security
might be achieved, they placed far down on their
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scale of operational priorities the comforts and
happiness of the peoples entrusted to their care.

Now the outstanding circumstance concerning
the Soviet regime is that down to the present day
this process of political consolidation has never
been completed and the men in the Kremlin have
continued to be predominantly absorbed with the
struggle to secure and make absolute the power
which they seized in November 1917. They have
endeavored to secure it primarily against forces at
home, within Soviet society itself. But they have
also endeavored to secure it against the outside
world. For ideology, as we have seen, taught them
that the outside world was hostile and that it was
their duty eventually to overthrow the political
forces beyond their borders. The powerful hands
of Russian history and tradition reached up to sus-
tain them in this feeling. Finally, their own aggres-
sive intransigence with respect to the outside world
began to find its own reaction; and they were soon
forced, to use another Gibbonesque phrase [from
Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman
Empire], "to chastise the contumacy" which they
themselves had provoked. It is an undeniable priv-
ilege of every man to prove himself right in the
thesis that the world is his enemy; for if he reiter-
ates it frequentiy enough and makes it the back-
ground ofhis conduct he is bound eventually to be
right.

Now it lies in the nature of the mental world of
the Soviet leaders, as well as in the character of
their ideology, that no opposition to them can be
officially recognized as having any merit or justifi-
cation whatsoever. Such opposition can flow, in
theory, only from the hostile and incorrigible
forces of dying capitalism. As long as remnants of
capitalism were officially recognized as existing in
Russia, it was possible to place on them, as an in-
ternal element, part of the blame for the mainte-
nance of'a dictatorial form of society. But as these
remnants were liquidated, little by little, this justi-
fication fell away; and when it was indicated offi-
cially that they had been finally destroyed, it
disappeared altogether. And this fact created one
of the most basic of the compulsions which came
to act upon the Soviet regime: since capitalism no

longer existed in Russia and since it could not be
admitted that there could be serious or widespread
opposition to the Kremlin springing sponta-
neously from the liberated masses under its au-
thority, it became necessary to justify the retention
of the dictatorship by stressing the menace of capi-
talism abroad.

Now the maintenance of this pattern of Soviet
power, namely, the pursuit of unlimited authority
domestically, accompanied by the cultivation of
the semi-myth of implacable foreign hostility, has
gone far to shape the actual machinery of Soviet
power as we know it today. Internal organs of ad-
ministration which did not serve this purpose
withered on the vine. Organs which did serve this
purpose became vastly swollen. The security of So-
viet power came to rest on the iron discipline of
the Party, on the severity and ubiquity of the secret
police, and on the uncompromising economic
monopolism of the state. The "organs of suppres-
sion," in which the Soviet leaders had sought secu-
rity from rival forces, became in large measure the
masters of those whom they were designed to
serve. Today the major part of the structure of So-
viet power is committed to the perfection of the
dictatorship and to the maintenance of the concept
of Russia as in a state of siege, with the enemy low-

ering beyond the walls. And the millions ofhuman
beings who form that part of the structure of
power must defend at all costs this concept of Rus-
sia's position, for without it they are themselves
superfluous.

As things stand today, the rulers can no longer
dream of parting with these organs of suppression.
The quest for absolute power, pursued now for
nearly three decades with a ruthlessness unparal-
leled (in scope at least) in modern times, has again
produced internally, as it did externally, its own re-
action. The excesses of the police apparatus have
fanned the potential opposition to the regime into
something far greater and more dangerous than it
could have been before those excesses began.

But least of all can the rulers dispense with the
fiction by which the maintenance of dictatorial
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power has been defended. For this fiction has been
canonized in Soviet philosophy by the excesses al-
ready committed in its name; and it is now an-
chored in the Soviet structure of thought by bonds
far greater than those of mere ideology.

So much for the historical background. What does
it spell in terms of the political personality of So-
viet power as we know it today?

Of the original ideology, nothing has been
officially junked. Belief is maintained in the basic
badness of capitalism, in the inevitability of its de-
struction, in the obligation of the proletariat to as-
sist in that destruction and to take power into its
own hands. But stress has come to be laid primar-
ily on those concepts which relate most specifically
to the Soviet regime itself: to its position as the sole
truly Socialist regime in a dark and misguided
world, and to the relationships of power within it.

The first of these concepts is that of the innate
antagonism between capitalism and Socialism. We
have seen how deeply that concept has become
imbedded in foundations of Soviet power. It has
profound implications for Russia's conduct as a
member of international society. It means that
there can never be on Moscow's side any sincere
assumption of a community of aims between the
Soviet Union and powers which are regarded as
capitalism. It must invariably be assumed in
Moscow that the aims of the capitalist world are
antagonistic to the Soviet regime and, therefore, to
the interests of the peoples it controls. If the Soviet
Government occasionally sets its signature to doc-
uments which would indicate the contrary, this is
to be regarded as a tactical maneuver permissible
in dealing with the enemy (who is without honor)
and should be taken in the spirit of caveat emptor
[let the buyer beware]. Basically, the antagonism
remains. It is postulated. And from it flow many of
the phenomena which we find disturbing in the
Kremlin's conduct of foreign policy: the secretive-
ness, the lack of frankness, the duplicity, the war
suspiciousness, and the basic unfriendliness of pur-
pose. These phenomena are there to stay, for the
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foreseeable future. There can be variations of
degree and of emphasis. When there is something
the Russians want from us, one or the other of
these features of their policy may be thrust tem-
porarily into the background; and when that hap-
pens there will always be Americans who will leap
forward with gleeful announcements that "the
Russians have changed," and some who will even
try to take credit for having brought about such
"changes." But we should not be misled by tactical
maneuvers. These characteristics of Soviet policy,
like the postulate from which they flow, are basic
to the internal nature of Soviet power, and will be
with us, whether in the foreground or the back-
ground, until the internal nature of Soviet power is
changed.

This means that we are going to continue for a
long time to find the Russians difficult to deal with.
It does not mean that they should be considered as
embarked upon a do-or-die program to overthrow
our society by a given date. The theory of the in-
evitability of the eventual fall of capitalism has the

fortunate connotation that there is no hurry about

* * * [T]he Kremlin is under no ideological com-
pulsion to accomplish its purposes in a hurry. Like
the Church, it is dealing in ideological concepts
which are of long-term validity, and it can afford
to be patient. It has no right to risk the existing
achievements of the revolution for the sake of vain
baubles of the future. The very teachings of Lenin
himself require great caution and flexibility in the
pursuit of Communist purposes. Again, these pre-
cepts are fortified by the lessons of Russian history:
of centuries of obscure battles between nomadic
forces over the stretches of a vast unfortified plain.
Here caution, circumspection, flexibility and de-
ception are the valuable qualities; and their value
finds natural appreciation in die Russian or the
oriental mind. Thus the Kremlin has no compunc-
tion about retreating in the face of superior force.
And being under the compulsion of no timetable,
it does not get panicky under the necessity for such
retreat. Its political action is a fluid stream which
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moves constantly, wherever it is permitted to
move, toward a given goal. Its main concern is to
make sure that it has filled every nook and cranny
available to it in the basin of world power. But ifiit
finds unassailable barriers in its path, it accepts
these philosophically and accommodates itself to
them. The main thing is that there should always
be pressure, increasing constant pressure, toward
the desired goal. There is no trace of any feeling in
Soviet psychology that that goal must be reached at
any given time.

These considerations make Soviet diplomacy at
once easier and more difficult to deal with than the
diplomacy of individual aggressive leaders like
Napoleon and Hitler, On the one hand it is more
sensitive to contrary force, more ready to yield on
individual sectors of the diplomatic front when
that force is felt to be too strong, and thus more ra-
tional in the logic and rhetoric of power. On the
other hand it cannot be easily defeated or discour-
aged by a single victory on the part of its oppo-
nents. And the patient persistence by which it is
animated means that it can be effectively coun-
tered not by sporadic acts which represent the mo-
mentary whims of democratic opinion but only by
intelligent long-range policies on the part of Rus-
sia's adversaries—policies no less steady in their
purpose, and no less variegated and resourceful in
their application, than those of the Soviet Unionit-
self.

In these circumstances it is clear that the main
element of any United States policy toward the So-
viet Union must be that of a long-term, patient but
firm and vigilant containment of Russian expan-
sive tendencies. It is important to note, however,
that such a policy has nothing to do with outward
histrionics: with threats or blustering or superflu-
ous gestures of outward "toughness." While the
Kremlin is basically flexible in its reaction to polit-
ical realities, it is by no means unamenable to con-
siderations of prestige. Like almost any other
government, it can be placed by tactless and threat-
ening gestures in a position where it cannot afford
to yield even though this might be dictated by its
sense of realism. The Russian leaders are keen
judges of human psychology, and as such they are

highly conscious that loss of temper and of self-
control is never a source of strength in political af-
fairs. They are quick to exploit such evidences of
weakness. For these reasons, it is a sine qua non of
successful dealing with Russia that the foreign gov-
ernment in question should remain at all times
cool and collected and that its demands on Russian
policy should be put forward in such a manner as
to leave the way open for a compliance not too
detrimental to Russian prestige.

i

In the light ofthe above, it will be clearly seen that
the Soviet pressure against the free institutions of
the Western world is something that can be con-
tained by the adroit and vigilant application of
counter-force at a series of constantly shifting geo-
graphical and political points, corresponding to
the shifts and maneuvers of Soviet policy, but
which cannot be charmed or talked out of exis-
tence. * * *

* * %o

But in actuality the possibilities for American pol-
icy are by no means limited to holding the line
and hoping for the best. It is entirely possible for
the United States to influence by its actions the in-
ternal developments, both within Russia and
throughout the international Communist move-
ment, by which Russian policy is largely deter-
mined. This is not only a question of the modest
measure of informational activity which this gov-
ernment can conduct in the Soviet Union and else-
where, although that, too, is important. It is rather
a question ofthe degree to which the United States
can create among the peoples of the world gener-
ally the impression of a country which knows what
it wants, which is coping successfully with the
problems of its internal life and with the responsi-
bilities ofa World Power, and which has a spiritual



vitality capable of holding its own among the ma-
jor ideological currents of the time. To the extent
that such an impression can be created and main-
tained, the aims of Russian Communism must
appear sterile and quixotic, the hopes and enthu-
siasm of Moscow's supporters must wane, and
added strain must be imposed on the Kremlin's
foreign policies. For the palsied decrepitude of the
capitalist world is the keystone of Communist phi-
losophy. Even the failure of the United States to
experience the early economic depression which
the ravens of the Red Square have been predicting
with such complacent confidence since hostilities
ceased would have deep and important repercus-
sions throughout the Communist world.

By the same token, exhibitions of indecision,
disunity and internal disintegration within this
country have an exhilarating effect on the whole
Communist movement. * * *

* * * [T)he United States has it in its power
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to increase enormously the strains under which
Soviet policy must operate, to force upon the
Kremlin a far greater degree of moderation and
circumspection than it has had to observe in recent
years, and in this way to promote tendencies which
must eventually find their outlet in either the
break-up or the gradual mellowing of Soviet
power. For no mystical, Messianic movement—
and particularly not that of the Kremlin—can face
frustration indefinitely without eventually adjust-
ing itself in one way or another to the logic of that
state of affairs.

NOTES

1. Here and elsewhere in this paper "Socialism"
refers to Marxist or Leninist Communism. * * *

LEWIS GADDIS

The Long Peace: Elements of Stability in

the Postwar International System

Systems Theory and International
Stability

Anyone attempting to understand why there has
been no third world war confronts a problem not
unlike that of Sherlock Holmes and the dog that
did not bark in the night: how does one account for
something that did not happen? How does one ex-
plain why the great conflict between the United
States and the Soviet Union, which by all past stan-
dards of historical experience should have devel-

From International Security 10 no. 4 (spring 1986):
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oped by now, has not in fact done so? The question
involves certain methodological difficulties, to be
sure: it is always easier to account for what did hap-
pen than what did not. But there is also a curious
bias among students of international relations that
reinforces this tendency: "for every thousand pages-
published on the causes of wars," Geoffrey Blainey
has commented, "there is less than one page di-
rectly on the causes of peace." Even the discipline
of "peace studies" suffers from this disproportion:
it has given far more attention to the question of
what we must do to avoid the apocalypse than it
has to the equally interesting question of why, given
all the opportunities, it has not happened so far.
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It might be easier to deal with this question if
the work that has been done on the causes of war
had produced something approximating a consen-
sus on why wars develop: we could then apply that
analysis to the post-1945 period and see what it is
that has been different about it. But, in fact, these
studies are not much help. Historians, political sci-
entists, economists, sociologists, statisticians, even
meteorologists, have wrestled for years with the
question of what causes wars, and yet the most re-
cent review of that literature concludes that "our
understanding of war remains at an elementary
level. No widely accepted theory of the causes of
war exists and little agreement has emerged on the
methodology through which these causes might be
discovered."

Nor has the comparative work that has been
done on international systems shed much more
light on the matter. The difficulty here is that our
actual experience is limited to the operations of
a single system—the balance of power system—
operating either within the "multipolar" configu-
ration that characterized international politics
until World War II, or the "bipolar" configuration
that has characterized them since. Alternative sys-
tems remain abstract conceptualizations in the
minds of theorists, and are of little use in advanc-
ing our knowledge of how wars in the real world
do or do not occur.’

But "systems theory" itself is something else
again: here one can find a useful point of departure
for thinking about the nature of international rela-
tions since 1945. An "international system" exists,
political scientists tell us, when two conditions are
met: first, interconnections exist between units
within the system, so that changes in some parts of
it produce changes in other parts as well; and, sec-
ond, the collective behavior of the system as a
whole differs from the expectations and priorities
of the individual units that make it up.' Certainly
demonstrating the "interconnectedness" of post-
World War II international relations is not diffi-
cult: one of its most prominent characteristics has
been the tendency of major powers to assume that
little if anything can happen in the world without
in some way enhancing or detracting from their

own immediate interests.’” Nor has the collective
behavior of nations corresponded to their individ-
ual expectations: the very fact that the interim
arrangements of 1945 have remained largely intact
for four decades would have astonished—and
quite possibly appalled—the statesmen who cob-
bled them together in the hectic months that fol-
lowed the surrender of Germany and Japan.’

A particularly valuable feature of systems the-
ory is that it provides criteria for differentiating be-
tween stable and unstable political configurations:
these can help to account for the fact that some in-
ternational systems outiast others. Karl Deutsch
and J. David Singer have defined "stability" as "the
probability that the system retains all of its essen-
tial characteristics: that no single nation becomes
dominant; that most of its members continue to
survive; and that large-scale war does not occur." It
is characteristic of such a system, Deutsch and
Singer add, that it has the capacity for self-
regulation: the ability to counteract stimuli that
would otherwise threaten its survival, much as the
automatic pilot on an airplane or the governor on
a steam engine would do. * * *

Does the post-World War II international sys-
tem fit these criteria for "stability"? Certainly its
most basic characteristic—bipolarity—remains in-
tact, in that the gap between the world's two great-
est military powers and their nearest rivals is not
substantially different from what it was forty years
ago,” At the same time, neither the Soviet Union
nor the United States nor anyone else has been able
wholly to dominate that system; the nations most
active within it in 1945 are for the most part still
active today. And of course the most convincing
argument for "stability" is that, so far at least,
World War III has not occurred, On the surface,
then, the concept of a "stable" international system
makes sense as a way of understanding the experi-
ence through which we have lived these past forty
years.

But what have been the self-regulating mecha-
nisms? How has an environment been created
in which they are able to function? In what way
do those mechanisms—and the environment in
which they function—resemble or differ from the



configuration of other international systems, both
stable and unstable, in modern history? What
circumstances exist that might impair their
operation, transforming self-regulation into self-
aggravation? These are questions that have not re-
ceived the attention they deserve from students of

the history and politics of the postwar era. * * *

* * *

The Structural Elements of Stability
BIPOLARITY

Any such investigation should begin by distin-
guishing the structure of the international system
in question from the behavior of the nations that
make it up.” The reason for this is simple: behavior
alone will not ensure stability if the structural pre-
requisites for it are absent, but structure can un-
der certain circumstances impose stability even
when its behavioral prerequisites are unprom-
ising.” * * *

Now, bipolarity may seem to many today—as it
did forty years ago—an awkward and dangerous
way to organize world politics."” Simple geometric-
logic would suggest that a system resting upon
three or more points of support would be more
stable than one resting upon two. But politics is
not geometry: the passage of time and the accumu-
lation of experience has made clear certain struc-
tural elements of stability in the bipolar system of
international relations that were not present in the
multipolar systems that preceded it:

(1) The postwar bipolar system realistically re-
flected the facts of where military power
resided at the end of World War II'"—and
where it still does today, for that matter. In
this sense, it differed markedly from the
settlement of 1919, which made so little ef-
fort to accommodate the interests of Ger-
many and Soviet Russia. It is true that in
other categories of power—notably the
economic—states have since arisen capa-
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ble of challenging or even surpassing the
Soviet Union and the United States in the
production of certain specific commodi-
ties. But as the political position of nations
like West Germany, Brazil, Japan, South
Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong suggests,
the ability to make video recorders, motor-
cycles, even automobiles and steel effi-
ciently has yet to translate into anything
approaching the capacity of Washington
or Moscow to shape events in the world as
a whole.

The post-1945 bipolar structure was a sim-
ple one that did not require sophisticated
leadership to maintain it. The great multi-
polar systems of the 19th century collapsed
in large part because of their intricacy: they
required a Metternich or a Bismarck to
hold them together, and when statesmen
of that calibre were no longer available,
they tended to come apart.” Neither the
Soviet nor the American political systems
have been geared to identifying statesmen
of comparable prowess and entrusting
them with responsibility; demonstrated
skill in the conduct of foreign policy has
hardly been a major prerequisite for lead-
ership in either country. And yet, a bipolar
structure of relations—
because of the inescapably high stakes in-
volved for its two major actors—tends, re-
gardless of the personalities involved, to
induce in them a sense of caution and re-

international

straint, and to discourage irresponsibil-

Because of its relatively simple structure,
alliances in this bipolar system have tended
to be more stable than they had been in the
19th century and in the 1919-1939 period.
It is striking to consider that the North
Adantic Treaty Organization has now
equaled in longevity the most durable of
the pre-World War 1 alliances, that be-
tween Germany and Austria-Hungary; it
has lasted almost twice as long as the

Franco-Russian alliance, and certainly
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much longer than any ofthe tenuous align-
ments of the interwar period. Its principal
rival, the Warsaw Treaty Organization, has
been in existence for almost as long. The
reason for this is simple: alliances, in the
end, are the product of insecurity;" so long
as the Soviet Union and the United States
each remain for the other and for their re-
spective clients the major source of inse-
curity in the world, neither superpower
encounters very much difficulty in main-
taining its alliances. In a multipolar system,
sources of insecurity can vary in much
more complicated ways; hence it is not sur-
prising to find alliances shifting to accom-
modate these variations."

(4) At the same time, though, and probably
because of the overall stability of the basic
alliance systems, defections from both the
American and Soviet coalitions—China,
Cuba, Vietnam, Iran, and Nicaragua, in
the case of the Americans; Yugoslavia, Al-
bania, Egypt, Somalia, and China again in
the case of the Russians—have been toler-
ated without the major disruptions that
might have attended such changes in a
more delicately balanced multipolar sys-
tem. The fact that a state the size of China
was able to reverse its alignment twice dur-
ing the Cold War without any more dra-
matic effect upon the position of the
superpowers says something about the
stability bipolarity brings; compare this
record with the impact, prior to 1914, of
such apparently minor episodes as Aus-
tria's annexation of Bosnia and Herzego-
vina, or the question of who was to control
Morocco. It is a curious consequence of
bipolarity that although alliances are more
durable than in a multipolar system, defec-
tions are at the same time more tolerable.”

In short, without anyone's having designed it,
and without any attempt whatever to consider the
requirements ofjustice, the nations of the postwar
era lucked into a system of international relations

that, because it has been based upon realities of
power, has served the cause of order—if not jus-
tice—better than one might have expected.

INDEPENDENCE, NOT INTERDEPENDENCE

But if the structure of bipolarity in itself en-
couraged stability, so too did certain inherent
characteristics of the bilateral Soviet-American
relationship. * * *

*® * *

It has long been an assumption of classical liberal-
ism that the more extensive the contacts that take
place between nations, the greater are the chances
for peace. Economic interdependence, it has been
argued, makes war unlikely because nations who
have come to rely upon one another for vital com-
modities cannot afford it. Cultural exchange, it has
been suggested, causes peoples to become more
sensitive to each others' concerns, and hence re-
duces the likelihood of misunderstandings. "Peo-
ple to people" contacts, it has been assumed, make
it possible for nations to "know" one another bet-
ter; the danger of war between them is, as a result,
correspondingly reduced."

The Russian-American relationship, to a remark-
able degree for two nations so extensively involved
with the rest of the world, has been one of mutual
independence. The simple fact that the two coun-
tries occupy opposite sides of the earth has had
something to do with this: geographical remote-
ness from one another has provided little opportu-
nity for the emergence of irredentist grievances
comparable in importance to historic disputes
over, say, Alsace-Lorraine, or the Polish Corridor,
or the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, and Jerusalem.
In the few areas where Soviet and American
forces—or their proxies—have come into direct
contact, they have erected artificial barriers like the
Korean demilitarized zone, or the Berlin Wall, per-
haps in unconscious recognition of an American
poet's rather chilly precept that "good fences make
good neighbors,"



Nor have the two nations been economically
dependent upon one another in any critical way.
Certainly the United States requires nothing in the
form of imports from the Soviet Union that it can-
not obtain elsewhere. The situation is different for
the Russians, to be sure, but even though the So-
viet Union imports large quantities of food from
the United States—and would like to import ad-
vanced technology as well—it is far from being
wholly dependent upon these items, as the failure
of recent attempts to change Soviet behavior by
denying them has shown. The relative invulnera-
bility of Russians and Americans to one another in
the economic sphere may be frustrating to their re-
spective policymakers, but it is probably fortunate,
from the standpoint of international stability, that
the two most powerful nations in the world are
also its two most self-sufficient.”

It may well be, then, that the extent to which the
Soviet Union and the United States have been in-
dependent of one another rather than interdepen-
dent—the fact that there have been so few points
of economic leverage available to each, the feet that
two such dissimilar people have had so few oppor-
tunities for interaction—has in itself constituted a
structural support for stability in relations between
the two countries, whatever their respective gov-
ernments have actually done.

The Behavioral Elements of Stability

NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Stability in international systems is only partly a
function of structure, though; it depends as well
upon the conscious behavior of the nations that
make them up. Even if the World War II settle-
ment had corresponded to the distribution of
power in the world, even if the Russian-American
relationship had been one of minimal interdepen-
dence, even if domestic constraints had not created
difficulties, stability in the postwar era still might
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not have resulted if there had been, among either
of the dominant powers in the system, the same
willingness to risk war that has existed at other
times in the past.

Students of the causes of war have pointed out
that war is rarely something that develops from the
workings of impersonal social or economic forces,
or from the direct effects of arms races, or even by
accident. It requires deliberate decisions on the
part of national leaders; more than that, it requires
calculations that the gains to be derived from war
will outweigh the possible costs. * * *

For whatever reason, it has to be acknowledged
that the statesmen of the post-1945 superpowers
have, compared to their predecessors, been exceed-
ingly cautious in risking war with one another." In
order to see this point, one need only run down
the list of crises in Soviet-American relations since
the end of World War II: Iran, 1946; Greece, 1947,
Berlin and Czechoslovakia, 1948; Korea, 1950; the
East Berlin riots, 1953; the Hungarian uprising,
1956; Berlin again, 1958-59; the U-2 incident,
1960; Berlin again, 1961; the Cuban missile crisis,
1962; Czechoslovakia again, 1968; the Yom Kippur
war, 1973; Afghanistan, 1979; Poland, 1981; the
Korean airliner incident, 1983—one need only run
down this list to see how many occasions there
have been in relations between Washington and
Moscow that in almost any other age, and among
almost any other antagonists, would sooner or
later have produced war.

That they have not cannot be chalked up to the
invariably pacific temperament of the nations in-
volved: the United States participated in eight in-
ternational wars involving a thousand or more
battlefield deaths between 1815 and 1980; Russia
participated in nineteen.” Nor can this restraint be
attributed to any unusual qualities ofleadership on
either side: the vision and competency of postwar
Soviet and American statesmen does not appear
to have differed gready from that of their prede-
cessors. Nor does weariness growing out of par-
ticipation in two world wars fully explain this un-
willingness to resort to arms in their dealings with
one another: during the postwar era both nations
have employed force against third parties—in the
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case of the United States in Korea and Vietnam; in
the case of the Soviet Union in Afghanistan—for
protracted periods of time, and at great cost.

It seems inescapable that what has really made
the difference in inducing this unaccustomed cau-
tion has been the workings of the nuclear deter-
rent.” Consider, for a moment, what the effect of
this mechanism would be on a statesman from ei-
ther superpower who might be contemplating war.
In the past, the horrors and the costs of wars could
be forgotten with the passage of time. Generations
like the one of 1914 had little sense of what the
Napoleonic Wars—or even the American Civil
War—had revealed about the brutality, expense,
and duration of military conflict. But the existence
of nuclear weapons—and, more to the point, the
fact that we have direct evidence of what they can do
when used against human beings’—has given this
generation a painfully vivid awareness of the reali-
ties of war that no previous generation has had. It is
difficult, given this awareness, to produce the opti-
mism that historical experience tells us prepares the
way for war; pessimism, it appears, is a permanent
accompaniment to our thinking about war, and
that, as Blainey reminds us, is a cause of peace.

That same pessimism has provided the super-
powers with powerful inducements to control
crises resulting from the risk-taking of third par-
ties. It is worth recalling that World War 1 grew
out of the unsuccessful management of a situation
neither created nor desired by any of the major ac-
tors in the international system. There were simply
no mechanisms to put alid on escalation: to force
each nation to balance the short-term temptation
to exploit opportunities against the long-term dan-
ger that things might get out of hand.” The nu-
clear deterrent provides that mechanism today,
and as a result the United States and the Soviet
Union have successfully managed a whole series of
crises—most notably in the Middle East—that
grew out of the actions of neither but that could
have involved them both.

None of this is to say, of course, that war can-
not occur: if the study of history reveals anything
at all it is that one ought to expect, sooner or later,
the unexpected. Nor is it to say that the nuclear de-

terrent could not function equally well with half,
or a fourth, or even an eighth of the nuclear
weapons now in the arsenals of the superpowers.
Nor is it intended to deprecate the importance of
refraining from steps that might destabilize the ex-
isting stalemate, whether through the search for
technological breakthroughs that might provide a
decisive edge over the other side, or through so
mechanical a duplication of what the other side
has that one fails to take into account one's own
probably quite different security requirements, or
through strategies that rely upon the first use of
nuclear weapons in the interest of achieving econ-
omy, forgetting the far more fundamental systemic
interest in maintaining the tradition, dating back
four decades now, of never actually employing
these weapons for military purposes.

I am suggesting, though, that the development
of nuclear weapons has had, on balance, a stabiliz-
ing effect on the postwar international system.
They have served to discourage the process of esca-
lation that has, in other eras, too casually led to
war. They have had a sobering effect upon a whole
range of statesmen of varying degrees of responsi-
bility and capability. They have forced national
leaders, every day, to confront the reality of what
war is really like, indeed to confront the prospect
of their own mortality, and that, for those who
seek ways to avoid war, is no bad thing.

THE RECONNAISSANCE REVOLUTION

But although nuclear deterrence is the most im-
portant behavioral mechanism that has sustained
the post-World War II international system, it is
by no means the only one. Indeed, the very tech-
nology that has made it possible to deliver nuclear
weapons anywhere on the face of the earth has
functioned also to lower greatly the danger of
surprise attack, thereby supplementing the self-
regulating features of deterrence with the assur-
ance that comes from knowing a great deal more
than in the past about adversary capabilities. I refer
here to what might be called the "reconnaissance
revolution," a development that may well rival in
importance the "nuclear revolution" that preceded



it, but one that rarely gets the attention it deserves.

The point was made earlier that nations tend to
start wars on the basis of calculated assessments
that they have the power to prevail. But it was sug-
gested as well that they have often been wrong
about this: they either have failed to anticipate the
nature and the costs of war itself, or they have mis-
judged the intentions and the capabilities of the
adversary they have chosen to confront.” * * *

* * * But both sides are able—and indeed
have been able for at least two decades—to evalu-
ate each other's capabilities to a degree that is to-
tally unprecedented in the history of relations
between great powers.

What has made this possible, of course, has
been the development of the reconnaissance satel-
lite, a device that if rumors are correct allows the
reading of automobile license plates or newspaper
headlines from a hundred or more miles out in
space, together with the equally important custom
that has evolved between the superpowers of al-
lowing these objects to pass unhindered over their
territories.” The effect has been to give each side a
far more accurate view of the other's military capa-
bilities—and, to some degree, economic capabili-
ties as well—than could have been provided by an
entire phalanx of the best spies in the long history
of espionage. The resulting intelligence does not
rule out altogether the possibility of surprise at-
tack, but it does render it far less likely, at least as
far as the superpowers are concerned. * * *

* % *

IDEOLOGICAL MODERATION

The relationship between the Soviet Union and the
United States has not been free from ideological ri-
valries; it could be argued, in fact, that these are
among the most ideological nations on the face of
the earth.” Certainly their respective ideologies
could hardly have been more antithetical, given
the self-proclaimed intention of one to overthrow
the other.” And yet, since their emergence as su-
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perpowers, both nations have demonstrated an
impressive capacity to subordinate antagonistic
ideological interests to a common goal of preserv-
ing international order. The reasons for this are
worth examining.

If there were ever a moment at which the pri-
orities of order overcame those of ideology, it
would appear to be the point at which Soviet lead-
ers decided that war would no longer advance the
cause of revolution. That clearly had not been
Lenin's position: international conflict, for him,
was good or evil according to whether it acceler-
ated or retarded the demise of capitalism,” Stalin's
attitude on this issue was more ambivalent: he en-
couraged talk of an "inevitable conflict" between
the "two camps" of communism and capitalism in
the years immediately following World War II, but
he also appears shortly before his death to have an-
ticipated the concept of "peaceful coexistence."” It
was left to Georgii Malenkov to admit publicly,
shortly after Stalin's death, that a nuclear war
would mean "the destruction of world civiliza-
tion"; Nikita Khrushchev subsequently refined this
idea (which he had initially condemned) into the
proposition that the interests of world revolution,
as well as those of the Soviet state, would be better
served by working within the existing international
orderthan by trying to overthrow it.”

* * *

The effect was to transform a state which, if ideol-
ogy alone had governed, should have sought a
complete restructuring of the existing interna-
tional system, into one for whom that system now
seemed to have definite benefits, within which it
now sought to function, and for whom the goal of
overthrowing capitalism had been postponed to
some vague and indefinite point in the future.”
Without this moderation of ideological objectives,
it is difficult to see how the stability that has char-
acterized great power relations since the end of
World War II could have been possible.

* * *o

* * * American officials at no point during the his-
tory of the Cold War seriously contemplated, as a
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deliberate political objective, the elimination of the
Soviet Union as a major force in world affairs. By
the mid-1950s, it is true, war plans had been devised
that, if executed, would have quite indiscriminately
annihilated not only the Soviet Union but several
of its communist and non-communist neighbors
as well.” What is significant about those plans,
though, is that they reflected the organizational
convenience of the military services charged with
implementing them, not any conscious policy
decisions at the top. Both Eisenhower and Kennedy
were appalled on learning of them; both considered
them ecologically as well as strategically impossible;
and during the Kennedy administration steps were
initiated to devise strategies that would leave open
the possibility of a surviving political entity in Rus-
sia even in the extremity of nuclear war.”

A1l of this would appear to confirm, then, the
proposition that systemic ipterests tend to take
precedence over ideological interests.” Both the
Soviet ideological aversion to capitalism and the
American ideological aversion to totalitarianism
could have produced policies—and indeed had
produced policies in the past—aimed at the com-
plete overthrow of their respective adversaries.
That such ideological impulses could be muted to
the extent they have been during the past four
decades testifies to the stake both Washington and
Moscow have developed in preserving the existing
international system: the moderation of ideologies
must be considered, then, along with nuclear de-
terrence and reconnaissance, as a major self-
regulating mechanism of postwar politics.

"RULES" OF THE SUPERPOWER "GAME"

The question still arises, though: how can order
emerge from a system that functions without any
superior authority? Even self-regulating mecha-
nisms like automatic pilots or engine governors
cannot operate without someone to set them in
motion; the prevention of anarchy, it has generally
been assumed, requires hierarchy, both at the level
ofinterpersonal and international relations. * * *

These "rules" are, of course, implicit rather than
explicit: they grow out of a mixture of custom,
precedent, and mutual interest that takes shape
quite apart from the realm of public rhetoric,
diplomacy, or international law. They require the
passage of time to become effective; they depend,
for that effectiveness, upon the extent to which
successive generations of national leadership on
each side find them useful. They certainly do not
reflect any agreed-upon standard of international
morality: indeed they often violate principles of
"justice" adhered to by one side or the other. But
these "rules" have played an important role in
maintaining the international system that has been
in place these past four decades: without them the
correlation one would normally anticipate between
hostility and instability would have became more
exact than it has in fact been since 1945.

(1) Respect Spheres of Influence. Neither Rus-
sians nor Americans officially admit to
having such "spheres," but in fact much of
the history ofthe Cold War can be written
in terms of the efforts both have made to
consolidate and extend them. * * * But
what is important from the standpoint of
superpower '"rules" is the fact that, al-
though neither side has ever publicly en-
dorsed the other's right to a sphere of
influence, neither has ever directly chal-
lenged it either.”

* * *

(2) Avoid Direct Military Confrontation. It is
remarkable, in retrospect, that at no point
during the long history of the Cold War
have Soviet and American military forces
engaged each other directly in sustained
hostilities. The superpowers have fought
three major limited wars since 1945, but in
no case with each other: the possibility of
direct Soviet-American military involve-
ment was greatest—although it never hap-
pened—during the Korean War; it was
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much more remote in Vietnam and has re-
mained so in Afghanistan as well. In those
few situations where Soviet and American
military units have confronted one another
directly—the 1948 Berlin blockade, the
construction of the Berlin Wall in 1961,
and the Cuban missile crisis the following
year—great care was taken on both sides to
avoid incidents that might have triggered
hostilities.”

Use Nuclear Weapons Only as an Ultimate
Resort. One of the most significant—
though least often commented upon—of
the superpower "rules" has been the tra-
dition that has evolved, since 1945, of
maintaining a sharp distinction between
conventional and nuclear weapons, and of
reserving the military use of the latter only
for the extremity oftotal war. * * *

It was precisely this sense that nuclear
weapons were qualitatively different from
other weapons” that most effectively de-
terred their employment by the United
States during the first decade of the Cold
War, a period in which the tradition of
"non-use" had not yet taken hold, within
which ample opportunities for their use
existed, and during which the possibility of
Soviet retaliation could not have been
great. The idea of a discrete "threshold" be-
tween nuclear and conventional weapons,
therefore, may owe more to the moral—
and public relations—sensibilities of Wash-
ington officials than to any actual fear of
escalation. By the time a credible Soviet re-
taliatory capability was in place, at the end
of the 1950s, the "threshold" concept was
equally firmly fixed: one simply did not
cross it short of all-out war.” * * *

Prefer predictable anomaly over unpre-
dictable rationality. One of the most curi-
ous features of the Cold War has been the
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extent to which the superpowers—and
their respective clients, who have had little
choice in the matter—have tolerated a
whole series of awkward, artificial, and, on
the surface at least, unstable regional
arrangements: the division of Germany is,
of course, the most obvious example; oth-
ers would include the Berlin Wall, the po-
sition of West Berlin itself within East
Germany, the arbitrary and ritualized par-
tition of the Korean peninsula, the exis-
tence of an avowed Soviet satellite some
ninety miles off the coast of Florida, and,
not least, the continued functioning of an
important American naval base within it.
There is to all ofthese arrangements an ap-
pearance of wildly illogical improvisation:
none of them could conceivably have re-
sulted, it seems, from any rational and pre-
meditated design.

And yet, at another level, they have had
a kind of logic after all: the fact that these
jerry-built but rigidly maintained arrange-
ments have lasted for so long suggests an
unwillingness on the part of the superpow-

ers to trade familiarity for unpredictability.
sk oskosk

(5) Do not seek to undermine the other side's

leadership. The death of Stalin, in March
1953, set off a flurry of proposals within
the United States government for exploit-
ing the vulnerability that was thought
certain to result: * * * And yet, by the
following month President Eisenhower
was encouraging precisely that successor
regime to join in a major new effort to
control the arms race and reduce the dan-
ger of war.” The dilemma here was one
that was to recur throughout the Cold
War: if what one wanted was stability at
the international level, did it make sense to
try to destabilize the other side's leadership
at the national level?

The answer, it appears, has been no.
There have been repeated leadership crises
in both the United States and the Soviet
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Union since Stalin's death: one thinks espe-
cially of the decline and ultimate deposition
of Khrushchev following the Cuban missile
crisis, of the Johnson administration's all-
consuming fixation with Vietnam, of the
collapse of Nixon's authority as a result of
Watergate, and of the recent paralysis in the
Kremlin brought about by the illness and
death of three Soviet leaders within less
than three years. And yet, in none of these
instances can one discern a concerted effort
by the unaffected side to exploit the other's
vulnerability; indeed there appears to have
existed in several of these situations a sense
of frustration, even regret, over the difficul-
ties its rival was undergoing.” From the
standpoint of game theory, a "rule" that ac-
knowledges legitimacy of leadership on
both sides is hardly surprising: there have to
be players in order for the game to proceed.
But when compared to other historical—
and indeed other current—situations in
which that reciprocal tolerance has not ex-
isted,” its importance as a stabilizing mech-
anism becomes clear.

* * *

The Cold War, with all of its rivalries, anxieties,
and unquestionable dangers, has produced the
longest period of stability in relations among the
great powers that the world has known in this cen-
tury; it now compares favorably as well with some
of the longest periods of great power stability in all
of modern history. We may argue among ourselves
as to whether or not we can legitimately call this
"peace": it is not, I daresay, what most of us have
in mind when we use that term. But I am not at
all certain that the contemporaries of Metternich
or Bismarck would have regarded their eras as
"peaceful" either, even though historians looking
back on those eras today clearly do.

Who is to say, therefore, how the historians of
the year 2086 if there are any left by then—will
look back on us? Is it not at least plausible that they
will see our era, not as "the Cold War" at all, but
rather, like those ages of Metternich and Bismarck,

as a rare and fondly remembered "Long Peace"?
Wishful thinking? Speculation through a rose-
tinted word processor? Perhaps. But would it not
behoove us to give at least as much attention to the
question of how this might happen—to the ele-
ments in the contemporary international system
that might make it happen—as we do to the fear
that it may not?
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latest messenger of peace, If they had known
that he met Hitler without even his own Ger-
man interpreter they would perhaps have
wondered whether the conversation was in
Bsperanto or Volapuk. It seemed that every
postage stamp, bilingual dictionary, railway
timetable and trade fair, every peace congress,
Olympic race, tourist brochure and interna-
tional telegram that had ever existed, was plo-
riously justified when Mr Chamberlain said
from the window of number 10 Downing
Street on 30 September 1938: I believe it is
peace for our time." In retrospect the outbreak
of war a year later seems to mark the failure
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3 CONTENDING PERSPECTIVES

Over the past century, the most prominent perspectives for understanding the bask
nature of international politics have been realism, liberalism, and radicalism.

These viewpoints have vied for influence both in public debates and in academic
arguments. For that reason, Essentials of International Relations is organized

around the dialogue among these contending perspectives.

The readings in this chapter constitute some of the most concise and impor-
tant statements of each theoretical tradition. Hans Morgenthau, the leading figure
in thefield of international relations in the period after World War Il and at that
time a professor at the University of Chicago, presents a realist view of power poli-
tics. His influential book Politics Among Nations (1948), excerpted below, played
a central role in intellectually preparing Americans to exercise global power in the
Cold War period and to reconcile power politics with the idealistic ethics that had

previously dominated American discussions about foreign relations.

In a seminal book in the Norton Series in World Politics, The Tragedy of
Great Power Politics (2001), John Mearsheimer offers a contemporary interpreta-
tion of international politics that he calls "offensive realism." The chapter reprinted
here clearly and concisely describes international anarchy and its implications.
States operate in a self-help system; to insure their survival in that system, states
must strive to become as powerful as possible. This competitive striving for security
makes conflict the enduring and dominant feature of international relations, in
Mearsheimer's view.

Michael Doyle, a professor at Columbia University, advances the liberal theory
of the democratic peace. His 1986 article in the American Political Science Re-
view points out that no two democracies had ever fought a war against each other.
This sparked a huge and still ongoing debate among academics and public com-
mentators on why this was the case, and whether it meant that the United States
and other democracies should place efforts to promote the further spread of democ-
racy at the head of their foreign policy agendas. Adding a complication to Doyle's
insight, Jack Snyder's From Voting to Violence: Democratization and Nationalist



ITANS MUORGENTHAU: A Realist Theory of [nternational Politics

Conflict (2000) argues that while mature democracies may not fight wars against
each other, countries undergoing the early stages of a transition to democracy are
especially prone to war and ethnic conflict.

Andre Gunder Frank, a political economist who has written extensively on
Latin America, draws on Marxist ideas in discussing the dependency of developing
countries in the global capitalist system. His 1966 essay "The Development of Un-
derdevelopment" argues that the more economic contact a late-developing country
had with wealthier and more powerful advanced capitalist states, the more likely it
was to become impoverished and dependent. Though this diagnosis would have

fewer adherents today, the problem of how late-developing countries can adapt to
the challenges of economic globalization remains a pressing one.

The final two selections illustrate new currents in the study of international
politics that fundamentally challenge the realist, liberal, and radical perspectives.
Arguing from afeminist perspective, J. Ann Tickner ofthe University of Southern
California, in an excerptfrom Gender in International Relations, suggests that
much of the warlike behavior realists attribute to the situation ofinternational an-
archy is better understood as a consequence of the way male identity has been con-
structed. George Washington University's Martha Finnemore takes a constructivist
approach. Using the issue of humanitarian intervention, Finnemore shows why
states choose to intervene in the affairs of other states, even when no national in-
terests are at stake. She finds the explanation in international-system-level norms.

Books in the Norton Series in World Politics by John Mearsheimer and by
Bruce Russett and John Oneal (Triangulating Peace) offer the most up-to-date

statements of the realist and liberal perspectives, respectively.
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his book purports to present a theory of in-
ternational politics. The test by which such a
theory must be judged is not a priori and ab-
stract but empirical and pragmatic. The theory, in
other words, must be judged not by some precon-
ceived abstract principle or concept unrelated to

From Hans Morganthau, Politics Among Nations: The
Struggle for Power and Peace (1948; reprint, New York:
Knopf, 1960), chaps. 1, 3. Some of the author's notes
have been omitted.

reality, but by its purpose: to bring order and
meaning to a mass of phenomena which without it
would remain disconnected and unintelligible. It
must meet a dual test, an empirical and a logical
one: Do the facts as they actually are lend them-
selves to the interpretation the theory has put upon
them, and do the conclusions at which the theory
arrives follow with logical necessity from its
premises? In short, is the theory consistent with the
facts and within itself?
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The issue this theory raises concerns the nature
of all politics. The history of modern political
thought is the story of a contest between two
schools that differ fundamentally in their concep-
tions of the nature of man, society, and politics.
One believes that a rational and moral political or-
der, derived from universally valid abstract princi-
ples, can be achieved here and now. It assumes the
essential goodness and infinite malleability of hu-
man nature, and blames the failure ofthe social or-
der to measure up to the rational standards on lack
of knowledge and understanding, obsolescent so-
cial institutions, or the depravity of certain isolated
individuals or groups. It trusts in education, re-
form, and the sporadic use of force to remedy
these defects.

The other school believes that the world, im-
perfect as it is from the rational point of view, is
the result of forces inherent in human nature. To
improve the world one must work with those
forces, not against them. This being inherently a
world of opposing interests and of conflict among
them, moral principles can never be fully realized,
but must at best be approximated through the ever
temporary balancing of interests and the ever pre-
carious setdement of conflicts. This school, then,
sees in a system of checks and balances a universal
principle for all pluralist societies. It appeals to his-
toric precedent rather than to abstract principles,
and aims at the realization of the lesser evil rather
than of the absolute good.

* * *

* * * Principles of Political Realism

Political realism believes that politics, like society
in general, is governed by objective laws that have
their roots in human nature. In order to improve
society it is first necessary to understand the laws
by which society fives. The operation of these laws
being impervious to our preferences, men will
challenge them only at the risk of failure.

Realism, believing as it does in the objectivity
of'the laws of politics, must also believe in the pos-
sibility of developing a rational theory that reflects,

however imperfectly and one-sidedly, these objec-
tive laws. It believes also, then, in the possibility of
distinguishing in politics between truth and opin-
ion—between what is true objectively and ratio-
nally, supported by evidence and illuminated by
reason, and what is only a subjective judgment, di-
vorced from the facts as they are and informed by
prejudice and wishful thinking.

* * *

For realism, theory consists in ascertaining facts
and giving them meaning through reason. It as-
sumes that the character of a foreign policy can be
ascertained only through the examination of the
political acts performed and of the foreseeable con-
sequences of these acts. Thus, we can find out what
statesmen have actually done, and from the fore-
seeable consequences of their acts we can surmise
what their objectives might have been.

Yet examination of the facts is not enough. To
give meaning to the factual raw material of foreign
policy, we must approach political reality with a
kind of rational outline, a map that suggests to us
the possible meanings of foreign policy. In other
words, we put ourselves in the position of a states-
man who must meet a certain problem of foreign
policy under certain circumstances, and we ask
ourselves what the rational alternatives are from
which a statesman may choose who must meet this
problem under these circumstances (presuming al-
ways that he acts in a rational manner), and which
of these rational alternatives this particular states-
man, acting under these circumstances, is likely to
choose. It is the testing of this rational hypothesis
against the actual facts and their consequences that
gives meaning to the facts of international politics
and makes a theory of politics possible.

The main signpost that helps political realism
to find its way through the landscape of interna-
tional politics is the concept of interest defined in
terms of power. This concept provides the link be-
tween reason trying to understand international
politics and the facts to be understood. * * *

We assume that statesmen think and act in
terms of interest defined as power, and the evi-
dence of history bears that assumption out. That



assumption 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 conversation
with other statesmen; we read and anticipate his
very thoughts. Thinking in terms of interest de-
fined as power, we think as he does, and as disin-
terested observers we understand his thoughts and
actions perhaps better than he, the actor on the po-
litical scene, does himself.

Political realism is aware of the moral significance
of political action. It is also aware of the ineluctable
tension between the moral command and the re-
quirements of successful political action. And it is
unwilling to gloss over and obliterate that tension
and thus to obfuscate both the moral and the polit-
ical issue by making it appear as though the stark
facts of politics were morally more satisfying than
they actually are, and the moral law less exacting
than it actually is.

Realism maintains that universal moral princi-
ples cannot be applied to the actions of states in

Political

What Is Political Power?

International politics, like all politics, is a struggle for
power. Whatever the ultimate aims of international
politics, power is always the immediate aim. States-
men and peoples may ultimately seek freedom, secu-
rity, prosperity, or power itself. They may define
their goals in terms of a religious, philosophic, eco-
nomic, or social ideal. They may hope that this ideal
will materialize through its own inner force, through
divine intervention, or through the natural develop-
ment of human affairs. They may also try to further
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their abstract universal formulation, but that they
must be filtered through the concrete circum-
stances of time and place. The individual may say
for himself: "Fiat justitia, pereat mundus (Let
justice be done, even if the world perish)," but
the state has no right to say so in the name of
those who are in its care. Both individual and
state must judge political action by universal
moral principles, such as that of liberty. Yet while
the individual has a moral right to sacrifice him-
self in defense of such a moral principle, the state
has no right to let its moral disapprobation of
the infringement of liberty get in the way of
successful political action, itself inspired by the
moral principle of national survival. There can
be no political morality without prudence; that
is, without consideration of the political conse-
quences of seemingly moral action. Realism, then,
considers prudence—the weighing of the conse-
quences of alternative political actions—to be
the supreme virtue in politics. Ethics in the ab-
stract judges action by its conformity with the
moral law; political ethics judges action by its po-
litical consequences. * * *

Power

its realization through nonpolitical means, such as
technical co-operation with other nations or inter-
national organizations. But whenever they strive to
realize their goal by means of international politics,
they do so by striving for power. The Crusaders
wanted to free the holy places from domination by
the Infidels; Woodrow Wilson wanted to make the
world safe for democracy, the Nazis wanted to open
Eastern Europe to German colonization, to domi-
nate Europe, and to conquer the world. Since they all
chose power to achieve these ends, they were actors
on the scene of international politics.

* * *
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* * * When we speak of power, we mean man's
control over the minds and actions of other men.
By political power we refer to the mutual relations
of control among the holders of public authority
and between the latter and the people at large.

Political power, however, must be distin-
guished from force in the sense of the actual exer-
cise of physical violence. The threat of physical
violence in the form of police action, imprison-
ment, capital punishment, or war is an intrinsic el-
ement of politics. When violence becomes an
actuality, it signifies the abdication of political
power in favor of military or pseudo-military
power. In international politics in particular,
armed strength as a threat or a potentiality is the
most important material factor making for the po-
litical power of a nation. Ifit becomes an actuality
in war, it signifies the substitution of military for
political power. The actual exercise of physical
violence substitutes for the psychological relation
between two minds, which is of the essence of po-
litical power, the physical relation between two
bodies, one of which is strong enough to dominate
the other's movements. It is for this reason that in
the exercise of physical violence the psychological
element of the political relationship is lost, and
that we must distinguish between military and po-
litical power.

Political power is a psychological relation be-
tween those who exercise it and those over whom
it is exercised. It gives the former control over cer-
tain actions of the latter through the influence
which the former exert over the latter's minds.
That influence derives from three sources; the ex-
pectation of benefits, the fear of disadvantages, the
respect or love for men or institutions. It may be
exerted through orders, threats, persuasion, the
authority or charisma ofa man or of an office, or a
combination of any ofthese.

While it is generally recognized that the inter-
play of these factors, in ever changing combina-
tions, forms the basis of all domestic politics, the
importance of these factors for international poli-
tics is less obvious, but no less real. There has been
a tendency to reduce political power to the actual
application of force or at least to equate it with

successful threats of force and with persuasion, to
the neglect of charisma. That neglect * * * ac-
counts in good measure for the neglect of prestige
as an independent element in international poli-
tics. * * *

An economic, financial, territorial, or military pol-
icy undertaken for its own sake is subject to evalu-
ation in its own terms. Is it economically or
financially advantageous? * * *

When, however, the objectives of these policies
serve to increase the power of the nation pursuing
them with regard to other nations, these policies
and their objectives must be judged primarily from
the point of view of their contribution to national
power. An economic policy that cannot be justified
in purely economic terms might nevertheless be
undertaken in view of the political policy pursued.
The insecure and unprofitable character of a loan
to a foreign nation may be a valid argument
against it on purely financial grounds. But the ar-
gument is irrelevant if the loan, however unwise it
may be from a banker's point of view, serves the
political policies of the nation. It may of course be
that the economic or financial losses involved in
such policies will weaken the nation in its interna-
tional position to such an extent as to outweigh
the political advantages to be expected. On these
grounds such policies might be rejected. In such a
case, what decides the issue is not purely economic
and financial considerations but a comparison of
the political changes and risks involved; that is, the
probable effect of these policies upon the power of
the nation.

The Depreciation of Political Power

The aspiration for power being the distinguishing
element of international politics, as of all politics,
international politics is of necessity power politics.
While this fact is generally recognized in the prac-
tice of international affairs, it is frequently denied
in the pronouncements of scholars, publicists, and
even statesmen. Since the end of the Napoleonic
Wars, ever larger groups in the Western world



have been persuaded that the struggle for power on
the international scene is a temporary phenome-
non, a historical accident that is bound to disap-
pear once the peculiar historic conditions that have
given rise to it have been eliminated. * * * Dur-
ing the nineteenth century, liberals everywhere
shared the conviction that power politics and war
were residues of an obsolete system of government,
and that with the victory of democracy and consti-
tutional government over absolutism and autoc-
racy international harmony and permanent peace
would win out over power politics and war. Ofthis
liberal school of thought, Woodrow Wilson was
the most eloquent and most influential spokes-
man.

In recent times, the conviction that the struggle
for power can be eliminated from the international
scene has been connected with the great attempts
at organizing the world, such as the League of Na-
tions and the United Nations. * * *

* * * [In fact,] the struggle for power is uni-
versal in time and space and is an undeniable fact
of experience. It cannot be denied that throughout
historic time, regardless of social, economic, and
political conditions, states have met each other in
contests for power. Even though anthropologists
have shown that certain primitive peoples seem to
be free from the desire for power, nobody has yet
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under which they live can be recreated on a world-
wide scale so as to eliminate the struggle for power
from the international scene.' It would be useless
and even self-destructive to free one or the other of
the peoples of the earth from the desire for power
while leaving it extant in others. If the desire for
power cannot be abolished everywhere in the
world, those who might be cured would simply fall
victims to the power of others.

The position taken here might be criticized on
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the ground that conclusions drawn from the past
are unconvincing, and that to draw such conclu-
sions has always been the main stock in trade of
the enemies of progress and reform. Though it is
true that certain social arrangements and institu-
tions have always existed in the past, it does not
necessarily follow that they must always exist in the
future. The situation is, however, different when
we deal not with social arrangements and institu-
tions created by man, but with those elemental
biopsychological drives by which in turn society is
created. The drives to live, to propagate, and to
dominate are common to all men.’ Their relative
strength is dependent upon social conditions that
may favor one drive and tend to repress another,
or that may withhold social approval from certain
manifestations of these drives while they encour-
age others. Thus, to take examples only from the
sphere of power, most societies condemn killing as
a means of attaining power within society, but all
societies encourage the killing of enemies in that
struggle for power which is called war. * * *

NOTES

1. For an illuminating discussion of this problem,
see Malcolm Sharp, "Aggression: A Study of

2. Zoologists have tried to show that the drive to
dominate is found even in animals, such as
chickens and monkeys, who create social hierar-
chies on the basis of the will and the ability to
dominate. See e.g., Warder Allee, Animal Life
and Social Growth (Baltimore: The Williams
and Wilkins Company, 1932), and The Social
Life of Animals (New York: W. W. Norton and
Company, Inc., 1938).
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JOHN

MEARSHEIMER

Anarchy and the Struggle for Power

reat powers, I argue, are always searching

for opportunities to gain power over their

rivals, with hegemony as their final goal.
This perspective does not allow for status quo
powers, except for the unusual state that achieves
preponderance. Instead, the system is populated
with great powers that have revisionist intentions
at their core." This chapter presents a theory that
explains this competition for power. Specifically, I
attempt to show that there is a compelling logic be-
hind my claim that great powers seek to maximize
their share of world power. I do not, however, test
offensive realism against the historical record in
this chapter. That important task is reserved for
later chapters.

Why States Pursue Power

My explanation for why great powers vie with each
other for power and strive for hegemony is derived
from five assumptions about the international sys-
tem. None of these assumptions alone mandates
that states behave competitively. Taken together,
however, they depict a world in which states have
considerable reason to think and sometimes be-
have aggressively. In particular, the system encour-
ages states to look for opportunities to maximize
their power vis-a-vis other states.

How important is it that these assumptions be
realistic? Some social scientists argue that the
assumptions that underpin a theory need not
conform to reality. Indeed, the economist Milton
Friedman maintains that the best theories "will be
found to have assumptions that are wildly inaccu-
rate descriptive representations of reality, and, in

From The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York:
Norton, 2001): 29-54. Some of the author's notes have
been edited.

general, the more significant the theory, the more
unrealistic the assumptions," According to this
view, the explanatory power of a theory is all that
matters. If unrealistic assumptions lead to a theory
that tells us a lot about how the world works, it is
of no importance whether the underlying assump-
tions are realistic or not.

I reject this view. Although I agree that ex-
planatory power is the ultimate criterion for as-
sessing theories, I also believe that a theory based
on unrealistic or false assumptions will not explain
much about how the world works.-' Sound theories
are based on sound assumptions. Accordingly,
each of'these five assumptions is a reasonably accu-
rate representation of an important aspect of life in
the international system.

Bedrock Assumptions

The first assumption is that the international sys-
tem is anarchic, which does not mean that it is
chaotic or riven by disorder. It is easy to draw that
conclusion, since realism depicts a world charac-
terized by security competition and war. By itself,
however, the realist notion of anarchy has nothing
to do with conflict; it is an ordering principle,
which says that the system comprises independent
states that have no central authority above them."
Sovereignly, in other words, inheres in states be-
cause there is no higher ruling body in the interna-
tional system.” There is no "government over
governments."’

The second assumption is that great powers in-
herently possess some offensive military capability,
which gives them the wherewithal to hurt and pos-
sibly destroy each other. States are potentially dan-
gerous to each other, although some states have
more military might than others and are therefore
more dangerous. A state's military power is usually
identified with the particular weaponry at its dis-
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posal, although even if there were no weapons, the
individuals in those states could still use their feet
and hands to attack the population of another
state. After all, for every neck, there are two hands
to choke it.

The third assumption is that states can never
be certain about other states' intentions. Specifi-
cally, no state can be sure that another state will
not use its offensive military capability to attack
the first state. This is not to say that states necessar-
ily have hostile intentions. Indeed, all of the states
in the system may be reliably benign, but it is im-
possible to be sure of that judgment because inten-
tions are impossible to divine with 100 percent
certainty.” There are many possible causes of ag-
gression, and no state can be sure that another
state is not motivated by one of them." Further-
more, intentions can change quickly, so a state's
intentions can be benign one day and hostile the
next. Uncertainty about intentions is unavoidable,
which means that states can never be sure that
other states do not have offensive intentions to go
along with their offensive capabilities.

The fourth assumption is that survival is the
primary goal of great powers. Specifically, states
seek to maintain their territorial integrity and the
autonomy of their domestic political order. Sur-
vival dominates other motives because, once a state
is conquered, it is unlikely to be in a position to
pursue other aims. Soviet leader Josef Stalin put
the point well during a war scare in 1927: "We can
and must build socialism in the [Soviet Union].
But in order to do so we first of all have to exist."
States can and do pursue other goals, of course,
but security is their most important objective.

The fifth assumption is that great powers are
rational actors. They are aware of their external en-
vironment and they think strategically about how
to survive in it. In particular, they consider the
preferences of other states and how their own be-
havior is likely to affect the behavior of those other
states, and how the behavior of those other states
is likely to affect their own strategy for survival.
Moreover, states pay attention to the long term
as well as the immediate consequences of their
actions.

As emphasized, none of these assumptions
alone dictates that great powers as a general rule
should behave aggressively toward each other.
There is surely the possibility that some state might
have hostile intentions, but the only assumption
dealing with a specific motive that is common to
all states says that their principal objective is to
survive, which by itself is a rather harmless goal.
Nevertheless, when the five assumptions are mar-
ried together, they create powerful incentives for
great powers to think and act offensively with re-
gard to each other. In particular, three general pat-
terns of behavior result: fear, self-help, and power
maximization.

State Behavior

Great powers fear each other. They regard each
other with suspicion, and they worry that war
might be in the offing. They anticipate danger.
There is little room for trust among states. For
sure, the level of fear varies across time and space,
but it cannot be reduced to a trivial level. From the
perspective of any one great power, all other great
powers are potential enemies. This point is illus-
trated by the reaction of the United Kingdom and
France to German reunification at the end of the
Gold War. Despite the fact that these three states
had been close allies for almost forty-five years,
both the United Kingdom and France immediately
began worrying about the potential dangers of a
united Germany."

The basis of this fear is that in a world where
great powers have the capability to attack each
other and might have the motive to do so, any state
bent on survival must be at least suspicious of
other states and reluctant to trust them. Add to
this the "911" problem—the absence of a central
authority to which a threatened state can turn for
help—and states have even greater incentive to
fear each other. Moreover, there is no mechanism,
other than the possible self-interest of third parties,
for punishing an aggressor. Because it is sometimes
difficult to deter potential aggressors, states have
ample reason not to trust other states and to be
prepared for war with them.
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The possible consequences of falling victim
to aggression further amplify the importance of
fear as a motivating force in world politics. Great
powers do not compete with each other as if inter-
national politics were merely an economic market-
place. Political competition among states is a much
more dangerous business than mere economic in-
tercourse; the former can lead to war, and war of-
ten means mass killing on die battlefield as well as
mass murder of civilians. In extreme cases, war can
even lead to the destruction of states. The horrible
consequences of war sometimes cause states to
view each other not just as competitors, but as po-
tentially deadly enemies. Political antagonism, in
short, tends to be intense, because the stakes are
great.

States in the international system also aim to
guarantee their own survival. Because other states
are potential threats, and because there is no
higher authority to come to their rescue when they
dial 911, states cannot depend on others for their
own security. Each state tends to see itself as vul-
nerable and alone, and therefore it aims to provide
for its own survival. In international politics, God
helps those who help themselves, This emphasis on
self-help does not preclude states from forming al
liances." But alliances are only temporary mar-
riages of convenience: today's alliance partner
might be tomorrow's enemy, and today's enemy
might be tomorrow's alliance partner. For exam-
ple, the United States fought with China and the
Soviet Union against Germany and Japan in World
War II, but soon thereafter flip-flopped enemies
and partners and allied with West Germany and
Japan against China and the Soviet Union during
the Cold War.

States operating in a self-help world almost al-
ways act according to their own self-interest and
do not subordinate their interests to the interests
of other states, or to the interests of the so-called
international community. The reason is simple: it
pays to be selfish in a self-help world. This is true
in the short term as well as in the long term, be-
cause if a state loses in the short run, it might not
be around for the long haul.

Apprehensive about the ultimate intentions of

other states, and aware that they operate in a self-
help system, states quickly understand that the best
way to ensure their survival is to be the most pow-
erful state in the system. The stronger a state is rel-
ative to its potential rivals, the less likely it is that
any of those rivals will attack it and threaten its
survival. Weaker states will be reluctant to pick
fights with more powerful states because the
weaker states are likely to suffer military defeat, In-
deed, the bigger the gap in power between any two
states, the less likely it is that the weaker will attack
the stronger. Neither Canada nor Mexico, for ex-
ample, would countenance attacking the United
States, which is far more powerful than its neigh-
bors. The ideal situation is to be the hegemon in
the system, As Immanuel Kant said, "It is the de-
sire of every state, or of'its ruler, to arrive at a con
dition of perpetual peace by conquering the whole
world, ifthat were possible."” Survival would then
be almost guaranteed.”

Consequentiy, states pay close attention to how
power is distributed among them, and they make a
special effort to maximize their share of world
power. Specifically, they look for opportunities to
alter the balance of power by acquiring additional
increments of power at the expense of potential ri-
vals, States employ a variety of means—economic,
diplomatic, and military—to shift the balance of
power in their favor, even if doing so makes other
states suspicious or even hostile. Because one
state's gain in power is another state's loss, great
powers tend to have a zero-sum mentality when
dealing with each other, The trick, of course, is to
be the winner in this competition and to dominate
the other states in the system. Thus, the claim that
states maximize relative power is tantamount to
arguing that states are disposed to think offensively
toward other states, even though their ultimate
motive is simply to survive. In short, great powers
have aggressive intentions."

Even when a great power achieves a distinct
military advantage over its rivals, it continues
looking for chances to gain more power. The
pursuit of power stops only when hegemony is
achieved. The idea that a great power might feel se-
cure without dominating the system, provided it
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has an "appropriate amount" of power, is not per-
suasive, for two reasons.” First, it is difficult to as-
sess how much relative power one state must have
over its rivals before it is secure. Is twice as much
power an appropriate threshold? Or is three times
as much power the magic number? The root of the
problem is that power calculations alone do not
determine which side wins a war. Clever strategies,
for example, sometimes allow less powerful states
to defeat more powerful foes.

Second, determining how much power is
enough becomes even more complicated when
great powers contemplate how power will be dis-
tributed among them ten or twenty years down the
road. The capabilities of individual states vary over
time, sometimes markedly, and it is often difficult
to predict the direction and scope of change in the
balance of power. Remember, few in the West an-
ticipated the collapse of the Soviet Union before it
happened. In fact, during the first half of the Cold
War, many in the West feared that the Soviet econ-
omy would eventually generate greater wealth than
the American economy, which would cause a
marked power shift against the United States and
its allies. What the future holds for China and Rus-
sia and what the balance of power will look like in
2020 is difficult to foresee.

Given the difficulty of determining how much
power is enough for today and tomorrow, great
powers recognize that the best way to ensure their
security is to achieve hegemony now, thus eliminat-
ing any possibility of a challenge by another great
power. Only a misguided state would pass up an
opportunity to be the hegemon in the system be-
cause it thought it already had sufficient power to
survive.” But even if a great power does not have
the wherewithal to achieve hegemony (and that is
usually the case), it will still act offensively to amass
as much power as it can, because states are almost
always better off with more rather than less power.
In short, states do not become status quo powers
until they completely dominate the system.

All states are influenced by this logic, which
means that not only do they look for opportunities
to take advantage of one another, they also work to
ensure that other states do not take advantage of

them. After all, rival states are driven by the same
logic, and most states are likely to recognize their
own motives at play in the actions of other states.
In short, states ultimately pay attention to defense
as well as offense. They think about conquest them-
selves, and they work to check aggressor states
from gaining power at their expense. This inex-
orably leads to a world of constant security compe-
tition, where states are willing to lie, cheat, and use
brute force if it helps them gain advantage over
their rivals. Peace, if one defines that concept as a
state of tranquility or mutual concord, is not likely
to break out in this world.

The "security dilemma," which is one of the
most well-known concepts in the international re-
lations literature, reflects the basic logic of offen-
sive realism. The essence of the dilemma is that the
measures a state takes to increase its own security
usually decrease the security of other states. Thus,
it is difficult for a state to increase its own chances
of survival without threatening the survival of
other states. John Herz first introduced the security
dilemma in a 1950 article in the journal World Pol-
itics.” After discussing the anarchic nature of in-
ternational politics, he writes, "Striving to attain
security from . . . attack, [states] are driven to ac-
quire more and more power in order to escape the
impact of the power of others. This, in turn, ren-
ders the others more insecure and compels them to
prepare for the worst. Since none can ever feel en-
tirely secure in such a world of competing units,
power competition ensues, and the vicious circle of
security and power accumulation is on."" The im-
plication of Herz's analysis is clear: the best way for
a state to survive in anarchy is to take advantage of
other states and gain power at their expense. The
best defense is a good offense. Since this message is
widely understood, ceaseless security competition
ensues. Unfortunately, little can be done to ame-
liorate the security dilemma as long as states oper-
ate in anarchy.

It should be apparent from this discussion that
saying that states are power maximizers is tanta-
mount to saying that they care about relative
power, not absolute power. There is an important
distinction here, because states concerned about
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relative power behave differently than do states in-
terested in absolute power.” States that maximize
relative power are concerned primarily with the
distribution of material capabilities. In particular,
they try to gain as large a power advantage as pos-
sible over potential rivals, because power is the best
means to survival in a dangerous world. Thus,
states motivated by relative power concerns are
likely to forgo large gains in their own power, if
such gains give rival states even greater power, for
smaller national gains that nevertheless provide
them with a power advantage over their rivals.”
States that maximize absolute power, on the other
hand, care only about the size of their own gains,
not those of other states. They are not motivated
by balance-of-power logic but instead are con-
cerned with amassing power without regard to
how much power other states control. They would
jump at the opportunity for large gains, even if a
rival gained more in the deal. Power, according to
this logic, is not a means to an end (survival), but
an end in itself.”

Calculated Aggression

There is obviously little room for status quo pow-
ers in a world where states are inclined to look for
opportunities to gain more power. Nevertheless,
great powers cannot always act on their offensive
intentions, because behavior is influenced not only
by what states want, but also by their capacity to
realize these desires. Every state might want to be
king of'the hill, but not every state has the where-
withal to compete for that lofty position, much less
achieve it. Much depends on how military might is
distributed among the great powers. A great power
that has a marked power advantage over its rivals is
likely to behave more aggressively, because it has
the capability as well as the incentive to do so.

By contrast, great powers facing powerful op-
ponents will be less inclined to consider offensive
action and more concerned with defending the ex-
isting balance of power from threats by their more
powerful opponents. Let there be an opportunity
for those weaker states to revise the balance in their
own favor, however, and they will take advantage

of it. Stalin put the point well at the end of World
War II: "Everyone imposes his own system as far
as his army can reach. It cannot be otherwise."”
States might also have the capability to gain advan-
tage over a rival power but nevertheless decide that
the perceived costs of offense are too high and do
not justify the expected benefits.

In short, great powers are not mindless aggres-
sors so bent on gaining power that they charge
headlong into losing wars or pursue Pyrrhic victo-
ries. On the contrary, before great powers take of-
fensive actions, they think carefully about the
balance of power and about how other states will
react to their moves. They weigh the costs and risks
of offense against the likely benefits, If the benefits
do not outweigh the risks, they sit tight and wait
for a more propitious moment. Nor do states start
arms races that are unlikely to improve their over-
all position. As discussed at greater length in Chap-
ter 3, states sometimes limit defense spending
either because spending more would bring no
strategic advantage or because spending more
would weaken the economy and undermine the
state's power in the long run,” To paraphrase
Clint Eastwood, a state has to know its limitations
to survive in the international system.

Nevertheless, great powers miscalculate from
time to time because they invariably make impor-
tant decisions on the basis of imperfect informa-
tion, States hardly ever have complete information
about any situation they confront, There are two
dimensions to this problem. Potential adversaries
have incentives to misrepresent their own strength
or weakness, and to conceal their true aims.” For
example, a weaker state trying to deter a stronger
state is likely to exaggerate its own power to dis-
courage the potential aggressor from attacking. On
the other hand, a state bent on aggression is likely
to emphasize its peaceful goals while exaggerating
its military weakness, so that the potential victim
does not build up its own arms and thus leaves it-
self vulnerable to attack. Probably no national
leader was better at practicing this kind of decep-
tion than Adolf Hitler,

But even if disinformation was not a problem,
great powers are often unsure about how their own
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military forces, as well as the adversary's, will per-
form on the battlefield. For example, it is some-
times difficult to determine in advance how new
weapons and untested combat units will perform
in the face of enemy fire. Peacetime maneuvers and
war games are helpful but imperfect indicators of
what is likely to happen in actual combat. Fighting
wars is a complicated business in which it is often
difficult to predict outcomes. Remember that al-
though the United States and its allies scored a
stunning and remarkably easy victory against Iraq
in early 1991, most experts at the time believed
that Iraq's military would be a formidable foe and
put up stubborn resistance before finally succumb-
ing to American military might.”

Great powers are also sometimes unsure about
the resolve of opposing states as well as allies. For
example, Germany believed that if it went to war
against France and Russia in the summer of 1914,
the United Kingdom would probably stay out of
the fight. Saddam Hussein expected the United
States to stand aside when he invaded Kuwait in
August 1990. Both aggressors guessed wrong, but
each had good reason to think that its initial judg-
ment was correct. In the 1930s, Adolf Hitler be-
lieved that his great-power rivals would be easy to
exploit and isolate because each had little interest
in fighting Germany and instead was determined
to get someone else to assume that burden. He
guessed right. In short, great powers constantly
find themselves confronting situations in which
they have to make important decisions with in-
complete information. Not surprisingly, they some-
times make faulty judgments and end up doing
themselves serious harm.

Some defensive realists go so far as to suggest
that the constraints of the international system are
so powerful that offense rarely succeeds, and that
aggressive great powers invariably end up be-
ing punished.” As noted, they emphasize that
1) threatened states balance against aggressors and
ultimately crush them, and 2) there is an offense-
defense balance that is usually heavily tilted toward
the defense, thus making conquest especially diffi-
cult. Great powers, therefore, should be content
with the existing, balance of power and not try to

change it by force. After all, it makes little sense for
a state to initiate a war that it is likely to lose; that
would be self-defeating behavior. It is better to
concentrate instead on preserving the balance of
power.” Moreover, because aggressors seldom suc-
ceed, states should understand that security is
abundant, and thus there is no good strategic rea-
son for wanting more power in the first place. In a
world where conquest seldom pays, states should
have relatively benign intentions toward each
other. If they do not, these defensive realists argue,
the reason is probably poisonous domestic politics,
not smart calculations about how to guarantee
one's security in an anarchic world.

There is no question that systemic factors con-
strain aggression, especially balancing by threat-
ened states. But defensive realists exaggerate those
restraining forces.” Indeed, the historical record
provides little support for their claim that offense
rarely succeeds. One study estimates that there
were 63 wars between 1815 and 1980, and the ini-
tiator won 39 times, which translates into about a
60 percent success rate.” Turning to specific cases,
Otto von Bismarck unified Germany by winning
military victories against Denmark in 1864, Austria
in 1866, and France in 1870, and the United States
as we know it today was created in good part by
conquest in the nineteenth century. Conquest cer-
tainly paid big dividends in these cases. Nazi Ger-
many won wars against Poland in 1939 and France
in 1940, but lost to the Soviet Union between 1941
and 1945. Conquest ultimately did not pay for the
Third Reich, but if Hitler had restrained himself af-
ter the full of France and had not invaded the So-
viet Union, conquest probably would have paid
handsomely for the Nazis. In short, the historical
record shows that offense sometimes succeeds and
sometimes does not. The trick for a sophisticated
power maximizer is to figure out when to raise and
when to fold.”

Hegemony's Limits

Great powers, as I have emphasized, strive to gain
power over their rivals and hopefully become
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hegemons. Once a state achieves that exalted posi-
tion, it becomes a status quo power, More needs to
be said, however, about the meaning of hegemony.

A hegemon is a state that is so powerful that it
dominates all the other states in the system.” No
other state has the military wherewithal to put up a
serious fight against it. In essence, a hegemon is the
only great power in the system. A state that is sub-
stantially more powerful than the other great pow-
ers in the system is not a hegemon, because it
faces, by definition, other great powers. The United
Kingdom in the mid-nineteenth century, for ex-
ample, is sometimes called a hegemon. But it was
not a hegemon, because there were four other great
powers in Europe at the time—Austria, France,
Prussia, and Russia—and the United Kingdom did
not dominate them in any meaningful way. In fact,
during that period, the United Kingdom consid-
ered France to be a serious threat to the balance of
power. Europe in the nineteenth century was mul-
tipolar, not unipolar,

Hegemony means domination of the system,
which is usually interpreted to mean the entire
world. It is possible, however, to apply the concept
of a system more narrowly and use it to describe
particular regions, such as Europe, Northeast Asia,
and the Western Hemisphere. Thus, one can dis-
tinguish between global hegemons, which dominate
the world, and regional hegemons, which dominate
distinct geographical areas, The United States has
been a regional hegemon in the Western Hemi-
sphere for at least the past one hundred years. No
other state in the Americas has sufficient military
might to challenge it, which is why the United
States is widely recognized as the only great power
in its region.

My argument, which I develop at length in
subsequent chapters, is that except for the unlikely
event wherein one state achieves clear-cut nuclear
superiority, it is virtually impossible for any state
to achieve global hegemony. The principal impedi-
ment to world domination is the difficulty of pro-
jecting power across the world's oceans onto the
territory of a rival great power. The United States,
for example, is the most powerful state on the
planet today. But it does not dominate Europe and

Northeast Asia the way it does the Western Hemi-
sphere, and it has no intention oftrying to conquer
and control those distant regions, mainly because
of the stopping power of water. Indeed, there is
reason to think that the American military com-
mitment to Europe and Northeast Asia might
wither away over the next decade. In short, there
has never been a global hegemon, and there is not
likely to be one anytime soon.

The best outcome a great power can hope for is
to be a regional hegemon and possibly control an-
other region that is nearby and accessible over
land. The United States is the only regional hege-
mon in modern history, although other states have
fought major wars in pursuit of regional hege-
mony: imperial Japan in Northeast Asia, and
Napoleonic France, Wilhelmine Germany, and
Nazi Germany in Europe. But none succeeded.
The Soviet Union, which is located in Europe and
Northeast Asia, threatened to dominate both of
those regions during the Cold War. The Soviet
Union might also have attempted to conquer the
oil-rich Persian Gulfregion, with which it shared a
border. But even if Moscow had been able to dom-
inate Europe, Northeast Asia, and the Persian Gulf,
which it never came close to doing, it still would
have been unable to conquer the Western Hemi-
sphere and become a true global hegemon.

States that achieve regional hegemony seek to
prevent great powers in other regions from dupli-
cating their feat. Regional hegemons, in other
words, do not want peers. Thus the United States,
for example, played a key role in preventing impe-
rial Japan, Wilhelmine Germany, Nazi Germany,
and the Soviet Union from gaining regional su-
premacy. Regional hegemons attempt to check as-
piring hegemons in other regions because they fear
that a rival great power that dominates its own re-
gion will be an especially powerful foe that is es-
sentially free to cause trouble in the fearful great
power's backyard. Regional hegemons prefer that
there be at least two great powers located together
in other regions, because their proximity will force
them to concentrate their attention on each other
rather than on the distant hegemon.

Furthermore, if a potential hegemon emerges
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among them, the other great powers in that region
might be able to contain it by themselves, allowing
the distant hegemon to remain safely on the side-
lines. Of course, if the local great powers were un-
able to do the job, the distant hegemon would take
the appropriate measures to deal with the threat-
ening state. The United States, as noted, has as-
sumed that burden on four separate occasions in
the twentieth century, which is why it is commonly
referred to as an "offshore balancer."

In sum, the ideal situation for any great power
is to be the only regional hegemon in the world.
That state would be a status quo power, and it
would go to considerable lengths to preserve the
existing distribution of power. The United States is
in that enviable position today, it dominates the
Western Hemisphere and there is no hegemon in
any other area of the world. But ifa regional hege-
mon is confronted with a peer competitor, it
would no longer be a status quo power. Indeed, it
would go to considerable lengths to weaken and
maybe even destroy its distant rival. Of course,
both regional hegemons would be motivated by
that logic, which would make for a fierce security
competition between them.

Power and Fear

That great powers fear each other is a central as-
pect of life in the international system. But as
noted, the level of fear varies from case to case. For
example, the Soviet Union worried much less
about Germany in 1930 than it did in 1939. How
much states fear each other matters greatly, be-
cause the amount of fear between them largely de-
termines the severity of their security competition,
as well as the probability that they will fight a war.
The more profound the fear is, the more intense is
the security competition, and the more likely is
war. The logic is straightforward: a scared state will
look especially hard for ways to enhance its secu-
rity, and it will be disposed to pursue risky policies
to achieve that end. Therefore, it is important to
understand what causes states to fear each other
more or less intensely.

Fear among great powers derives from the fact
that they invariably have some offensive military
capability that they can use against each other, and
the fact that one can never be certain that other
states do not intend to use that power against one-
self. Moreover, because states operate in an anar-
chic system, there is no night watchman to whom
they can turn for help if another great power at-
tacks them. Although anarchy and uncertainty
about other states' intentions create an irreducible
level of fear among states that leads to power-
maximizing behavior, they cannot account for why
sometimes that level of fear is greater than at other
times. The reason is that anarchy and the difficulty
of discerning state intentions are constant facts of
life, and constants cannot explain variation. The
capability that states have to threaten each other,
however, varies from case to case, and it is the key
factor that drives fear levels up and down. Specifi-
cally, the more power a state possesses, the more
fear it generates among its rivals. Germany, for ex-
ample, was much more powerful at the end of the
1930s than it was at the decade's beginning, which
is why the Soviets became increasingly fearful of
Germany over the course of that decade.

This discussion of how power affects fear
prompts the question, What is power? It is impor-
tant to distinguish between potential and actual
power. A state's potential power is based on the
size of its population and the level of its wealth.
These two assets are the main building blocks of
military power. Wealthy rivals with large popula-
tions can usually build formidable military forces.
A state's actual power is embedded mainly in its
army and the air and naval forces that directly
support it. Armies are the central ingredient of
military power, because they are the principal
instrument for conquering and controlling terri-
tory—the paramount political objective in a world
of territorial states. In short, the key component of
military might, even in the nuclear age, is land
power.

Power considerations affect the intensity of
fear among states in three main ways. First, rival
states that possess nuclear forces that can survive a
nuclear attack and retaliate against it are likely to
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fear each other less than ifthese same states had no
nuclear weapons. During the Cold War, for exam-
ple, the level of fear between the superpowers
probably would have been substantially greater if
nuclear weapons had not been invented. The logic
here is simple: because nuclear weapons can inflict
devastating destruction on a rival state in a short
period of time, nuclear-armed rivals are going to
be reluctant to fight with each other, which means
that each side will have less reason to fear the other
than would otherwise be the case. But as the Cold
War demonstrates, this does not mean that war be-
tween nuclear powers is no longer thinkable; they
still have reason to fear each other.

Second, when great powers are separated by
large bodies of water, they usually do not have
much offensive capability against each other, re-
gardless of the relative size of their armies. Large
bodies of water are formidable obstacles that cause
significant power-projection problems for attack-
ing armies. For example, the stopping power of
water explains in good part why the United King-
dom and the United States (since becoming a great
power in 1898) have never been invaded by an-
other great power. It also explains why the United
States has never tried to conquer territory in
Europe or Northeast Asia, and why the United
Kingdom has never attempted to dominate the
European continent. Great powers located on the
same landmass are in a much better position to at-
tack and conquer each other. That is especially true
of states that share a common border. Therefore,
great powers separated by water are likely to fear
each other less than great powers that can get at
each other over land.

Third, the distribution of power among the
states in the system also markedly affects the levels
of fear.” The key issue is whether power is distrib-
uted more or less evenly among the great powers
or whether there are sharp power asymmetries.
The configuration of power that generates the
most fear is a multipolar system that contains a po-
tential hegemon—what I call "unbalanced multi-
polarity."

A potential hegemon is more than just the
most powerful state in the system. It is a great

power with so much actual military capability and
so much potential power that it stands a good
chance of dominating and controlling all of the
other great powers in its region ofthe world. A po-
tential hegemon need not have the wherewithal to
fight all of'its rivals at once, but it must have excel-
lent prospects of defeating each opponent alone,
and good prospects of defeating some of them in
tandem. The key relationship, however, is the
power gap between the potential hegemon and the
second most powerful state in the system: there
must be a marked gap between them. To qualify as
a potential hegemon, a state must have—by some
reasonably large margin—the most formidable
army as well as the most latent power among all
the states located in its region.

Bipolarity is the power configuration that pro-
duces the least amount of fear among the great
powers, although not a negligible amount by any
means. Fear tends to be less acute in bipolarity, be-
cause there is usually a rough balance of power
between the two major states in the system.
Multipolar systems without a potential hegemon,
what I call "balanced multipolarity," are still likely
to have power asymmetries among their members,
although these asymmetries will not be as pro-
nounced as the gaps created by the presence of an
aspiring hegemon. Therefore, balanced multipo-
larity is likely to generate less fear than unbalanced
multipolarity, but more fear than bipolarity.

This discussion ofhow the level of fear between
great powers varies with changes in the distribu-
tion of power, not with assessments about each
other's intentions, raises a related point. When a
state surveys its environment to determine which
states pose a threat to its survival, it focuses mainly
on the offensive capabilities of potential rivals, not
their intentions. As emphasized earlier, intentions
are ultimately unknowable, so states worried about
their survival must make worst-case assumptions
about their rivals' intentions. Capabilities, how-
ever, not only can be measured but also determine
whether or not a rival state is a serious threat, In
short, great powers balance against capabilities, not
intentions.”

Great powers obviously balance against states
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with formidable military forces, because that of-
fensive military capability is the tangible threat to
their survival. But great powers also pay careful at-
tention to how much latent power rival states con-
trol, because rich and populous states usually can
and do build powerful armies. Thus, great powers
tend to fear states with large populations and
rapidly expanding economies, even if these states
have not yet translated their wealth into military
might.

The Hierarchy of State Goals

Survival is the number one goal of great powers,
according to my theory. In practice, however,
states pursue non-security goals as well. For exam-
ple, great powers invariably seek greater economic
prosperity to enhance the welfare of their citizenry.
They sometimes seek to promote a particular ide-
ology abroad, as happened during the Cold War
when the United States tried to spread democracy
around the world and the Soviet Union tried to sell
communism. National unification is another goal
that sometimes motivates states, as it did with
Prussia and Italy in the nineteenth century and
Germany after the Cold War. Great powers also
occasionally try to foster human rights around the
globe. States might pursue any of these, as well as a
number of other non-security goals.

Offensive realism certainly recognizes that
great powers might pursue these non-security
goals, but it has little to say about them, save for
one important point: states can pursue them as
long as the requisite behavior does not conflict
with balance-of-power logic, which is often the
case.” Indeed, the pursuit of these non-security
goals sometimes complements the hunt for relative
power. For example, Nazi Germany expanded into
eastern Europe for both ideological and realist rea-
sons, and the superpowers competed with each
other during the Cold War for similar reasons.
Furthermore, greater economic prosperity invari-
ably means greater wealth, which has significant
implications for security, because wealth is the
foundation of military power. Wealthy states can

afford powerful military forces, which enhance a
state's prospects for survival. As the political econ-
omist Jacob Viner noted more than fifty years ago,
"there is a long-run harmony" between wealth and
power.” National unification is another goal that
usually complements the pursuit of power. For ex
ample, the unified German state that emerged in
1871 was more powerful than the Prussian state it
replaced.

Sometimes the pursuit of non-security goals
has hardly any effect on the balance of power, one
way or the other. Human rights interventions usu-
ally fit this description, because they tend to be
small-scale operations that cost little and do not
detract from a great power's prospects for survival.
For better or for worse, states are rarely willing to
expend blood and treasure to protect foreign pop-
ulations from gross abuses, including genocide.
For instance, despite claims that American for-
eign policy is infused with moralism, Somalia
(1992-93) is the only instance during the past one
hundred years in which U.S. soldiers were killed in
action on a humanitarian mission. And in that
case, the loss of a mere eighteen soldiers in an infa-
mous firelight in October 1993 so traumatized
American policymakers that they immediately
pulled all U.S. troops out of Somalia and then re-
fused to intervene in Rwanda in the spring of 1994,
when ethnic Hutu went on a genocidal rampage
against their Tutsi neighbors.” Stopping that
genocide would have been relatively easy and it
would have had virtually no effect on the position
of the United States in the balance of power.” Yet
nothing was done. In short, although realism does
not prescribe human rights interventions, it does
not necessarily proscribe them.

But sometimes the pursuit of non-security
goals conflicts with balance-of-power logic, in
which case states usually act according to the dic-
tates of realism. For example, despite the U.S.
commitment to spreading democracy across the
globe, it helped overthrow democratically elected
governments and embraced a number of authori-
tarian regimes during the Cold War, when Ameri-
can policymakers felt that these actions would help
contain the Soviet Union.” In World War II, the
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liberal democracies put aside their antipathy for
communism and formed an alliance with the So-
viet Union against Nazi Germany. "I can't take
communism," Franklin Roosevelt emphasized,
but to defeat Hitler "I would hold hands with
the Devil."” In the same way, Stalin repeatedly
demonstrated that when his ideological prefer-
ences clashed with power considerations, the latter
won out. To take the most blatant example of his
realism, the Soviet Union formed a non-aggression
pact with Nazi Germany in August 1939 —the infa-
mous Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact—in hopes that
the agreement would at least temporarily satisfy
Hider's territorial ambitions in eastern Europe and
turn the Wehrmacht toward France and the
United Kingdom.” When great powers confront a
serious threat, in short, they pay little attention to
ideology as they search for alliance partners.”

Security also trumps wealth when those two
goals conflict, because "defence," as Adam Smith
wrote in The Wealth of Nations, "is of much more
importance than opulence."” Smith provides a
good illustration of how states behave when forced
to choose between wealth and relative power. In
1651, England put into effect the famous Naviga-
tion Act, protectionist legislation designed to dam-
age Holland's commerce and ultimately cripple the
Dutch economy. The legislation mandated that all
goods imported into England be carried either in
English ships or ships owned by the country that
originally produced the goods. Since the Dutch
produced few goods themselves, this measure
would badly damage their shipping, the central in-
gredient in their economic success. Of course, the
Navigation Act would hurt England's economy as
well, mainly because it would rob England of the
benefits of free trade. "The act of navigation,"
Smith wrote, "is not favorable to foreign com-
merce, or to the growth of that opulence that can
arise from it." Nevertheless, Smith considered the
legislation "the wisest of all the commercial regula-
tions of England" because it did more damage to
the Dutch economy than to the English economy,
and in the mid-seventeenth century Holland was
"the only naval power which could endanger the
security of England."”

Creating World Order

The claim is sometimes made that great powers
can transcend realist logic by working together to
build an international order that fosters peace and
justice. World peace, it would appear, can only en-
hance a state's prosperity and security, America's
political leaders paid considerable lip service to this
line of argument over the course of the twentieth
century. President Clinton, for example, told an
audience at the United Nations in September 1993
that "at the birth of this organization 48 years ago

. a generation of gifted leaders from many na-
tions stepped forward to organize the world's ef-
forts on behalf of security and prosperity.... Now
history has granted to us a moment of even greater
opportunity. ... Let us resolve that we will dream
larger. ... Let us ensure that the world we pass to
our children is healthier, safer and more abundant
than the one we inhabit today.""

This rhetoric notwithstanding, great powers do
not work together to promote world order for its
own sake, Instead, each seeks to maximize its own
share of world power, which is likely to clash with
the goal of creating and sustaining stable interna-
tional orders,” This is not to say that great powers
never aim to prevent wars and keep the peace. On
the contrary, they work hard to deter wars in
which they would be the likely victim. In such
cases, however, state behavior is driven largely by
narrow calculations about relative power, not by a
commitment to build a world order independent
of a state's own interests. The United States, for ex-
ample, devoted enormous resources to deterring
the Soviet Union from starting a war in Europe
during the Cold War, not because of some deep-
seated commitment to promoting peace around
the world, but because American leaders feared
that a Soviet victory would lead to a dangerous
shift in the balance of power."

The particular international order that obtains
at any time is mainly a by-product of the self-
interested behavior of the system's great powers.
The configuration of the system, in other words, is
the unintended consequence of great-power seat-
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rity competition, not the result of states acting to-
gether to organize peace. The establishment of the
Cold War order in Europe illustrates this point.
Neither the Soviet Union nor the United States in-
tended to establish it, nor did they work together
to create it. In fact, each superpower worked hard
in the early years of the Cold War to gain power
at the expense of the other, while preventing
the other from doing likewise,” The system that
emerged in Europe in the aftermath of World
War II was the unplanned consequence of intense
security competition between the superpowers.

Although that intense superpower rivalry
ended along with the Cold War in 1990, Russia
and the United States have not worked together to
create the present order in Europe, The United
States, for example, has rejected out of hand vari-
ous Russian proposals to make the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Europe the central
organizing pillar of European security (replacing
the U.S.-dominated NATO). Furthermore, Russia
was deeply opposed to NATO expansion, which it
viewed as a serious threat to Russian security, Rec-
ognizing that Russia's weakness would preclude
any retaliation, however, the United States ignored
Russia's concerns and pushed NATO to accept the
Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland as new
members. Russia has also opposed U.S. policy
in the Balkans over the past decade, especially
NATO's 1999 war against Yugoslavia. Again, the
United States has paid little attention to Russia's
concerns and has taken the steps it deems neces-
sary to bring peace to that volatile region, Finally,
it is worth noting that although Russia is dead set
against allowing the United States to deploy ballis-
tic missile defenses, it is highly likely that Washing-
ton will deploy such a system if it is judged to be
technologically feasible.

For sure, great-power rivalry will sometimes
produce a stable international order, as happened
during the Cold War. Nevertheless, the great pow-
ers will continue looking for opportunities to
increase their share of world power, and if a
favorable situation arises, they will move to under-
mine that stable order. Consider how hard the
United States worked during the late 1980s to

weaken the Soviet Union and bring down the sta-
ble order that had emerged in Europe during the
latter part of the Cold War." Of course, the states
that stand to lose power will work to deter aggres-
sion and preserve the existing order. But their
motives will be selfish, revolving around balance-
of-power logic, not some commitment to world
peace.

Great powers cannot commit themselves to the
pursuit of a peaceful world order for two reasons,
First, states are unlikely to agree on a general for-
mula for bolstering peace. Certainly, international
relations scholars have never reached a consensus
on what the blueprint should look like. In fact, it
seems there are about as many theories on the
causes of war and peace as there are scholars study-
ing the subject. But more important, policymakers
are unable to agree on how to create a stable world.
For example, at the Paris Peace Conference af-
ter World War I, important differences over how
to create stability in Europe divided Georges
Clemenceau, David Lloyd George, and Woodrow
Wilson."” In particular, Clemenceau was deter-
mined to impose harsher terms on Germany over
the Rhineland than was either Lloyd George or
Wilson, while Lloyd George stood out as the hard-
liner on German reparations. The Treaty of
Versailles, not surprisingly, did little to promote
European stability.

Furthermore, consider American thinking on
how to achieve stability in Europe in the early days
of the Cold War.” The key elements for a stable
and durable system were in place by the early
1950s. They included the division of Germany, the
positioning of American ground forces in Western
Europe to deter a Soviet attack, and ensuring that
West Germany would not seek to develop nuclear
weapons. Officials in the Truman administration,
however, disagreed about whether a divided Ger-
many would be a source of peace of war. For ex-
ample, George Kennan and Paul Nitze, who held
important positions in the State Department, be-
lieved that a divided Germany would be a source of
instability, whereas Secretary of State Dean Ache-
son disagreed with them. In the 1950s, President
Eisenhower sought to end the American commit-
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ment to defend Western Europe and to provide
West Germany with its own nuclear deterrent.
This policy, which was never fully adopted, never-
theless caused significant instability in Europe, as it
led directly to the Berlin crises of 1958-59 and
1961."

Second, great powers cannot put aside power
considerations and work to promote international
peace because they cannot be sure that their efforts
will succeed. Iftheir attempt fails, they are likely to
pay a steep price for having neglected the balance
of power, because if an aggressor appears at the
door there will be no answer when they dial 911.
That is a risk few states are willing to run. There
fore, prudence dictates that they behave according-
to realist logic. This line of reasoning accounts for
why collective security schemes, which call for
states to put aside narrow concerns about the bal-
ance of power and instead act in accordance with
the broader interests of the international commu-
nity, invariably die atbirth.”

Cooperation Among States

One might conclude from the preceding discus-
sion that my theory does not allow for any cooper-
ation among the great powers. But this conclusion
would be wrong. States can cooperate, although
cooperation is sometimes difficult to achieve and
always difficult to sustain. Two factors inhibit co-
operation: considerations about relative gains and
concern about cheating.” Ultimately, great powers
live in a fundamentally competitive world where
they view each other as real, or at least potential,
enemies, and they therefore look to gain power at
each other's expense.

Any two states contemplating cooperation
must consider how profits or gains will be distrib-
uted between them. They can think about the divi-
sion in terms of either absolute or relative gains
(recall the distinction made earlier between pursu-
ing either absolute power or relative power; the
concept here is the same). With absolute gains,
each side is concerned with maximizing its own
profits and cares little about how much the other

side gains or loses in the deal. Each side cares about
the other only to the extent that the other side's be-
havior affects its own prospects for achieving max-
imum profits. With relative gains, on the other
hand, each side considers not only its own individ-
ual gain, but also how well it fares compared to the
other side.

Because great powers care deeply about the
balance of power, their thinking focuses on relative
gains when they consider cooperating with other
states. For sure, each state tries to maximize its ab-
solute gains; still, it is more important for a state to
make sure that it does no worse, and perhaps bet-
ter, than the other state in any agreement. Cooper-
ation is more difficult to achieve, however, when
states are attuned to relative gains rather than ab-
solute gains.” This is because states concerned
about absolute gains have to make sure that if the
pie is expanding, they are getting at least some por-
tion of the increase, whereas states that worry
about relative gains must pay careful attention to
how the pie is divided, which complicates coopera-
tive efforts.

Concerns about cheating also hinder coopera-
tion. Great powers are often reluctant to enter into
cooperative agreements for fear that the other side
will cheat on the agreement and gain a significant
advantage. This concern is especially acute in the
military realm, causing a "special peril of defec-
tion," because the nature of military weaponry al-
lows for rapid shifts in the balance of power.”
Such a development could create a window of op-
portunity for the state that cheats to inflict a deci-
sive defeat on its victim.

These barriers to cooperation notwithstand-
ing, great powers do cooperate in a realist world.
Balance-of-power logic often causes great powers
to form alliances and cooperate against common
enemies. The United Kingdom, France, and Rus-
sia, for example, were allies against Germany be-
fore and during World War 1. States sometimes
cooperate to gang up on a third state, as Germany
and the Soviet Union did against Poland in 1939.”
More recendy, Serbia and Croatia agreed to con-
quer and divide Bosnia between them, although
the United States and its European allies prevented
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them from executing their agreement.” Rivals as
well as allies cooperate. After all, deals can be
struck that roughly reflect the distribution of
power and satisfy concerns about cheating. The
various arms control agreements signed by the su-
perpowers during the Cold War illustrate this
point.

The bottom line, however, is that cooperation
takes place in a world that is competitive at its
core—one where states have powerful incentives to
take advantage of other states. This point is graph-
ically highlighted by the state of European politics
in the forty years before World War I. The great
powers cooperated frequently during this period,
but that did not stop them from going to war on
August 1, 1914." The United States and the Soviet
Union also cooperated considerably during World
War II, but that cooperation did not prevent the
outbreak of the Cold War shortly after Germany
and Japan were defeated. Perhaps most amazingly,
there was significant economic and military coop-
eration between Nazi Germany and the Soviet
Union during the two years before the Wehrmacht
attacked the Red Army.” No amount of coopera-
tion can eliminate the dominating logic of security
competition. Genuine peace, or a world in which
states do not compete for power, is not likely as
long as the state system remains anarchic.

Conclusion

In sum, my argument is that the structure of the
international system, not the particular character-
istics of individual great powers, causes them to
think and act offensively and to seek hegemony.” I
do not adopt Morgenthau's claim that states in-
variably behave aggressively because they have a
will to power hardwired into them. Instead, I as-
sume that the principal motive behind great-power
behavior is survival. In anarchy, however, the de-
sire to survive encourages states to behave aggres-
sively. Nor does my theory classify states as more
or less aggressive on the basis of their economic or
political systems. Offensive realism makes only a
handful of assumptions about great powers, and

these assumptions apply equally to all great pow-
ers. Except for differences in how much power
each state controls, the theory treats all states
alike.

I have now laid out the logic explaining why
states seek to gain as much power as possible over
their rivals. * * *
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MICHAEL W. DOYLE

Liberalism and World Politics

romoting freedom will produce peace, we

have often been told. In a speech before the

British Parliament in June of 1982, President
Reagan proclaimed that governments founded on
a respect for individual liberty exercise "restraint"
and "peaceful intentions" in their foreign policy.
He then announced a "crusade for freedom" and a
"campaign for democratic development" (Reagan,
June 9, 1982).

In making these claims the president joined a
long list of liberal theorists (and propagandists)
and echoed an old argument: the aggressive in-
stincts of authoritarian leaders and totalitarian rul-
ing parties make for war. Liberal states, founded
on such individual rights as equality before the law,
free speech and other civil liberties, private prop-
erty, and elected representation are fundamentally
against war this argument asserts. When the citi-
zens who bear the burdens of war elect their gov-
ernments, wars become impossible. Furthermore,
citizens appreciate that the benefits of trade can be
enjoyed only under conditions of peace. Thus the
very existence of liberal states, such as the U.S.,
Japan, and our European allies, makes for peace.

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

Despite the contradictions of liberal pacifism
and liberal imperialism, I find, with Kantand other
liberal republicans, that liberalism does leave a co-

From American Political Science Review 80, no. 4 (De-
cember 1986): 1151-69. The author's notes have been
omitted.

herent legacy on foreign affairs. Liberal states are
different. They are indeed peaceful, yet they are
also prone to make war, as the U.S. and our "free-
dom fighters" are now doing, not so covertly,
against Nicaragua. Liberal states have created a
separate peace, as Kant argued they would, and
have also discovered liberal reasons for aggression,
as he feared they might. I conclude by arguing that
the differences among liberal pacifism, liberal im-
perialism, and Kant's liberal internationalism are
not arbitrary but rooted in differing conceptions of
the citizen and the state.

Liberal Pacifism

There is no canonical description of liberalism.
What we tend to call /iberal resembles a family por-
trait of principles and institutions, recognizable
by certain characteristics—for example, individual
freedom, political participation, private property,
and equality of opportunity—that most liberal
states share, although none has perfected them all.
Joseph Schumpeter clearly fits within this family
when he considers the international effects of capi-
talism and democracy.

Schumpeter's "Sociology of Imperialisms," pub-
lished in 1919, made a coherent and sustained ar-
gument concerning the pacifying (in the sense of
nonaggressive) effects of liberal institutions and
principles (Schumpeter, 1955; see also Doyle, 1986,
pp- 155-59). Unlike some of the earlier liberal
theorists who focused on a single feature such as
trade (Montesquieu, 1949, vol. 1, bk. 20, chap. 1)
or failed to examine critically the arguments they
were advancing, Schumpeter saw the interaction of
capitalism and democracy as the foundation of lib-
eral pacifism, and he tested his arguments in a
sociology of historical imperialisms.

He defines imperialism as "an objectless dispo-
sition on the part of a state to unlimited forcible
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expansion" (Schumpeter, 1955, p. 6). Excluding
imperialisms that were mere "catchwords" and
those that were "object-ful" (e.g., defensive imperi-
alism), he traces the roots of objectless imperialism
to three sources, each an atavism. Modern imperi-
alism, according to Schumpeter, resulted from the
combined impact of a "war machine," warlike in-
stincts, and export monopolism.

Once necessary, the war machine later devel-
oped a life of its own and took control of a state's
foreign policy: "Created by the wars that required
it, the machine now created the wars it required"
(Schumpeter, 1955, p. 25). Thus, Schumpeter tells
us that the army of ancient Egypt, created to drive
the Hyksos out of Egypt, took over the state and
pursued militaristic imperialism. Like the later
armies of the courts of absolutist Europe, it fought
wars for the sake of glory and booty, for the sake of
warriors and monarchs—wars gratia warriors.

A warlike disposition, elsewhere called "in-
stinctual elements of bloody primitivism," is the
natural ideology of a war machine. It also exists in-
dependently; the Persians, says Schumpeter (1955,
pp- 25-32), were a warrior nation from the outset.

Under modern capitalism, export monopolists,
the third source of modern imperialism, push for
imperialist expansion as a way to expand their
closed markets. The absolute monarchies were the
last clear-cut imperialisms. Nineteenth-century im-
perialisms merely represent the vestiges of the im-
perialisms created by Louis XIV and Catherine the
Great. Thus, the export monopolists are an atavism
of the absolute monarchies, for they depend com-
pletely on the tariffs imposed by the monarchs and
their militaristic successors for revenue (Schum-
peter, 1955, p. 82-83). Without tariffs, monopolies
wouldbe eliminated by foreign competition.

Modern (nineteenth century) imperialism,
therefore, rests on an atavistic war machine, mili-
taristic attitudes left over from the days of mo-
narchical wars, and export monopolism, which is
nothing more than the economic residue of mo-
narchical finance. In the modern era, imperialists
gratify their private interests. From the national
perspective, their imperialistic wars are objectless.

Schumpeter's theme now emerges. Capitalism

and democracy are forces for peace. Indeed, they
are antithetical to imperialism. For Schumpeter,
the further development of capitalism and democ-
racy means that imperialism will inevitably disap-
pear. He maintains that capitalism produces an
unwarlike disposition; its populace is "democra-
tized, individualized, rationalized" (Schumpeter,
1955, p. 68). The people's energies are daily ab-
sorbed in production. The disciplines of industry
and the market train people in "economic rational-
ism"; the instability of industrial life necessitates
calculation. Capitalism also "individualizes"; "sub-
jective opportunities" replace the "immutable fac-
tors" of traditional, hierarchical society. Rational
individuals demand democratic governance.

Democratic capitalism leads to peace. As evi-
dence, Schumpeter claims that throughout the
capitalist world an opposition has arisen to "war,
expansion, cabinet diplomacy"; that contemporary
capitalism is associated with peace parties; and that
the industrial worker of capitalism is "vigorously
anti-imperialist." In addition, he points out that
the capitalist world has developed means of pre-
venting war, such as the Hague Court and that the
least feudal, most capitalist society—the United
States—has demonstrated the least imperialistic
tendencies (Schumpeter, 1955, pp. 95-96). An ex-
ample of'the lack of imperialistic tendencies in the
U.S., Schumpeter thought, was our leaving over
halfofMexico unconquered in the war of 1846-48.

Schumpeter's explanation for liberal pacifism
is quite simple: Only war profiteers and military
aristocrats gain from wars. No democracy would
pursue a minority interest and tolerate the high
costs of imperialism. When free trade prevails, "no
class" gains from forcible expansion because

foreign raw materials and food stuffs are as accessi-
ble to each nation as though they were in its own
territory. Where the cultural backwardness of a re-
gion makes normal economic intercourse depen-
dent on colonization it does not matter, assuming
free trade, which of the "civilized" nations under-
takes the task of colonization. (Schumpeter, 1955,
pp. 75-76)

Schumpeter's arguments are difficult to evaluate.
In partial tests of quasi-Schumpeterian proposi-
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tions, Michael Haas (1974, pp. 464-65) discovered
a cluster that associates democracy, development,
and sustained modernization with peaceful condi-
tions. However, M. Small and J. D. Singer (1976)
have discovered that there is no clearly negative
correlation between democracy and war in the
period 1816-1965—the period that would be cen-
tral to Schumpeter's argument (see also Wilken-
feld, 1968, Wright, 1942, p. 841).

* * * A recent study by R. J. Rummel (1983)
of "libertarianism" and international violence is
the closest test Schumpeterian pacifism has re-
ceived. "Free" states (those enjoying political and
economic freedom) were shown to have consider-
ably less conflict at or above the level of economic
sanctions than "nonfree" states. The free states, the
pardy fiee states (including the democratic social-
ist countries such as Sweden), and the nonfree
states accounted for 24%, 26%, and 61%, respec-
tively, of the international violence during the pe-
riod examined.

These effects are impressive but not conclusive
for the Schumpeterian thesis. The data are limited,
in this test, to the period 1976 to 1980. It includes,
for example, the Russo-Afghan War, the Viet-
namese invasion of Cambodia, China's invasion of
Vietnam, and Tanzania's invasion of Uganda but
just misses the U.S., quasi-covert intervention in
Angola (1975) and our not so covert war against
Nicaragua (1981—). More importantly, it excludes
the cold war period, with its numerous interven-
tions, and the long history of colonial wars (the
Boer War, the Spanish-American War, the Mexi-
can Intervention, etc.) that marked the history
of liberal, including democratic capitalist, states
(Doyle, 1983b; Chan, 1984; Weede, 1984).

The discrepancy between the warlike history of
liberal states and Schumpeter's pacifistic expecta-
tions highlights three extreme assumptions, First,
his "materialistic monism" leaves little room for
noneconomic objectives, whether espoused by
states or individuals. Neither glory, nor prestige,
nor ideological justification, nor the pure power of
ruling shapes policy. These nonmaterial goals leave
litde room for positive-sum gains, such as the
comparative advantages of trade, Second, and re-

latedly, the same is true for his states. The political
life of individuals seems to have been homoge-
nized at the same time as the individuals were
"rationalized, individualized, and democratized."
Citizens—capitalists and workers, rural and ur-
ban—seek material welfare. Schumpeter seems to
presume that ruling makes no difference. He also
presumes that no one is prepared to take those
measures (such as stirring up foreign quarrels to
preserve a domestic ruling coalition) that enhance
one's political power, despite deterimental effects
on mass welfare. Third, like domestic politics,
world politics are homogenized. Materially monis-
tic and democratically capitalist, all states evolve
toward free trade and liberty together. Countries
differently constituted seem to disappear from
Schumpeter's analysis. "Civilized" nations govern
"culturally backward" These assump-
tions are not shared by Machiavelli's theory of
liberalism.

regions.

Liberal Imperialism

Machiavelli argues, not only that republics are not
pacifistic, but that they are the best form of state
for imperial expansion. Establishing a republic fit
for imperial expansion is, moreover, the best way
to guarantee the survival of a state.

Machiavelli's republic is a classical mixed re-
public. It is not a democracy—which he thought
would quickly degenerate into a tyranny—but is
characterized by social equality, popular liberty,
and political participation (Machiavelli, 1950, bk.
1, chap. 2, p. 112; see also Hulking, 1983, chap, 2;
Mansfield, 1970; Pocock, 1975, pp. 198-99; Skin-
ner, 1981, chap. 3). The consuls serve as "kings,"
the senate as an aristocracy managing the state,
and the people in the assembly as the source of
strength.

Liberty results from "disunion"—the competi-
tion and necessity for compromise required by the
division of powers among senate, consuls, and tri-
bunes (the last representing the common people).
Liberty also results from the popular veto. The
powerful few threaten the rest with tyranny,
Machiavelli says, because they seek to dominate.
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The mass demands not to be dominated, and their
veto thus preserves the liberties of the state
(Machiavelli, 1950, bk. 1, chap. 5, p. 122). How-
ever, since the people and the rulers have different
social characters, the people need to be "managed"
by the few to avoid having their recklessness over-
turn or their fecklessness undermine the ability of
the state to expand (Machiavelli, 1950, bk, 1, chap.
53, pp. 249-50). Thus the senate and the consuls
plan expansion, consult oracles, and employ reli-
gion to manage the resources that the energy of the
people supplies.

Strength, and then imperial expansion, results
from the way liberty encourages increased popula-
tion and property, which grow when the citizens
know their lives and goods are secure from arbi-
trary seizure. Free citizens equip large armies and
provide soldiers who fight for public glory and the
common good because these are, in fact, their own
(Machiavelli, 1950, bk. 2, chap. 2, pp. 287-90). If
you seek the honor of having your state expand,
Machiavelli advises, you should organize it as a free
and popular republic like Rome, rather than as an
aristocratic republic like Sparta or Venice. Expan-
sion thus calls for a free republic.

"Necessity"—political survival—calls for ex-
pansion. If a stable aristocratic republic is forced
by foreign conflict "to extend her territory, in such
a case we shall see her foundations give way and
herself quickly brought to ruin"; if, on the other
hand, domestic security prevails, "the continued
tranquility would enervate her, or provoke internal
disensions, which together, or either of them sepa-
rately, will apt to prove her rum" (Machiavelli,
1950, bk. 1, chap. 6, p. 129). Machiavelli therefore
believes it is necessary to take the constitution of
Rome, rather than that of Sparta or Venice, as our
model.

Hence, this beliefleads to liberal imperialism.
We are lovers of glory, Machiavelli announces. We
seek to rule or, at least, to avoid being oppressed.
In either case, we want more for ourselves and
our states than just material welfare (materialistic
monism). Because other states with similar aims
thereby threaten us, we prepare ourselves for ex-
pansion, Because our fellow citizens threaten us if

we do not allow them either to satisfy their ambi-
tion or to release their political energies through
imperial expansion, we expand.

There is considerable historical evidence for
liberal imperialism. Machiavelli's (Polybius's)
Rome and Thucydides' Athens both were imperial
republics in the Machiavellian sense (Thucydides,
1954, bk. 6). The historical record of numer-
ous U.S. interventions in the postwar period sup-
ports Machiavelli's argument (¥ * * Barnet,
1968, chap. 11), but the current record of liberal
pacifism, weak as it is, calls some of his insights
into question. To the extent that the modern pop-
ulace actually controls (and thus unbalances) the
mixed republic, its diffidence may outweigh elite
("senatorial") aggressiveness.

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

Liberal Internationalism

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

The first of these legacies is the pacification of
foreign relations among liberal states. * * *

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

Here the predictions of liberal pacifists (and
President Reagan) are borne out: liberal states do
exercise peaceful restraint, and a separate peace ex-
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ists among them. This separate peace provides a
solid foundation for the United States' crucial
alliances with the liberal powers, e.g., the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization and our Japanese al-
liance. This foundation appears to be impervious
to the quarrels with our allies that 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 probable. The apparent ab-
sence 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, or totali-
tarian forms of rule (Doyle, 1983a, pp. 222), nor
for pluralistic or merely similar societies. More sig-
nificant 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 signifi-
cant nor that liberalism is the sole valid explana-
tion for the peace. They do suggest that we
consider the possibility that liberals have indeed
established a separate peace—but only among
themselves.

Liberalism also carries with it a second legacy:
international "imprudence" (Hume, 1963, pp.
346-47), Peaceful restraint only seems to work in
liberals' relations with other liberals. Liberal states
have fought numerous wars with nonliberal states.
(For a list of international wars since 1816 see Ap-
pendix 2,)

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 restraint in their deal-
ings with the liberal states. Authoritarian rulers
both stimulate and respond to an international po-

litical environment 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 au-
thoritarian rulers and ruling parties, from Louis
X1V and Napoleon to Mussolini's fascists, Hider's
Nazis, and Stalin's communists.

Yet we cannot simply blame warfare on the au-
thoritarians or totalitarians, as many of our more
enthusiastic politicians would have us do. Most
wars arise out of calculations and miscalculations
of interest, misunderstandings, and mutual suspi-
cions, such as those that characterized the origins
of World War I. However, aggression by the liberal
state has also characterized a large number of
wars. Both France and Britain fought expansionist
colonial wars throughout the nineteenth century.
The United States fought a similar war with Mex-
ico from 1846 to 1848, waged a war of annihilation
against the American Indians, and intervened mili-
tarily against sovereign states many times before
and after World War II. Liberal states invade weak
nonliberal states and display striking distrust in
dealings with powerful nonliberal states (Doyle,
1983b).

Neither realist (statist) nor Marxist theory ac-
counts well for these two legacies. While they can
account for aspects of certain periods of interna-
tional stability ( * * * Russett, 1985), neither the
logic of the balance of power nor the logic of inter-
national hegemony explains the separate peace
maintained for more than 150 years among states
sharing one particular form of governance—Iliberal
principles and institutions. Balance-of-power the-
ory expects—indeed is premised upon—flexible
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. Lenin-
ists expect liberal capitalists to be aggressive toward
nonliberal states, but they also (and especially) ex-
pect them to be imperialistic toward fellow liberal
capitalists.

Kant's theory of liberal internationalism helps
us understand these two legacies. * * * Perpetual
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Peace, written in 1795 (Kant, 1970, pp. 93-130),
helps us understand the interactive nature of inter-
national relations. Kant tries to teach us method-
ologically that we can study neither the systemic
relations of states nor the varieties of state behavior
in isolation from each other. Substantively, he an-
ticipates for us the ever-widening pacification of a
liberal pacific union, explains this pacification, and
at the same time suggests why liberal states are not
pacific in their relations with nonliberal states.
Kant argues that perpetual peace will be guaran-
teed by the ever-widening acceptance of three "de-
finitive 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 re-
publican Kant means a political society that has
solved the problem of combining moral auton-
omy, individualism, 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 troubling. 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 pre-
served because the morally autonomous individual
is by means of representation a self-legislator
making laws that apply to all citizens equally, in-
cluding himself or herself. Tyranny is avoided be-
cause the individual is subject to laws he or she
does not also administer (Kant, PP [Perpetual
Peace], pp. 99-102 * * *),

Liberal republics will progressively establish
peace among themselves by means of the pacific
federation, or union (foedus pacificum), described
in Kant's Second Definitive Article. The pacific
union will establish peace within a federation of
free states and securely maintain the rights of each
state. The world will not have achieved the "per-
petual peace" that provides the ultimate guarantor
of republican freedom until "a late stage and after
many unsuccessful attempts" (Kant, UH [The Idea
for a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Pur-

pose], p. 47). At that time, all nations will have
learned the lessons of peace through right concep-
tions ofthe appropriate constitution, great and sad
experience, and good will. Only then will individu-
als enjoy perfect republican rights or the full
guarantee of a global and just peace. In the mean-
time, the "pacific federation" ofliberal 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—creating an
ever-expanding separate peace (Kant, PP, p. 105).
Kant emphasizes that

it can be shown that this idea of federalism, extend-
ing gradually to encompass all states and thus lead-
ing to perpetual peace, is practicable and has
objective reality. For if by good fortune one power-
ful and enlightened nation can form a republic
(which is by nature inclined to seek peace), this will
provide a focal point for federal association among
other states. These will join up with the first one,
thus securing the freedom of each state in accor-
dance with the idea of international right, and the
whole will gradually spread further and further by a
series of alliances of this kind. (Kant, PP, p. 104)

The pacific union is not a single peace treaty
ending one war, a world state, nor a state of na-
tions. Kant finds the first insufficient. The second
and third are impossible or potentially tyrannical.
National sovereignty precludes reliable subser-
vience to a state of nations; a world state destroys
the civic freedom on which the development of
human capacities rests (Kant, UH, p. 50). Al-
though Kant obliquely refers to various classical
interstate confederations and modern diplomatic
congresses, he develops no systematic organiza-
tional embodiment of this treaty and presumably
does not find institutionalization necessary (Riley,
1983, chap. 5; Schwarz, 1962, p. 77). He appears to
have in mind a mutual nonaggression pact, per-
haps a collective security agreement, and the cos-
mopolitan law set forth in the Third Definitive
Article.

The Third Definitive Article establishes a cos-
mopolitan law to operate in conjunction with the
pacific union. The cosmopolitan law "shall be lim-
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ited to conditions of universal hospitality." In this
Kant calls for the recognition of the "right ofa for-
eigner not to be treated with hostility when he ar-
rives 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 [commerce] with the native inhabi-
tants" (Kant, PP, p. 106). Hospitality does not re-
quire extending to foreigners either the right to
citizenship or the right to settlement, unless the
foreign visitors would perish if they were expelled.
Foreign conquest and plunder also find no justifi-
cation under this right. Hospitality does appear to
include the right of access and the obligation of
maintaining the opportunity for citizens to ex-
change goods and ideas without imposing the
obligation to trade (a voluntary act in all cases un-
der liberal constitutions).

Perpetual peace, for Kant, is an epistemology, a
condition for ethical action, and, most impor-
tantly, an explanation of how the "mechanical
process of 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). Un-
derstanding 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 in-
terpret 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 be-
cause 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, 1970,
chap. 3). * * *

In the end, however, our guarantee of perpet-
ual peace does not rest on ethical conduct. * * *
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 cal-
culated advantage to undertake a course of action
whose outcome we could reasonably anticipate to
be perpetual peace. Yet while it is possible to con-
ceive of the Kantian road to peace in these terms,
Kant himself recognizes and argues that social evo-
lution also makes the conditions of moral behavior
less onerous and hence more likely (CF [The
Contest of Faculties], pp. 187-89; Kelly, 1969,
pp. 106-13). In tracing the effects of both political
and moral development, he builds an account of
why liberal states do maintain peace among them-
selves and ofhow it will (by implication, has) come
about that the pacific union will expand. He also
explains how these republics would engage in wars
with nonrepublics and therefore suffer the "sad ex-
perience" of wars that an ethical policy might have
avoided.

Kant shows how republics, once established, lead
to peaceful relations. He argues that once the ag-
gressive interests of absolutist monarchies are
tamed and the habit of respect for individual rights
engrained by republican government, wars would
appear as the disaster to the people's welfare that
he and the other liberals thought them to be. The
fundamental reason is this:

If, as is inevitability the case under this constitution,
the consent of the citizens is required to decide
whether or not war should be declared, it is very nat-
ural that they will have a great hesitation in embark-
ing on so dangerous an enterprise. For this would
mean calling down on themselves all the miseries of
war, such as doing the fighting themselves, supply-
ing the costs of the war from their own resources,
painfully making good the ensuing devastation, and,
as the crowning evil, having to take upon themselves
a burden of debts which will embitter peace itself
and which can never be paid off on account of the
constant threat of new wars. But under a constitu-
tion where the subject is not a citizen, and which is
therefore not republican, it is the simplest thing in
the world to go to war. For the head of state is not a
fellow citizen, but the owner of the state, and war
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will not force him to make the slightest sacrifice so
far as his banquets, hunts, pleasure palaces and
court festivals are concerned. He can thus decide on
war, without any significant reason, as a kind of
amusement, and unconcernedly leave it to the
diplomatic corps (who are always ready for such
proposes) to justify the war for the sake of propriety.
(Kant, PP, p. 100)

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 intro-
duce republican caution—Kant's "hesitation"—in
place of monarchical caprice. Liberal wars are only
fought for popular, liberal purposes. The historical
liberal legacy is laden with popular wars fought to
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 suscepti-
bility to them (Kant, PP, p. 106). At the same time,
Kant argues that each nation "can and ought to"
demand that its neighboring nations enter into the
pacific union ofliberal states (PP, p. 102). * * *

* * *

* * * As republics emerge (the first source) and as
culture progresses, an understanding of the legiti-
mate rights of all citizens and of all republics
comes into play; and this, now that caution charac-
terizes policy, sets up the moral foundations for
the liberal peace. Correspondingly, international
law highlights the importance of Kantian publicity.
Domestically, publicity helps ensure that the offi-
cials of republics act according to the principles
they profess to hold just and according to the
interests of the electors they claim to represent.
Internationally, free speech and the effective com-
munication of accurate conceptions ofthe political
life of foreign peoples is essential to establishing
and preserving the understanding on which the
guarantee of respect depends. Domestically just re-
publics, which rest on consent, then presume for-
eign republics also to be consensual, just, and
therefore deserving of accommodation. * * * Be-
cause nonliberal governments are in a state of
aggression with their own people, their foreign

relations 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 incen-
tives to moral commitments. The cosmopolitan
right to hospitality permits the "spirit of com-
merce" sooner or later to take hold of every nation,
thus impelling states to promote peace and to try
to avert war. Liberal economic theory holds that
these cosmopolitan ties derive from a cooperative
international division of labor and free trade ac-
cording to comparative advantage. Each economy
is said to be better off than it would have been un-
der autarky; each thus acquires an incentive to
avoid policies that would lead the other to break
these economic ties. Because keeping open markets
rests upon the assumption that the next set of
transactions will also be determined by prices
rather than coercion, a sense of mutual security is
vital to avoid security-motivated searches for eco-
nomic autarky. Thus, avoiding a challenge to an-
other liberal state's security or even enhancing
each other's security by means of alliance naturally
follows economic interdependence.

A further cosmopolitan source of liberal peace
is the international market's removal of difficult
decisions of production and distribution from the
direct sphere of state policy. A foreign state thus
does not appear directly responsible for these out-
comes, and states can stand aside from, and to
some degree above, these contentious market rival-
ries and be ready to step in to resolve crises. The
interdependence of commerce and the interna-
tional contacts of state officials help create cross-
cutting transnational ties that serve as lobbies for
mutual accommodation. According to modernlib-
eral scholars, international financiers and transna-
tional and transgovernmental organizations create
interests in favor of accommodation. Moreover,
their variety has ensured that no single conflict
sours an entire relationship by setting off a spiral
of reciprocated retaliation * * *. Conversely, a
sense of suspicion, such as that characterizing rela-
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tions between liberal and nonliberal governments,
can lead to restrictions on the range of contacts be-
tween societies, and this can increase the prospect
that a single conflict will determine an entire
relationship.

No single constitutional, international, or cos-
mopolitan source is alone sufficient, but together
(and 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 nonlib-
eral states have been broken; economic ties be-
tween liberal and nonliberal states have proven
fragile; but the political bonds of liberal rights and
interests have proven a remarkably firm founda-
tion for mutual nonaggression. A separate peace
exists among liberal states.

In their relations with nonliberal states, how-
ever, liberal states have not escaped from the inse-
curity caused by anarchy in the world political
system considered as a whole. Moreover, the very
constitutional restraint, international respect for
individual rights, and shared commercial inter-
ests that establish grounds for peace among lib-
eral states establish grounds for additional conflict
in relations between liberal and nonliberal soci-
eties.

Conclusion

Kant's liberal internationalism, Machiavelli's lib-
eral imperialism, and Schumpeter's liberal paci-
fism rest on fundamentally different views of the
nature of the human being, the state, and interna-
tional relations. Schumpeter's humans are ratio-
nalized, 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. Ex-
tending the rule of the dominant elite or avoiding
the political collapse of their state, each calls for
imperial expansion.

Kant's citizens, too, are diverse in their goals
and individualized and rationalized, but most im-
portantly, 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 accord-
ing to law, as a republic. Kant's is the state that
solves the problem of governing individualized
equals, whether they are the "rational devils" he
says we often find ourselves to be or the ethical
agents we can and should become. Republics tell us
that

in order to organize a group of rational beings who
together require universal 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 op-
posed to one another in their private attitudes, 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 be-
cause they exercise democratic caution and are
capable of appreciating the international rights
of foreign republics. These international rights of
republics derive from the representation of foreign
individuals, who are our moral equals. Unlike
Schumpeter's capitalist democracies, Kant's re-
publics—including our own—remain in a state of
war with nonrepublics. Liberal republics see them-
selves as threatened by aggression from nonre-
publics that are not constrained by representation.
Even though wars often cost more than the eco-
nomic 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 nonin-
terference. These wars may liberate oppressed indi-
viduals overseas; they also can generate enormous
suffering.
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Perpetual peace, Kant says, is the end point of
the hard journey his republics will take. The
promise of perpetual peace, the violent lessons of
war, and the experience of a partial peace are proof

of the need for and the possibility of world
peace. They are also the grounds for moral citizens
and statesmen to assume the duty of striving for
peace.

Appendix 1. Liberal Regimes and the Pacific Union, 1700-1982

Period Period

Period

18th Century
Swiss Cantons’

French Republic, 1790-1795

United States,” 1776-
Total=3

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

Total =8

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

Total =13

1900-1945
Switzerland
United States
Great Britain
Sweden
Canada
Greece, -1911; 1928-1936

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

Total =29

1945-"
Switzerland
United States
Great Britain
Sweden
Canada
Australia
New Zealand
Finland
Ireland
Mexico
Uruguay, -1973
Chile, -1973
Lebanon, -1975
CostaRica, -1948; 1953-

1945 (cont.)

Iceland, 1944-

France, 1945-

Denmark, 1945

Norway, 1945

Austria, 1945-

Brazil, 1945-1954; 1955-
1964

Belgium, 1946-

Luxembourg, 1946-

Netherlands, 1946-

Italy, 1946-

Philippines, 1946-1972

India, 1947-1975; 1977-

Sri Lanka, 1948-1961; 1963-1971;
1978-

Ecuador, 1948-1963; 1979-

Israel, 1949-

West Germany, 1949—

Greece, 1950-1967; 1975-

Peru, 1950-1962; 1963-1968;
1980-

El Salvador, 1950-1961

Turkey, 1950-1960; 1966-1971

Japan, 1951-

Bolivia, 1956-1969; 1982-

Colombia, 1958-

Venezuela, 1959-

Nigeria, 1961-1964; 1979-1984

Jamaica, 1962-

Trinidad and Tobago, 1962-

Senegal, 1963-

Malaysia, 1963-

Botswana, 1966—

Singapore, 1965-

Portugal, 1976-

Spain, 1978-

Dominican Republic, 1978—

Honduras, 1981-

Papua New Guinea, 1982-
Total = 50
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Note: I have drawn up this approximate list of "Liberal Regimes" according to the four institutions Kant described as essen-
tial: market and private property economies; politics that are externally sovereign; citizens who possess juridical rights; and
"republican" (whether republican or parliamentary monarchy), representative government. This latter includes the require-
ment that the legislative branch have an effective role in public policy and be formally and competitively (either inter- or
intra-party) elected. Furthermore, I have taken into account whether male suffrage is wide (i.e., 30%) or, as Kant (MM [The
Metaphysics of Morals), p. 139) would have had it, open by "achievement" to inhabitants of the national or metropolitan ter-
ritory (e.g., to poll-tax payers or householders). This list of liberal regimes is thus more inclusive than a list of democratic
regimes, or polyarchies (Powell, 1982, p. 5). Other conditions taken into account here are that female suffrage is granted
within a generation of its being demanded by an extensive female suffrage movement and that representative government is
internally sovereign (e.g., including, and especially over military and foreign affairs) as well as stable (in existence for at least
three years). Sources for these data are Banks and Overstreet (1983), Gastil (1985), The Europa Yearbook, 1985 (1985), Langer
(1968), U.K. Foreign and Commonwealth Office (1980), and U.S. Department of State (1981). Finally, these lists exclude an-
cient and medieval "republics," since none appears to tit Kant's commitment to liberal individualism (Holm