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Editors’ preface

The first edition of this book proved to be much more successful than either of the
editors expected. We hoped that a text that combined history, theory, structure, and
process, together with contemporary international issues, would prove popular with
students and their teachers. What we did not expect was that the book would be
adopted as a major text in such a short time in a wide range of international/
world politics courses in thirty-three countries, including the United States, United
Kingdom, Australia, Canada, Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Germany, France, Spain,
Belgium, South Africa, Japan, Brazil, and India. We have also been greatly heartened
by all the very helpful comments we have received from teachers in many of these
countries. Some of these were solicited by our publishers and some have been sent to
us quite independently. The overwhelming judgement has been that the book ‘works’
in the contemporary teaching environment. Teachers liked the combination of
history and theory, in particular, and students found the chapters interesting, easy to
understand and, to use a hackneyed phrase, ‘user-friendly’. We also received some very
useful suggestions on how the book could be made even better.

In the light of these comments we decided to use much the same structure and
format for the second edition, while at the same time bringing the text up to date and
adding some new material which we, and a number of our reviewers, felt had been
neglected in the first edition. In modifying the structure the main change is that we
have added a fifth section containing two new chapters on ‘Globalization in the
future’. We have done this to strengthen the globalization theme (which has also been
enhanced in the rewriting of all the chapters) and to provide a more effective conclu-
sion to the book. We have also added a number of other new chapters. In Part One, the
history has been brought up to date with a chapter on ‘International history since
1989’ and in Part Four we have added a chapter on ‘The communications and Internet
revolution’ to highlight the importance of contemporary global communications.
The chapters on ‘International political economy in the age of globalization’ and
‘Regionalism and integration’ (now ‘European and regional integration’) have been
completely rewritten by different contributors while a new chapter in Part Two on
‘Contemporary mainstream approaches’ has been added, Another chapter in Section
Two entitled ‘New approaches to international theory’ has undergone significant
rewriting and is now titled ‘Reflectivist and constructivist approaches to inter-
national theory’, Readers of the first edition will also note that we have modified the
titles of a number of chapters: ‘Marxist theories of international relations’ (in place of
‘World system theory’)/and ‘The United Nations and international order’ (rather
than ‘International organization’).

Finally, we have added more links to the Web at the end of chapters (again to
emphasize the globalization theme), which we hope will encourage students to use
the new, exciting technology available to them, to further their studies and acquire
new transferable skills—so essential in the new (globalized) world we live in!
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A Companion Website accompanies
The Globalization of World Politics
Second Edition

Students and teachers are invited to the book’s Companion Website at:
www.oup.com/uk/best.textbooks/politics/globalization2e

Drawn up by Patricia Owens (University of Aberystwyth), this substantial site
contains a range of material for lecturers and students:

Web links
A list of useful annotated web addresses to help with further reading and research
(organized by chapter)

Data

Extra figures, tables, maps, and useful data relating to each chapter in the book
(organized by chapter)

Glossary

Comprehensive A-Z dictionary of key IR terms

Review questions
Further questions, with varying degrees of difficulty, relating to each chapter in the
book (organized by chapter)

PowerPoint
A full PowerPoint lecture series—fully customizable (organized by chapter)

IR Theory in Practice site

Interactive case studies to demonstrate the difference (and similarities) between the
IR theory highlighted in the book and to show how theoretical concepts illuminate
recent developments in world politics.
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JAN AART SCHOLTE

Kofman, E., and Youngs, G. (eds.), Globalization: Theory and Practice (London: Pinter, 2001, 2nd
edr.). The essays in this book develop insights about globalization that are gained from
cross-disciplinary dialogue between International Relations and Geography. Insofar as
globalization involves a transformation of the spatial aspects of social life, it is a subject on
which geographers have much of interest to say.

Peterson, V. §., and Runyan, A. S., Global Gender Issues (Boulder, Calo.: Westview Press, 1999
2nd edn.). This textbook highlights a number of important but often neglected ways that
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Part One

The historical
context

In this part of the book, we want to provide you with a historical context within which to
make sense of globalization. We have two main aims: first, we want to introduce you to
the main aspects of international history and we will do this by giving you an increasingly
more chronologically concentrated set of chapters. We start with an overview of inter-
national society from its origins in Ancient Greece through to the twentieth century. We
think that you need to have some basic understanding of the main developments in the
history of world politics, as well as some kind of context for thinking about the contempor-
ary period of world history. This is followed by two chapters that look at the main themes of
twentieth-century history, one dealing with the period before the Second World War, the
other dealing with the period after it. We then have a chapter that is specifically concerned
with the period since the late 1980s, and that concentrates on the most significant histor-
ical development of that period, namely the end of the cold war. Our final chapter looks at
developments within International history since 1990. We want these chapters to give you
a lot of historical information which will be of interest in its own right, but our second aim

is to draw to your attention the main themes of international history so that you can
develop a deeper understanding of the issues, both theoretical and empirical that are
dealt with in the remaining four sections of this book. As such we think that an overview
of international history gives you a context within which to begin thinking about global-
ization: is it a new phenomenon that fundamentally changes the main patterns of
international history or are there precedents for it that make it seem less revolutionary?
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This chapter seeks to draw out and suggest explanations for the key transformations in
international relations between 1900 and 1945. These years were marked by massive
‘upheaval. Within 45 years, the world experienced two Total Wars, a global economic
slump, and the ending of four major empires, with Tsarist Russia being (;Vé-rwtﬁl_'{;;v_ry“b‘)?’ a
Bolshevik Revolution. This chapter identifies turmoail within Europe, and its eclipse as the
arbiter of international affairs, as the most significant feature of the first half of the twentieth
century. By 1945, Europe was shattered by its long crisls. The continent was divided
between two newly emergent superpowers—the United States and the USSR, both of
which had primarily concentrated on their own internal development in the inter-war

years. How do we account for the decline of Europe? The chapter looks both at develop-

ments within the continent and further afield: what role did the US and the USSR play
between the wars, and how did Japan rise to prominence in the Far East? The chapter
concludes with an examination of the historical controversy surrounding the origins of the
Second World War, which dramatically brought about Europe’s collapse.
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Introduction

The year 1900 forms a convenient, but not necessar-
ily the most helpful, starting point for an analysis of
modern international history. Eric Hobsbawm has
suggested that the twentieth century really only
began in 1914, with a cataclysmic war which swept
away the nineteenth-century status quo, whereby a
handful of European states dominated the affairs of
the world (Hobsbawm 1994: 3). Before the First
World War, Europe had not experienced a major war
involving most of its dominant states for a century.
The world had never experienced a conflict that
enmeshed so many different countries and peoples.
‘Not only was this war truly a ‘world war’, but it was
also the century’s first ‘Total War’, during which the
major protagonists mobilized virtually their whole
populations, male and female alike—whether as
soldiers at the front line or as workers on the ‘Home
Front’. )

The consequences of the First World War were
enormous. After over four years of war, the diplomats
and political leaders who gathered at Versailles in
1919 to forge a peace settlement were adamant that
their endeavours must not just resolve the immediate
post-war issues (what to do with the vanquished
countries, especially Germany, and with the Austro-
Hungarian and Ottoman empires which had col-
lapsed during the war) but also make war impossible
in the future. ‘Never again’ was the overwhelming
popular sentiment. And yet only twenty years after
the Treaty of Versailles, another world war was
under way—this one even more global in its reach
than the first. The years 190045 thus mark the most
destructive period in human history. Not only did
human beings kill one another in greater numbers
than in any other span of four decades, but they also
found more barbaric methods of doing so: from the
Nazi genocide of six million Jews carried out in the
concentration camps, to America’s dropping of
atomic bombs on thie Japanese cities of Hiroshima
and Nagasaki in August 1945.

The world of 1945 was almost unrecognizable
from that of 1900 (as Boxes 3.1 and 3.2 suggest). The
story of these years is, overwhelmingly, one of
disintegration. A series of empires collapsed in

Austro-Hungary, Turkey, and Russia in the course of
World War L. Imperial China, long subject to foreign

incursions, also slid into prolonged civil war. The

international economy collapsed after the Wall
Street Crash of 1929. And, partly as a result of the

Box 3.1 Key features of the world
in 1900

European states dominate the global pattern

of international relations

» 1in 4 of the world’s population lives in Europe
(approximately 400m. of a 1600m. total)

» the European ‘great powers’ (Britain, France,
Italy, Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Russia)
have a concentration of military power, as well
as dominating world trade

Colonial empires of European states (especially
Britain and France, but also Belgium, the
Netherlands, and Portugal) cover much of the
world

» approximately 500m. people live under
European colonial rule

o search for colonies continues; especially

Germany In Africa, and Tsarist Russia in Asia
Several territorial empires ina protractgg state
of collapse

» the Habsburg empire (covering Austro-Hungary
and much of central Europe and the Balkans)

o the Ottoman empire (centred on Turkey, and
encompassing much of the Middle East and the
Balkans)

¢ Tsarist Russia

» Imperial China

Global capltalist economy

 in 1900 centred primarily on the UK, as the world’s
largest imperial and trading power, but increasingly
under threat

» rapid industrial expansion in North America
« Japan modernizing and industrializing
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Box 3.2 Key features of the world in 1945

Prominence of the US and USSR

lJS first nuclear superpower, after explosion of atomic
bormbs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, August 1945

US emerges from World War Il as major creditor nation,
and centre of the international economy

USSR in economic ruin after war, but Red Army
occupies all Eastern and much of Central Europe, to
Berlin and beyond

Collapse of Europe

« rapidly divided between East and West; Germany split
until 1989

« national economies in ruin; large debts owing to US

» European colonial empires undermined by war; by
Japanese overrunning of colonies in South-East Asia

" = Ho Chi Minh declares Vietnam an independent republic

Growing nationalism in the colonial empires

» wartime ‘Atlantic Charter’ makes commitment to
national self determination

« India seeking independence (achieved in 1947)

in 1945

Civil war in China

« ended with victory of Mao and establishment of the
Peoples Republic of China in 1949

» together with the population of the USSR, one-third of
the world now lives under communist rule

ensuing Depression, democracies crumbled in the

1930s, while extreme right-wing dictatorshlps flour-
ished in Germany, Italy, Spain, Japan, and many
countries of Latin America. The culmination of these
turbulent years, which with hindsight we call the
‘inter-war period’, was another Total War which left
few of the world’s citizens entirely untouched.

The most globally significant transformation dur-
ing the first half of the twentieth century was
Europe's effective collapse as pre-eminent continent.
A world dominated in 1900 by a small group of eco-
nomically prosperous and populous European states,
whose empires encompassed much of the globe, by
1945 had been replaced by one in which the major

arbiters of international affairs were the two new
‘superpowers’ —the United States of America and the
Soviet Union. Europe, at least temporarily, was in a
state of ruin and indebtedness, with Fastern and
Central Europe lying under Soviet occupation. The
Second World War further intensified Furope’s dis-
integration. But in fact that war only accentuated a
process several decades old. Many historians would
argue that the Second World War was essentially a
continuation of the First. Europe was not so much
suffering a ‘Twenty Year Crisis’ (E. H. Carr’s descrip-
tion of the period 1919-39 (Carr 1939)) as undergo-
ing a ‘Thirty-Year War’, whose roots stretched back
to the 1870s.

The origins of World War One

Why did Europe lose its predominant place in the
world in the years between 1900 and 19457 The
answer lies partly in Europe itself and partly beyond.
European states fought viciously with one another
on their own soil. However, the continent which had
given birth to the Industrial Revolution, and had

formed the hub of global financial activity, also
faced economic challenges from rapidly industrial-
izing states—most obviously the United States.
Similarly, in the Far East, Japan underwent rapid
expansion in the early twentieth century, posing a
significant economic and military challenge to the



European powers’ trading and colonial interests in
East Asia.

We will consider global economic developments
in due course, but first we will examine the internal
roots of Europe’s instability. These are frequently
dated back to the 1870s, when the continent’s rela-
tive tranquillity following the Napoleonic Wars was
disturbed by the creation of a single, unified German
nation-state.

Germany'’s bid for world power
status

The unified Germany's territorial ambitions rapidly
became apparent. Although Bismarck himself had
cautioned against further German expansionism, his
successors were less circumspect, and sought to
assert German parity with the other great powers by
acquiring the most important badge of great power
status—an overseas empite. Imperial disputes were
thus an important contributory factor to the out-
break of war in 1914, and in Marxist accounts of the
war's origins were allotted causal primacy. Certainly,
Britain was not keen to see its own position as the
world’s most powerful trading nation overshadowed
by Germany, with whom it was now engaged in
fierce naval rivalry. France had equally compelling
reasons to fear German expansion, The opening
years of the twentieth century thus saw a hitherto
unlikely alliance of Britain, France, and Tsarist Russia
merging in an attempt to halt Germany's deter-
mined search for territory and markets. Germans,
however, saw themselves not as the aggressors but
rather as the victims of an imperial system which
operated entirely to their disadvantage: Britain and
France dominated Africa, Asia, and the Middle East;
Russia, Japan, and Britain competed in China, while
the US held sway in Latin America. Between them,
these powers appeared to have carved up the inter-
national market to their exclusive satisfaction. Gain-
ing colonies was thus not solely a matter of prestige
or status but was regarded as an economic imperative
for Germany. The main areas of contention were
North Africa, where clashes occurred with France
and Britain over Morocco in 1906 and in 1911, and
the Middle East, as Germany sought to build a
railway from Betlin to Baghdad,

The European colonial powers had, however,
clashed over imperial issues before. Consequently,
many historians regard these disputes alone as
insufficient to explain the war which broke out in
July 1914. The evaluation of various explanatory fac-
tors continues to generate much historiographical
debate. Some historians concur with, others dispute,
the verdict of the war’s victors—that ‘war guilt’
belonged to Germany alone. The most famous expli-
cation of this view was Fritz Fischer's Griff nach der
Weltmacht (Bid for World Power), published in 1961,
which emphasized the extent of Germany's
annexationist aims in the war, arguing that the
German government deliberately went to war in
their pursuit. Others have insisted that a general war
came about more by accident than design, partly due
to the way in which military plans had been drawn
up. German strategy, devised by Count Alfred von
Schlieffen, was designed to counter the prospect of
Germany fighting a war on two fronts against France
and Russia. His plan therefore envisaged a decisive
blow against France before German troops turned to
the tardily mobilized Russians. Thus the ‘Schlieffen
plan’ served to widen the war rapidly, once the open-
ing shots had been fired. Those opening shots were
fired, not by Germany, but in Sarajevo at Archduke
Franz Ferdinand (the heir to the throne of the Austro-
Hungarian empire) by a Serb nationalist. This assas-
sination should alert us to other deep-seated origins
of Europe’s crisis, and ultimately of the war itself.

The ‘Eastern Question’

Besides the ‘German problem’ the other main source
of instability in late nineteenth- and early twentieth-
century Europe was the so-called ‘Bastern Question’,
which arose from the slow collapse of the Ottoman
empire. The European great powers each took con-
siderable interest in how the power vacuum that was
spreading from the Balkans to the Middle East would
be filled. But the peoples over whom the Ottoman
dynasty had ruled were also keen to assert, in the age
of nationalism, their right to self-rule. In the Bal-
kans, rival national groups clashed in a series of wars,
with the backing of various European great powers.
Consequently, the Tsarist Russian empire (although
itself in a state of terminal collapse) refused to watch
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Box 3.3 The ‘German problem’

Germany before unification

& Untll 1871, ‘Germany’ did not exist in anything like the
shape we know it today.

s ‘Germany’ was a collection of twenty-five states, ran-
ging in size from small principalities to the economic-
ally and militarily assertive Prussia with a population of
some 30m. (Bavaria, the second largest, contained
5.5m.)

* Some ethnic Germans lived under the sovereignty of
other states; as in Alsace-Lorraine, which was part of
France, and Schleswig-Holstein, ruled by Denmark.

Unification

* The bringing together of these states, and the annex-
ation of ‘foreign’ lands contalning ethnic Germans, was
the work of the Prussian Chancellor Otto von Bismarck.

o Three wars were fought to secure German unification,
and to ensure that Prussia predominated to Austria‘s
exclusion: against Denmark (1864) over Schleswig-

Holstein; Austria-Hungary (1866); and France (1870)
over Alsace-Lorraine.

Germany after unification

* For the first time in modem history, the centre of
Europe was dominated by a single, vast state.

» Germany's population of nearly 67m. (by 1913) was
second in size only to the Russian empire.

« Germany underwent rapid industrialization. Germany’s
coal, iron, and steel production (in the 1870s well
below the UK's) outstripped Britain‘s by 1914

» From 1871 to 1914, the value of Germany's agricultural

output doubled; industrial production quadrupled and
overseas trade more than tripled.

» With such great reserves of territory, population, mili-
tary, and industrial strength, Germany had the
capacity—and the inclination, many believed—for
outward expansion. The birth of a unified Germany
thus constituted the birth of ‘the German problemy’, as
far as other European states were concerned, by fun-
damentally disrupting the balance of power in
Europe, Other states were accordingly disposed to
enter into alliances in order to prevent Germany from
using its central geo-strategic location and economic
resources to achieve further territorial enlargement.

impassively while Austro-Hungary threatened Rus-
sla’s fellow Slavs in Serbia after the assassination of
Franz Ferdinand in June 1914. What might have
been a localized incident quickly sparked a general
war. The complicated alliance system built up over
the previous two decades rapidly ensured that
Austria-Hungary and Germany, on the one side, con-
fronted Britain, France, and Russta on the other. The
ensuing war was to last for over four years. Much of it
was marked by a military stalemate—most vividly,
and horrifically, epitomized by the trench-warfare
which decimated a generation of young French, Brit-
ish, and German men.

Key points

* Europe’s long-term instability can be traced back
to the creation of a unified Germany in the 1870s,
which disrupted the balance of power.

¢ The European powers clashed over imperial

Issues in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, as Germany sought colonies and
markets.

* A number of European dynasties were in a state
of collapse, leaving open the question of what
territorial and constitutional arrangements would
replace these empires when they finally
disintigrated.

¢ At the same time, nationalism was growing, par-
ticularly in the Balkans and Central Europe, with
nationalist movements asserting their claims to
statehood in the decaying Ottoman and Austro-
Hungarian empires.

* A combination of imperial, natjonalist, and eco-
nomic tension ultimately resulted in the First
World War.
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Peace-making, 1919: the Versailles settlement

Post-war problems

When the war finally ended, the peacemakers who
gathered at Versailles in 1919 confronted a daunting
set of problems. The war left millions of individual
casualties, either through death, injury or the lass of
homes and livelihoods. The teetering Austro-
Hungarian and Ottoman empires were also victims
of the war, while a Bolshevik revolution had over-
thrown the Tsarist regime in Russia. Had anyone
really won the war? Certainly the victors' econ-
omies, no less than those of the vanquished, were
depleted by the strain of four years of Total War. On
all sides, the combatants had sought to pursue this
war until their enemies were utterly defeated. Total
War demanded Total Victory, but the cost of totally
defeating an enemy was near ruination of one’s own
state. The domestic ruin facing France in particular,
on whose soil much of the fighting had occurred,
added a punitive dimension to the peacemakers’
agenda: how could reparations (money, goods, or
raw materials) be extracted from Germany to finance
domestic reconstruction? How, most critically, could
the peacemakers ensure that Germany did not seek
to dominate Europe ever again?

It should come as no surprise, given both the
intractability of Europe’s problems and the diversity
of the victorious coalition, that the peacemakers
failed to agree amongst themselves on the shape of
the post-war order. The principal European victors,
Britain and France, concurred over German
responsibility for the war, which justified a harsh
settlement, but they differed over its terms. However,
the guiding force at Versailles was not one (or more)
of the European powers, but the President of the
United States.

President Wilson’s ‘Fourteen Points’

America had joined the war in its latter stages, and its
President provided 2 set of principles which he
intended should shape the subsequent peace. How
was war to be avoided? Woodrow Wilson’s ‘Fourteen

Points’ called for a new approach to international
diplomacy: ‘open covenants, openly arrived at’,
would replace the old-style secret diplomacy which
produced various private inter-state deals over who
would gain what territory after the First World War.
Wilson also believed that the avoidance of war could
be furthered by creating an international organiza-
tion, based on the principle of ‘collective security’
(see Ch. 12). His scheme for a League of Nations was
premised on the ‘peace-loving’ member states
regarding any threat to the international peace—any
violation of the sovereignty of one member by
another state—as an act of aggression which ultim-
ately threatened them all, and therefore had to be
responded to collectively. Ideally, however, the very
existence of the League would serve to ensure that
aggressive states desisted from expansionist actions.
The League was thus one of the distinctive features of
the post-1919 world: the first formalized attempt to
create an international body designed to mediate
disputes with permament structures and a codified
Charter. Despite its ignominious fallure to take
assertive action against Japanese, Italian, and Ger-
man aggression in the 1930s, the League provided a
model for the United Nations Organization in 1945.

Self-determination: the creation
of new states

Just as significant as Wilson’s insistence on an
international collective security body was his
commitment to the principle of ‘national self-
determination’. Wilson was an .opponent of
imperialism, and believed passionately in the right
of distinct national groups to govern themselves by
being accorded sovereignty over their own territory.
To each nation a state: this was Wilson's ideal, How-
ever, in practice, the nationalities of those parts of
Europe where empires had recently crumbled—
especially the Balkans, and Central and Eastern
Europe—were not neatly parcelled into distinct
territorial areas. The peacemakers therefore faced a
difficult task of drawing the boundaries of the new

Box 3.4 Wilson’s ‘Fourteen Points’:
a summary

1. Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at;
international diplomacy to be carried on publicly.

2. Absolute freedom of navigation on the seas.

3. The removal, as far as possible, of all economic
barriers.

4. Disarmament undertaken, and guaranteed, by
states to the lowest point consistent with
domestic safety

5. Afree, open-minded, and impartial adjustment of
all colonial claims, based on the principle that the
interests of the population concerned must have
equal weight with the equitable claims of the
government whose title is to be determined.

6. The evacuation of all Russian territory and settle-
ment of questions affecting Russia.

~

. Belgium must be evacuated and restored.
8. French territory to be evacuated and restored,
and Alsace-Lorraine to be returned to French rule.
9. Ialian frontiers to be adjusted along clearly rec-
ognizable lines of nationality.
10. The peoples of Austria-Hungary to be given the
opportunity for autonomous development.

11. Romania, Serbia, and Montenegro to be evacu-
ated; Serbia to be given access to the sea; and
international guarantees of the independence
and territorial integrity of the Balkan states to be
made.

12. The Turkish portions of the Ottoman empire to be
assured a secure sovereignty; other nationalities
to be allowed to develop autonomously; the Dar-
danelles to be permanently open to shipping.

13. An independent Polish state to be established,
with free and secure access to the sea.

14. A general association of nations to be formed to
afford mutual guarantees of political independ-
ence and territorial integrity to all states.

states of Europe, some of which had never existed
before. Often the boundaries reflected uneasy com-
promises: for example, Czechoslovakia, a state for
the first time in 1919, was composed of so many
national groups that Mussolini scornfully referred to
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it as ‘Czecho-Germano-Polono-Magyaro-Rutheno-
Romano- Slovakia’.

Wilson’s insistence on self-determination, given
messy human realities, generated as many contradic-
tions as it solved: sixty million people being awarded
a state of their own while another twenty-five mil-
lion were transformed into minorities within these
imperfect nation-states. Not surprisingly, the new
states in Southern, Eastern, and Central Europe—
Hungary, Yugoslavia, Rumania, Bulgaria, Czechoslo-
vakia, Poland—suffered serious problems. They had
to contend not only with ethnic cleavages but also
with weak economies and fledgling political institu-
tions. Why, given the problems of boundary-
drawing, and the weakness of the resulting states
(leaving Germany surrounded by relatively defence-
less neighbours), did the peacemakers demur to
Wilson's insistence on self-determination? The
answer lies in the West European powers’ preoccupa-
tion with a new threat. At Versailles, the peace-
makers certainly feared a possible future resurgence
of Germany. Perhaps equally vividly, however, they
were haunted by the spectre of Bolshevism spread-
ing from Lenin’s newly created Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics (USSR) into Western Europe.
Lenin, after all, explicitly stated that the Soviet revo-
lution was but the start of a world revolution—an
historical inevitability which the Moscow-led
Communist International (Comintern} was dedi-
cated to hastening. Moreover, the war seemed to
have provided the ideal breeding ground for com-
munist parties in Western Europe, which the Soviets
could infiltrate and use as vehicles of world
revolution.

Fear of Bolshevism thus explains British and
French politicians’ enthusiasm for self-deter-
mination. After all, these new states were virtually
bound to be antl-Soviet since they were largely cre-
ated from land formerly belonging to Russia: Fin-
land, the Baltic Republics, Poland, and Rumania.
They were the ideal ‘quarantine belt’ for the USSR
But they did not address the threat which Germany
posed to European security: thus the interwar era saw
another period of alliance-building and treaty-
signing, as France and Britain (and Italy, after 1925)
extended guarantees to various Eastern and Central
European states, promising action if their boundaries
were violated by an aggressor.



The future of Germany

In many ways the territorial settlement which Ver-
sailles established stored up problems for the future,
not least in its reshaping of Germany. When the
peacemakers came to determine Germany’s fate,
they did not apply the principal of self-
determination rigidly. Largely at French insistence,
France regained the lost province of Alsace-Lorraine
and occupied the Saar—the key industrial area on
Germany's western flank—in order to extract coal,
steel, and iron. French troops also occupied the
Rhineland, to ensure that Germany remained
demilitarized, as the treaty insisted. Additionally,
German politicians (and much of the population)
resented the inclusion of Germans in the reconsti-
tuted Poland. Poland had not existed as an
* independent state since the eighteenth century, but
now it divided the vast bulk of Germany from East
Prussia. This anomalous situation resulted from the
peacemakers’ determination that Poland should
have an outlet to the sea at the port of Danzig (ot
Gdansk). Where was Danzig’s right to self-
determination, Germans demanded?

The territorial arrangements of 1919, under which
Germany lost 13 per cent of her land and nearly
seven million people, angered many Germans, pro-
viding a potent grievance for Hitler's National Social-
ists to manipulate in the 1930s. But what perhaps
hurt even more was the inscription of German ‘war
guilt’ into the treaty. '

‘War guilt’ and reparations

The victors included the ‘war guilt' clause largely in
order to justify the extraction of swingeing repar-
ations from Germany. Popular pressure in Britain
and France encouraged the peacemakers to ‘squeeze
the German lemon until the pips squeak’, a line most
vigorously pursued by the French premier, Georges
Clemenceau. The British Prime -Minister, Lloyd
George, also agreed that reparations should be
exacted from Germany, though not at such a puni-
tive level as France sought. The issue of exactly how
much Germany should pay in reparations was in
fact never settled at Versailles, Unable to agree, the
allies left the matter to a Reparations Commission

(and ultimately, the sum was scaled ever
downwards). :

While it is easy to understand why the economic
dismemberment of Germany appealed to these
leaders—punishing Germany was electorally popu-
lar, and also seemed to guarantee future German
inability to launch all-out wars—the wisdom of such
a move was questionable. It was indeed called into
question almost before the ink had dried on the
treaty. In 1919, a women's international congress in
Zurich predicted that the settlement would ‘create all
over Burope discords and animositites which can
only lead to future wars . . ' (Pettmar, 1996: 109).In
the same year, if from a rather different perspective,
the eminent British economist, john Maynard Key-
nes (an adviser to the British delegation at Versailles)
produced an influential indictment of the ireaty
entitled The Economic Consequences of the Peace. Key-
nes propounded a compelling thesis: economic
ruination of Germany—the result of punitive
teparations—would prevent the recovery of Burope
as a whole. Germany was the motor of the European
economic engine. In punishing Germany, the Allies
were effectively prolonging their own wartime
privations. )

To sum up, then, as the French general Foch
acutely predicted after the signing of the treaty, Ver-
sailles would not bring peace, only an armistice for
twenty years. It had solved none of Europe’s funda-
mental problems. In economic terms, it was (if one
followed Keynes's reasoning) too hard on Germany,
and consequently on Europe as a whole. The inter-
war years thus saw Europe’s economic position
decline further relative to that of the United States,
which emerged from the war as the net beneficiary,
being owed huge sums by Britain and France, which
Wilson insisted they repay. In its territorial arrange-
ments, and the selective application of Wilsonian
principles, the peace was also arguably too severe on
Germany. (This was certainly the argument many
Germans advanced, most vehemently under Hitler's
regime.) Moreover, a growing mumber of non-
Germans had some sympathy with the view that
Versailles bequeathed Germany legitimate griev-
ances: this in part explains the palicy of appease-
ment pursued by British governments in the 1930s.
But, according to another line of reasoning
(expounded by, amongst others, the historian A.J. P.
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Taylor), the real problem with Versailles was that it
was not hard enough. The ‘German problem’ was
unresolved, insofar as Germany still remained the
largest unitary state in the heart of Europe. More-
over, Germany'’s potential to wage war again had not
been absolutely destroyed. However viewed—
whether as too punitive or insufficiently so—the
Treaty of Versailles was almost bound to fail, not
least in the absence of any major power absolutely
committed to upholding it.

Key points

» Many of the terms of the peace treaties concluded
following World War I (referred to as the Versailles
settlement) were shaped by the ‘Fourteen Points’
supplied by American President, Woodrow
Wilson.

¢ Future wars were to be deterred by the League of
Nations, which would take collective action
against aggressor states.

A series of new states was created in the Balkans
and Eastern and Central Europe, where the Otto-
man and Austro-Hungarian empires had
collapsed.

Germany was found ‘guilty’ of having begun the
war: Germany lost land to Poland; Alsace-Lorraine
was returned to France; Germany was to be dis-
armed, with France occupying the Rhineland as a
security zone; and reparations were to be repaid to
the victorious powers.

Many critics found fault with the settlement,
either because it was too hard, or not hard enough,
on Germany.

The global economic slump, 1929-1933

In the 1920s America came to assume the pivotal
position in the global economy that Britain had
occupied prior to 1914. By 1929, the US produced 42
per cent of the world's industrial output, with Ger-
many, Britain, and France together accounting for
only 28 per cent (Hobsbawm 1994: 97). Initially, the
vibrancy of the US economy provided the illusion
that the world economy had survived the rigours of
World War I relatively intact, albeit with the US
replacing Britain as the new key financier. The
survival of the pre-1914 system transpired to be an
illusion, as the war had irreparably damaged the
globalized world economy evolving since the time of
the Industrial Revolution. The Wall Street stock-
market crash of 29 October 1929, and its aftermath,
starkly revealed the illusory nature of post-war eco-
nomic regeneration. Soon no one could be in doubt
that the world financial system was in convulsion.
The underlying causes of ‘the largest global earth-
quake ever to be measured on the economic histor-
ians’ Richter Scale—the Great Inter-War Depression’
(Hobsbawm 1994: 86) continue to be disputed, and

cannot be rehearsed at any length here, Beyond dis-
pute, however, is the truly global impact of the
Depression. The after-shocks of the stock market
crash around the world illustrate the degree to which
states in the interwar years were not entirely
autonomous entities, determining their own fates in
isolation. Rather they were at the mercy of profound
economic forces over which national governments
had less control than policy-makers and industrial-
ists doubtless liked to imagine. Globalization, in
economic terms, was a potent reality—as the events
of 1929 brought home with distressing vividness.
The results of the Depression in America and
Europe are familiar enough to Western readers.
Western Europe depended on American loans in
various forms, so when they dried up America’s
Depression was duplicated in Europe. Its symptoms
included spiralling inflation and a collapse of con-
sumer demand in the leading industrial countries
which led to a decline in manufacturing industry.
This in turn meant massive unemployment. In the
era before social welfare provision was seen as part of
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Box 3.5 The US and the USSR between the wars

One reason why the 1919 peace settlement did not last, it is often argued, was the fallure of any major power,
particularly the US, to sponsor it. After the Second World War, the US and the USSR emerged as ‘superpowers’, and
their mutual hostility—the cold war—dominated the world for forty years. Why were both relatively inactive on the
international scene in the twenty years after the First World War?

The USSR
Nov. 1917

Mar. 1918

1918-20

1924

1929

1936-8
Aug. 1939

The US
Mar. 1920

1921-2

1931

The Bolshevik Revolution brought a Marxist-Leninist regime to power in the former Tsarist empire.

Lenin concluded a separate peace treaty with Germany (in which one-fourth of Russian tersitory and a
third of its population were surrendered), in order to concentrate on consolidating the revolution.

Before consolidation could occur, Civil War broke out. Trotsky's Red Army quelled the counter-
revolutionary forces of the White Russians, who were aided by interventions from France, Britain, Japan,
and the US.

Josef Stafin came to power, following Lenin’s death, and concentrated on building ‘socialism in one
country’.

The first Five-Year Plan for the Soviet economy was introduced, and Stalin stepped up the pace of state
planning of industry, together with the collectivization of agriculture.

Stalin undertook the Great Purge of the enemies of his dictatorship.

Stalin signed a non-aggression pact with Nazi Germany. This suggests how small a role idealogy
now played in Soviet foreign policy (although Stalin did not altogether abandon the USSR's support for
communist parties around the world). Instead Soviet security concerns were uppermost, and the Pact
promised the USSR land in the Baltic, in return for Soviet acquiescence towards Hilter’s march into
Poland.

The US Senate refused to ratify the Treaty of Versailles, concluding a separate peace with Germany
in 1921 which did not include the *war guilt’ clause, or the terms of the League of Nations. The US had
thus embarked upon an essentially isolationist foreign policy, which it pursued until the Japanese attack
on Pearl Harbor. However, the US government did remain concerned with, and involved in, a number
of international issues, particularly those relating to disarmament and security—not least in the Pacific,
a traditional area of US concern, where Japan was in the ascendant.

The Washington Disarmament Conference was notable for the manner in which it dealt with Japan’s
growing power in the Pacific. The relative strength of the navies of the US, UK, Japan, France, and Italy
was fixed in a ratio of 5: 5: 3: 1.75 : 1.75. The sovereignty of China was also affirmed, and an ‘Open
Door’ policy of trade with China maintained.

The US government’s concern with’)apanese aggression against China was evident in its response to
the Manchurian crisis, beginning in 1931, when Japanese forces occupied an ever greater part of the
North Chinese province of Manchuria. Although not a member of the League of Nations, the US did
offer to assist its efforts to establish the origins of the crisis. However, the US stopped far short of actually
using-—or encouraging the League to use—force ta reverse Japan's aggression.

Throughout the inter-war years, America’s primary influence on the world lay not so much in the
diplomatic sphere, as in the realm of economics, where the US economy was emerging as the world’s
strongest. US capital helped rebuild Germany, with loans enabling Germany to make reparations to
Britain and France, who could then repay their own debts to the US.
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Table 3.1 Major wartime and post-war foreign loans of US government

(in millions of dollars)

Recipient nation Pre-Armistice

Post-Armistice Total

(cash) (cash & supplies) indebtedness
Great Britain 3696.0 581.0 4277.0
France 1970.0 1434.8 3404.8
Italy 1031.0 617.0 1648.0
Russia 187.7 4.9 192.6
Belgium 171.8 207.3 3791

Source; Harold Moutton and Leo Pasvalsky, War Debts amd World Prosperity (1932: 426), and
Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the Americari People (1974: 657).

the state’s duty to its citizens (an era ushered in by
World War II in most parts of Western Europe and
America), unemployment meant utter destitution
and grinding poverty for millions. Even for those
who remained employed, hyper-inflation—and in
some countries the complete collapse of currencies—
led to the overnight elimination of savings, and to
paper money becoming virtually worthless, as in
Weimar Germany.

Perhaps less well known in Europe or America are
the results of the Depression elsewhere in the world.
Every country that participated in international
trade was affected—whether they were independent
states (as in Latin America) or colonial territories
under the rule of Western European powers. The pre-
cipitous drop in the western world's demand for
goods and crops did not just mean unemployment
for workers in factories in the West. It also spelt ruin
for the producers of raw materials from which con-
sumer goods were manufactured. To take but one
example, Japanese silk farmers suddenly found their
livelihoods ruined as Americans ceased to buy silk
stockings in the Depression of the early 1930s. Simi-
larly growers of crops farmed in what we now know
as the Developing World {or Third World), which
were sold to the developed world, found that the
prices they received for their commeodities plum-
meted. Brazil's coffee growers attempted to prevent
the coffee price from collapsing by selling it to Brazil-
ian railway companies as an alternative fuel to coal.

In economic terms, the result of the Depression
was that the globalization of the world economy
stuttered as states attempted to reverse the process.
Rather than a global free trade system continuing to

develop (as it had from the Industrial Revolution up
to 1914), the major capitalist states now sought to
isolate their national economies as far as possible
from the vagaries of the international market. Free
trade was abandoned in favour of protectionist
policies, whereby states attempted to make thelr
economies as self-sufficient as possible. High tariff
barriers were erected to dissuade domestic manu-
facturers from importing forelgn goods. As a result
the volume of international trade fell sharply.
America led the way in protectionism, being in the
fortunate position of needing other countres’
products less than did Britain, for example, and
many other industrialized states.

The economic crisis of the 1930s was accompanied
by profound political upheavals. We might question
whether, without the Depression, Hitler would have
found such fertile soil for Nazism in Germany.
Although it is overly reductionistic to argue that the
Depression alone accounts for Hitler's accession to
power in 1933, nevertheless the human costs of eco-
nomic collapse certainly made extremist political
solutions appear attractive during the 1930s. Having
secured power in Germany, Hitler proceeded to
encourage Nazi movements on Germany’s borders,
especially in Austrla and Czechoslovakia. Mean-

" while, Mussolini completed the construction of the

‘Fascist State’ in Italy in the 1930s, while in Spain
Franco ultimately defeated the Popular Front ranged
against him. But the emergence of more radicalized
(and often also racialized) forms of politics was not
simply a Furopean phenomenon. Several Latin
American regimes toppled during the 1930s, to be
replaced with new ones of either a pronounced

left- or right-wing complexion. In the colonized
world, nationalist movements were also given a
powerful impetus by the Depression. In India, for
example, Gandhi mobilized a mass campaign of civil
disobedience against British rule, while in French
Indo-China, Ho Chi Minh's communist nationalists
embarked on the long road to independence which
would ultimately entail protracted wars with bath
France and America after 1945.

Key points

 Since the Industrial Revolution, global capitalist
economy had been developing, with an expand-
ing level of world trade.
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o The First World War disrupted this development,
with a profound negative impact on the inter-
national economic system, which was initially
masked by the vibrancy of the US economy in the
1920s,

In 1929, the Wall Street stock-market crash
induced a world depression, illustrating the degree
to which national economics were affected by
international economic forces.

Depressions in many countries around the world
resulted in extremist political movements gaining
strength, many of which were of an extreme
right-wing nature.

The origins of World War Two in Asia and the Pacific

Europeans sometimes display a tendency to regard
World War Two as primarily a European phenom-
enon. In fact, war was already under way in Asia
before September 1939. So to understand how con-
flicts in Asia and Europe merged into a ‘world war’
(albeit with distinct ‘theatres’), we must clearly
examine interwar developments in Asia, particularly
in Japan and China.

In some respects Japan's position in Asia during
the first decades of the twentieth century was akin to
Germany's in Europe. After unification, Germany
underwent rapid modernization and industrializa-
tion. It had sought an enlarged empire, challenging
those of France and Britain in the years prior to 1914.
Germany emerged from the First World War
aggrieved at the treatment meted out by the victors
and determined to reverse key aspects of the Ver-
sailles Settlement—a ‘revisionism’ heightened by the
catastrophic consequences of the Depression. Under
an extreme rght-wing regime, Germany sought a
solution to its problems through outward expansion,
and found its path eased by the weakness of the
states geographically closest to it. Much of this could
also be said of Japan.

Japan and the ‘Meiji Restoration’

During the reign of Emperor Meiji (from around
1868 to 1912), Japan’s rulers fostered rapid indus-
trialization, borrowing a model from Western
Europe and North America. This was accompanied
by a modernization of Japanese society and political
life: the feudal agricultural system was abolished; the
army was reorganized and conscription introduced,
heralding the disintegration of the Samurai caste;
education and foreign travel were encouraged; and a
new parliamentary system was implemented. Like
Germany's, Japan's rulers in the late nineteenth cen-
tury developed imperialistic inclinations. Unlike
Germany, Japan did not naturally possess within its
own frontiers an abundance of the raw materials for
industrialization. Both, however, shared a belief that
their population was growing so rapidly that the
populace would soon outstrip the state’s geo-
graphical and financial capacity to support it. Thus
Hitler sought Lebensraum (living space) for the Ger-
man people in Central and Eastern Europe, while
Japan looked towards China as the most suitable
sphere for expansion.




64 SUSAN L. CARRUTHERS

Japanese expansion in China

Just as Germany profited from the decline of its
imperial neighbours (in Austria-Hungary, Turkey,
and Russia), Japan’s expansionism was likewise eased
by the state of near-extinction in which China lan-
guished. China, once a great dynastic empire, by the
late nineteenth century had almost ceased to func-
tion as a state. The last emperor was toppled in 1911,
and China slid into a protracted state of civil war. As
provincial warlords fought one another, the Nation-
alist Guomindang movement under Sun Yat Sen
(and latterly Chiang Kai Shek) clashed with Mao
Zedong's Chinese Communist Party, which ultim-
ately triumphed in 1949. Such internal chaos, and
the absence of strong central government, provided
fresh opportunities for foreign ‘profiteers’. China
had long been infiltrated by outside powers, anxious
for a share of its ‘exotic’ goods—tea, spices, opium,
silk—and to trade with the world’s most populous
state. Britain in the nineteenth and early twentieth
century had the most extensive China trade, but
Tsarist Russia was also heavily involved in railway-
building in northern China. Japan took particular
interest in the region of Manchuria, and clashed
with Russia during 1904-5 in a war which marked
the first major defeat in modern times of a Furopean
power by an Asian state. Japan’s position in China
was strengthened still further as a result of the First
World War, during which Japan fought against Ger-
many, using the opportunity to secure Germany’s
Chinese possessions.

Although Japan had opposed Germany, both felt
dissatisfied by the terms of the Versailles settlement.
Japan had tried, and failed, to have the principle of
racial equality written into the terms of the treaties.
That the Western powers were indeed racially preju-
diced against the Japanese seemed to be confirmed
by America’s 1924 immigration legislation, which
virtually prevented further Japanese immigration
into the US. The Japanese government also felt that
the country had not received adequate territory in
recognition of its part in the war. As the 1920s pro-
gressed, Tokyo additionally protested against the
way in which America and Britain sought, through
the Washington treaties, both to limit Japan’s naval
construction and to prevent China falling more
effectively under Japanese domination.

Some Japanese policy-makers remained commit.
ted to an internationalist policy during the 1920s. In
particular they believed that Japan should behave as
a responsible member of the international com-
munity, and take an active role in the League of
Nations. But increasingly the army gained promin-
ence in Japanese political life. The officer class
(especially that part of it stationed in northern China
following Japan’s victory in the 1904-5 war with
Russia) pressed ever more forcibly for Japanese
expansion in China. Japan's experience of social
upheaval strengthened the appeal of militarism. In
the late 1920s, Japan suffered from two destabilizing
tremors, one literal, the other figurative, The Great
Kanto Earthquake of 1923 resulted in nearly 100,000
deaths and the destruction of about 2,000,000
homes. The volcanic eruption seemed to symbolize
the volatility of Japanese society during a period of
rapid modemization. The second, metaphorical,
great tremor to hit Japanese society was the Depres-
sion. As in Europe, the socio-economic conditions of
Japan's depression provided fertile soil for right-wing
extremism. Outward expansionism looked even
more attractive, and Japanese political and military
leaders increasingly talked of establishing a ‘co-
prosperity sphere’ in Asia. This phrase was a

euphemism for Japanese economic hegemony (if .

not outright rule) over various neighbouring states,
Such imperialistic aspirations were fuelled by rising
Japanese nationalism, the ideological foundation of
which was Shintoism: a belief in the divinity and
infallibility of the emperor, to whom each citizen
owed personal allegiance.

The Manchurian crisis and after

Japan's foreign policy thus became increasingly
assertive. The ‘Manchurian crisis’ of 1931 demon-
strated this, and is sometimes regarded as the open-
ing shot of the Second World War, Japan used a
minor skirmish between Japanese soldiers and Chi-
nese ‘bandits’ as a pretext to occupy a greater portion
of Manchuria, Despite Chinese protests to the
League of Nations, Japan was unrepentant, and by
1932 had established a puppet state in the whole of
Manchuria, called Manchuguo. The League’s
response to the first blatant act of aggression by one
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18 Sept. 1930  Mukden incident in Manchuria
between Japanese troops and
Chinese 'bandits’. Marks the start
of Japan's conquest of
Manchuria.

24 Feb. 1933 League of Nations adopts the Lytton
Report, which recommends
international mediation in the
dispute between Japan and China,
and urges League members not to
recognize the Japanese puppet state
in Manchuria (Manchuguo), but
does not seek to impose sanctions
on Japan.

27 March 1933 Japan announces her withdrawal
from the League.

29 Dec. 1934  Japan denounces the 1922
Washington naval treaty.

15 )Jan. 1936 Japan withdraws from London naval
conference.

25Nov. 1936  Germany and Japan sign the Anti-

Comintern Pact.

Box 3.6 The origins of the war in the Pacific: a chronology

7 |uly 1937 Outbreak of war between japan and
China.

6 Nov. 1937 Italy joins the Anti-Comintern Pact.

14 June 1939  Japan begins a blockade of the
Chinese city of Tientsin.

26 July 1939 America retracts 1911 trade treaty
with Japan.

30 Aug. 1940  )apan occupies northern Indo-China.

13 Aprit 1941 | Japan signs neutrality pact with
USSR.

21 july 1941 Vichy France permits Japan to
occupy the whole of indo-China.

26 july 1941 America freezes Japanese assets.

7 Dec. 1941 Japan attacks the US Navy at Pearl
Harbor.

8 Dec. 1941 Britain and America declare war on
Japan.

11 Dec. 1941 Germany and Italy declare war on
the US.

of its member states against another was insipid: a
Commission under the British Earl Lytton was dis-
patched to investigate the initial Sino-Japanese inci-
dent which had sparked the crisis. Its Report was a
year in the making, and even then recommended
moderation—urging both non-recognition of Man-
chuguo and international mediation of Japan and
China’s differences, but not any forcible action
against Japan for its violation of international law.
Would Hitler's aggression in Europe and Mus-
solini’s in East Africa (where he tried to capture Abys-
sinia, the last independent African state) have been
deterred had the League acted decisively over Man-
churia? The answer seems almost certainly not. Nei-
ther dictator had much regard for the miceties of
international law, and most historians agree that
both had long-term territorial ambitions which
would scarcely have been deflected by a firmer
League response to the Manchurian crisis. However,
the League's abject failure to check Japanese aggres-

sion did perhaps help create a permissive atmos-
phere, which emboldened the European dictators to
disrespect international law in the expectation that
they would not incur international sanctions. Cer-
tainly, in East Asia, Japan’s rulers were not deterred
from further aggression by the upshot of the Man-
churian crisis. The puppet state of Manchuguo con-
tinued to exist until the end of the Second World
War, and the fact that most states chose not to rec-
ognize its existence made little odds to the Japanese
government, and doubtless was of small comfort to
the Manchurians themselves.

By 1937, Japan was involved in full-scale war with
China, and this too lasted until 1945. But Japan's
mounting incursions into neighbours’ territory—the
so-called ‘New Order’ in East Asia—were not
altogether ignored by the Western powers. In 1939,
the US government cancelled its 1911 trade agree-
ment with Japan, thus restricting the latter’s ability
to import raw materials necessary to its war
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machine. Not surprisingly, relations between the
two states deteriorated rapidly and dramatically,
culminating in Japan's bombing of the US navy at
Pearl Harbor in December 1941. As a result, Britain
and the US declared war on Japan on 8 Decembey,
while Germany and Italy reciprocated with a declar-
ation of war on the USA three days later. The Second
World War was now unquestionably global in scope.
However, for -many months there had been no
doubt as to where the main lines of division lay in
Asia, nor that an axis was emerging between Japan,

Germany, and Italy. A Three-Power Pact was con- -

cluded in 1940, which was transformed into a mili-
tary alliance in 1942. Thus while the German army
overran huge swathes of continental Europe, Japan
occupied large parts of Asia hitherto colonized by
European states. The Dutch East Indies and French
Indo-China fell to Japan, just as Holland and France
lay under Nazi rule. And although Britain itself
repelled German invasion, the same was not true of
its South-East Asian colonies, Burma, Ceylon, and
Malaya.

The path to war in Europe

As the crisis in the Far East deepened during the
1930s, Europe lurched from one crisis to the next:
Italy’s invasion of Abyssinia (Ethiopia); Germany's
remilitarization of the Rhineland; civil war in Spain;
Germany's expansion into Austria, then Czechoslo-
vakia, followed by Poland, at which point Britain
and France declared war on Germany in September
1939.

The controversy over the origins of
the Second World War

It was suggested earlier in this chapter that in many
ways the Second World War was a continuation of
the First: another manifestation of Europe’s deep-
rooted instability, and a reflection of the imbalance
of power which had existed on the continent ever
since the unification of Germany. However, many

Key points

e From 1868 onwards, Japan underwent a rapid
period of industrialization and modernization,
with profound social, economic, and political
consequences.

« To find new markets, raw materials, and land for
Japan’s growing population, Japan began to
expand into northern China, whilst China was in
a protracted state of civil war.

* Japan, although it fought against Germany during
: World War I, emerged from that war similarly dis-
satisfied with the post-war settlement.

¢ Between 1931 and 1933, Japan consolidated its
hold over Manchuria, establishing a puppet state,
‘Manchuguo’: the League of Nations' response to
the most blatant act of aggression it had thus far
faced was minimal.

» By1937,Japan was at war with China, which caused
worsening relations with the US—ultimately lead-
ing to Japan'’s attack on Pearl Harbor.

historians would argue that besides the profound
structural forces which were at work undermining
the stability of Europe, human agency also played a
role in bringing about the Second World War.
Indeed, to tell the story of the origins of that war
without reference to Hitler, would be akin to telling
the story of Adam and Eve without the serpent. To
many (historians or otherwise), the Second World
War was, quite simply, ‘Hitler's war’, which he
planned, and which was the conscious result of his
determination to achleve world mastery. This was
also the verdict of the post-war Nuremberg trials of
Nazi war criminals.

However, the origins of the Second World War
have been—perhaps surprisingly—a matter of con-
siderable historiographical dispute. While most his-

torians agree that responsibility for the war rests-

with Hitler and Nazi Germany, they have differed

over whether Hitler actually planned the war, and ;

S Lopar Y

what the extent of his territorial ambitions was—
mastery of Furope, or German hegemony of the
world? Did Hitler have a timetable for the
expansionist ambitions he had set out in his
autobiography-cum-manifesto Mein Kampf? Had he
decided, by 1937, to take Czechoslovakia and then
Poland, before turning to Western Europe, as a
document (entitled the Hossbach Memorandum)
used in the Nuremberg tribunal seemed to suggest?
Did he think he could expand German power in
Europe without causing a major war? Or did he
believe that a Total War was inevitable, but did not
foresee this coming about until the 1940s, when the
German economy would be fully mobilized for such
awar? All these questions have been posed by histor-
ians, and divergent answers given (Robertson 1971 ;
Finney 1997).

The most controversial treatment of the war's ori-
gins by a serious historian remains A. J. P. Taylor’s
The Origins of the Second World War, first published in
1961 to a barrage of criticism. The cause of the furore
was Taylor's suggestion that Hitler essentially
resembled any other European statesman. Nazi
ideclogy—though responsible for the ‘evil of the gas
chambers’ —did not suffice to explain the war. Hit-
ler, like his Weimar predecessors, had merely sought
to enhance Germany's position after the Versailles
settlement, and to reverse its unfavourable, and
unfair, aspects. Far from having a timetable for
expansion, and general war, Hitler was an opportun-
ist, who capitalized on the blunders of others, and
the opportunities afforded him by the appeasers in
Britain and France. War in September 1939 caught
Hitler essentially by. surprise. Although Taylor later
claimed in his autoblography that his view of Hitler
as blunderer and opportunist had become the new
orthodoxy, this is something of an exaggeration
(Taylor 1983: 299). It is probably truer to say that
most historians believe that Hitler had a long-term
fixity of purpose—expansion in Europe, if not fur-
ther afield —coupled with a short-term flexibility in
his tactics and timing. Certainly, most reject Taylor's
contention that Nazi ideclogy had nothing whatever
to do with the Second World War.
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The rise of fascism and Nazism
in Europe

A. ]. B Taylor aside, most academic historians regard
Nazi and fascist ideology as essential to understand-
ing both the origins and practices of the war. Fuelled
by popular dissatisfaction with the 1919 settlement,
extreme right-wing movements arose in the 1920s
and 1930s. These fed on the social, economic, and
political instabilities engendered by World War 1.
Italy had never really achieved stable central
government despite unification in the nineteenth
century. Although fascist mythology claimed that
Mussolini seized power with his ‘March on Rome’,
in reality he was invited to form a parliament by the
king and conservative politicians in 1922, because
the traditional right-wing parties had failed to form a
stable government. Far from marching on Rome, he
was brought to the capital by special train. Once
Prime Minister, Mussolini set about conducting a
‘fascist revolution’ in Italian life, which no doubt
horrified at Jeast some of those responsible for bring-
ing him to power.

As many historians and political theorists have
pointed out, ‘fascism’ evades easy definition—
arguably so incoherent as not to constitute a political
Philosophy at all. As practised in Italy, it entailed the
establishment of a type of state popularly termed
‘totalitarian’ (especially after 1945), in which
almost all aspects of its citizens’ lives were subject to
invasive regulation. In the sphere of employment,
trade unions were abolished and “‘corporations’ of
employers and employees established, overseen by
fascist bureaucrats. Whatever the legitimation in
terms of harmonious labour relations, ‘corporatism'’
in practice ensured that the interests of big business
prevailed over those of organized labour. In politics,
opposition parties were eliminated, and a personal-
ity cult was built around the figure of Mussolini, ‘Il
Duce'. Social life was heavily imbued with fascist
ideology—from women's institutes, to football clubs
and youth leagues,

Fascist precepts also influenced foreign ‘ policy,
although there was some continuity of purpose
between Mussolini and his predecessors. Fascism
glorified violence and struggle, within society and
between states, as natural and heroic. War was the
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ultimate test not only of individual ‘manhood’ but
of a state’s maturity and position in the international
hierarchy. Mussolini was thus committed to over-
turning that part of the Versailles settlement which
had subtracted territory from Italy in the Adriatic. In
addition, he strove to expand his ‘New Roman

Empire’ into North Africa, by war if necessary. The

obvious target was Abyssinia—the last remaining

independent state in Africa—and in 1935, Italian
troops moved to seize control of the country from

Haile Selassie. This became a more protracted cam-

paign than Mussolini had probably envisaged. Its

most obvious beneficiary was not Il Duce himself,
but Adolf Hitler, who used the cover of Mussolini’s

North African adventure to proceed with his own

plans for dismantling the 1919 settlement in
Europe.
Hitler came to power in Germany over a decade
after Mussolini's accession in Italy. After years of
street-fighting and rabble-rousing in beer cellars, Hit-
ler’s National Socialist party achieved success at the
German polls in 1933. Once in power as Reich
Chancellor, Hitler—like Mussolini—moved to con-
solidate the grip of his party over both the organs of
the state, and the German people as a whole. Nazis
assumed power in central and local government; the
state directed industry, and controlled the German
mass media. Opposition parties were abolished, and
dissent stifled, either by physical punishment or the
fear of it. Hitler's particular targets of detestation—
the Jews, gypsies, and homosexuals—were sent in
ever increasing numbers to concentration camps. No
aspect of German life was left untouched by the
Nazi party and ideology. Even the most intimate
aspects of private life—relating to reproduction and
childrearing—were subordinated to the imperatives
of the Third Reich. German women were accordingly
exhorted to produce genetically pure children for the
greater good of the Reich. )

In this regard, as in others, Nazism closely re-
sembled Italian fascistn: Mussolini also insisting that
‘Maternity is the patriotism of women’ (Mazower
1999 82). But Nazismn exhibited distinct, and more
virulent, strains, especially in its genocjdal anti-
Semitism. At the heart of Hitler’s world view was his
racist belief in the superiority of the pure German
people—the Aryan race. Not only did he believe that
Germany had been unfairly robbed of land and

people in 1919, but his territorial aims went far
beyond mere rectification of the wrongs of Versailles,
In pursuit of more lebensraum (living space), Aryan
Germans must fufil racial and historical destiny, by
-expanding eastwards (the drang nach osten), at the
expense of the slavonic wuntermenschen (‘sub-
humans’) who inhabited Eastern Europe, and the
Soviet Union in particular. Hitler's world view thus
rested on a debased Social Darwinism, in which the
‘fittest’ race was compelled to expand at the expense
of its genetically inferlor neighbours.

From appeasement to war

The Nazis made no secret of thelr territorial ambi-
tions; Mein Kampf spelt out Hitler's racial views and
expansionist plans quite explicitly. Why, therefore,
did the governments of Britain and France not do
more to prevent Hitler from realizing these plans?
Why was Hitler allowed to remilitarize the Rhine-
land, annex Austria, and invade Czechoslovakia
before the Allies confronted him over his fncursion
into Poland in September 1939? Why, In short, was
Hitler appeased for so long?

The policy of appeasement pursued by the West-
etn powers throughout much of the 1930s has
received considerable scholarly attention, and
remains a potent source of historical analogies for
politicians. The first generation of post-war histor-
ians was extremely (if understandably) harsh in its
verdict on the appeasers: Chamberlain and his
French counterparts were the '‘Guilty Men of
Munich’. By cravenly appeasing Hitler, the leaders of
France and Britain simply fed his appetite, and
emboldened the Fiihrer to believe that he could suc-
cessfully carry.off ever more audacious violations of
the Treaty of Versailles.

A number of subsequent historians have been
somewhat kinder to the ‘appeasers’. Certainly we
should not underestimate the magnitude of the
domestic and international crises confronting West
European policy-makers and diplomats in the 1930s.
Japan’s violations of Chinese sovereignty were a
source of concern in the Far East. Events in Asia thus
provided a convenient cover for Hitler to leave the
Geneva disarmament conference and the League in
1933, and to begin the process of German rearma-

ment. Germany also profited from Italy"s invasion of
Abyssinia, and was a far from reliable ally tg
Mussolini during the ensuing war there. Allthoug
Mussolini announced the formation of.a Rome—
Berlin Axis’ between Germany and Ttaly in Nover'n-
per 1936, in fact, Hitler had sent some arms to 1—.1a11e
gelassie’s beleagured forces in Abyssinia—precisely
to protract the war, enabling Germany tC{ tear molre
gaping holes in the fabric of the Vers.allles settt:
ment, while British and French attention was stl
focused on north-east Africa. As the League grapPled
with the issue of whether or not to apply s'ancho.ns
to Italy over Abyssinia, civil waz broke out in Spain.
The ideclogical fissures in Turope weré DOW
istakable.
un];liltsitsil and French politicians accordingly -faced
the daunting scenario of war on three fronts: m‘the
Pacific (against Japan); the Mediterranean (agams‘t
Italy), and Central Europe (against Gem.lany)l. Nei-
ther Britain nor France was prepared militarily f?r
such an eventuality. Nor, for much of the 1930s, did
a majority of British and French citizens appear tc;
favour going to war to prevent ot re'verse acts c.>
aggression. There were after all pressing domestic
issues to be attended to: the Depression had created
chronic unemployment and poverty. Mpreovet, th.e
memory of world War I was still vivid, and this
made politicians, mindful of the publics they
served, cautious about embarking on military solu-
tons to international problems. Appeasement,
some historians would thus argue, was in celztain
respects a justifiable attempt to ‘buy time’. It
enabled British and French rearmament to proceed,
and public opinion to be mobilized,_so.that if Ge:r-
many did have to be challenged militarily, and Hit-
ler’s pose as a ‘man of peace’ was proved a sham,
then at least a serious military effort could be
mounted against him. L
However, this more charitable interpretation of
appeasement might be criticized on the grounds that
it credits the appeasers with considerable foresight—
with seeking a breathing-space which would enable
them, ultimately, to wage more effective war against

' Hitler, whereas in fact they tended to believe that by

giving in to his demands, the Fithrer would cease to
make them. Chamberlain not only accepted that
Germany did have some legitimate grievances but
additionally regarded Hitler in the same light as
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other statesmen, The British premier therefore
assumed that differences between Europ?ar.x states-
men could be ironed out through negotiation and
compromise, as all essentially wanted peace. This
underestimation of Nazi intentions conseq\.lently
enabled Hitler to launch a spectacular. senes_ of
assaults on the Vessailles settlement with‘ 1mpumt'y.
He reoccupied the Rhineland in 1936, with surprls(;
ingly little response from France. He.encourage
Nazi movements in Austria, and pressurized thF:' AUS':-
trian chancellor Schuschnigg to include Nazis in his
government. Then in March 1938 he dislpatf:hed
German troops over the border to secure the unifica-
tion’ of Austria with Germany (Anschluss). Czecho-
slovakia was next. Here, Hitler again deployed as
legittmation the fact that Germany had lbe::en
wronged in 1919, when three and a half million
Germans of the Sudetenland had been incorporated
within the new Czech state. German troop move-
ments against Czechoslovakia began in May 1938.
While British and French leaders were clearly
alarmed by this development, they nevertheless cc?n-
tinued to appease Hitler, and indeed the high—pomt
of the policy was the now notorious‘ Munich c.:(?n-
ference of September 1938. At Munich, the Bm.:sh
and French premiers agreed to German occupatl‘on
of the Sudetenland, but offered a guarantee !wlxth
Italy and Germany) of the borders of the rem‘ammg
Czech state. Hitler also promised Chamberla'm that
their two countries would ‘never go to war with ctn;
another again’—the famous piece of paper whic
Chamberlain claimed would secure ‘peace for our
. ’
tlI:: \'Ne know, it did not. In March 193?, Germax}y
invaded the remainder of Czechoslovakia, and Brit-
ain and France ignored their pledges made at
Munich, with Chamberlain having decid.ed some
months eartlier that Czechoslovakia wasl -1ndefeps-
ible, However, in the wake of Germany’s effective
occupation of all Central Europe, the. Western
powers showered guararntees on the remaining fre'e
states of Eastern Burope and the Balkans. Why this
sudden diplomatic revolution? The answer seems to
be that appeasement 1o longer appeared morally
defensible once Hitler's ambitions had clearly 0}1t—
stripped revision of German grievances .outstandmg
from 1919. By sending German troops into Prag'ue,
Hitler revealed that his territorial greed was not just
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30 Oct. 1922 Mussalini becomes Prime Minister
of ltaly.

30 Jan. 1933 Hitler becomes Chancellor of
Germany.

14 Oct. 1933 Germarnty leaves the Geneva

disarmament conference and walks

out of the League of Nations.
14/154une 1934  Hitler and Mussolini meet in Venice.

Murder of Austrian Chancellor,
Dolifuss, by Austrian Nazis,

25 July 1934

16 March 1935 Germany reintroduces conscription.

3 0ct. 1935 ltaly invades Abyssinia/Ethiopia.

11 Oct. 1935 League decides to impose sanctions

against ltaly.
Germany reoccupies the Rhineland

(which the Treaty of Versailles had
established as a demilitarized zone).

7 March 1936

9 May 1936 Italy annexes Abyssinia.

17 July 1936 Civil war breaks out in Spain between
Franco's fascist forces and the
communist/socialist/syndicalist
Popular Front.

1 Nov. 1936 Mussolini announces the existence
of the Rome-Berlin Axis.

| 11 Dec. 1937 Italy leaves the League of Nations.

13 March 1938 Austria united with Germany
(Anschluss).

20 May 1938 Rumours of German troop

movements against Czechoslovakia.

British PM Chamberlain meets Hitler
at Berchtesgaden.

15 Sept. 1938

Box 3.7 The origins of World War Two in Europe: a chronology

Chamberlain and Hitler meet at
Godesburg.

22 Sept. 1938

29/30 Sept. 1938 Munich Conference.

28 March 1939 End of Spanish Civil War,

31 March 1939 Britain and France extend a

guarantee to Poland that they will
defend Poland'’s territorial integrity

I from German attack, after Germany
occupies the remainder of
Czechoslovakia.

17 Aprit 1939 USSR proposes alliance to Britain
and France.

22 May 1939 Pact of Steel signed between Italy
and Germany.

12 Aug. 1939 Britain and France begin military
talks with USSR,

23 Aug. 1939 Stalin signs Nazi-Soviet Pact.

25 Aug. 1939 Britain signs treaty with Poland.

1 Sept. 1939 Germany invades Poland; Italy
remains neutral.

3 Sept. 1939 Britain and France declare war on

Germany.

17 Sept. 1939 USSR invades Poland.

30 Nov. 1939 USSR Invades Finland. ,

9 April 1940 Germany invades Denmark and
Norway.

10 June 1940 Italy enters the war.

22 june 1940 France signs armistice with Germany.

22 June 1941 Germany invades USSR.

B Dec. 1941 US enters the war.

for ‘Germanic’ lands. Why assume that he would be
satisfied with Czechoslovakia? Poland, the Low
Countries, and France all now appeared in immi-
nent danger of German expansionism. Fearing for
their own territorial integrity, the leaders of Britain

and France thus determined to go to war with Hitler
over Poland in September 1939. The Czechs might
have been sacrificed on the altar of appeasement,
but the Poles would not suffer the same fate without
a fight,

Key points

 The origins of the Second World War have been
the subject of particular historiographical contro-
versy. Historians still dispute how far Hitler actu.
ally planned the war; whether he foresaw the
extent of the war that began in 1939; and how
ambitious Nazi territorial expansionism actually
was (European hegemony or world domination?).
Fascism and Nazism, as practised in Italy and
Germany, led to a complete reordering of those
societles, eliminating any notion of a private

Conclusion

This chapter has emphasized the protracted crisis
which existed in Europe since the late nineteenth
century, and which was manifest in the two Total
Wars that engulfed Europe and the wider world in
the first half of the twentieth century. The First
World War left many European states economically
ruined, and with political structures weakened.
Indeed, a number of empires based in Europe col-
lapsed during the war—those of Austro-Hungary,
Turkey, and Tsarist Russia. The war also profoundly
distupted the growth of an effectively functioning
International capitalist economy. Although this
consequernce of the war was initially masked by the
buoyancy of the American economy, when the latter
collapsed in October 1929, a general Depression
soon spread thereafter to all parts of the world which
had been engaged in international trade. The
Depression thus reveals not only the economic
interconnectedness of the interwar world, but the
degree to which the formerly predominant European

' economies (particularly Britain’s) had been eclipsed
. by America.

But the threat to the Primacy of Europe did not

| Spring from American economic growth alone.

apan was an emergent force in East Asia, which had
undergone rapid industrialization, and, by the
19305, was embarking on a search for territory in

i China, and beyond. And within Europe, post-war

onditions and popular dissatisfaction with the
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sphere. In foreign policy terms, ambitious terri-
torial plans were mapped which went far
beyond the revision of aspects of the Treaty of
Versailles.

* Confronted with numerous international crises—
in China, Abyssinia, and Europe~—policy-makers
in Britain and France adopted a policy of
appeasing Hitler.

» Once Germany occupied Prague in March 1939,
appeasement was abandoned, and Britain and
France declared war on Germany once it invaded
Poland in September 1939,

Treaty of Versailles encouraged extremist political
movements, most notably fascism in Italy (and
Spain) and Nazism in Germany. Both Mussolini and
Hitler set out to enlarge the boundaries of their
states, and even if Hitler did not plan the type of war
which ultimately broke out in September 1939, there
is no doubt that he was prepared to risk war in order
to achieve his ambitions.

The Second World War, as the next chapter
explores, had profound global consequences, It saw
an unlikely alliance of Britain, America, and the
USSR come together to fight the Axis powers of
Japan, Italy, and Germary. But this alliance was not
fo survive the onset of peace, and had shown signs of
severe strain even as the war progressed. Indeed one
might argue that the cold war was emerging while
the World War was still being fought. Thus some
revisionist historians, most notably the American
Gar Alperovitz, suggest that America’s dropping of
the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki was
actually the first shot of the cold war—the bombs
being aimed less at persuading Japan to surrender
(which it was about to do in any case) than at
intimidating the Soviet Union with a show of Ameri-
can might. Whatever the merits of this argument,
certainly the two superpowers, having emerged from
their interwar isolationism, found it impossible to
agree on the shape of the post-war world. America
wanted a world based on free markets and liberaliza-
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tion. The Soviets wanted if not the spread of com-
munism world wide, as many Americans feared,
then at least a ‘security zone' of satellite states in
Eastern Europe. The post-war stalemate resulted in
the division of Europe into two camps for the next
forty-five years, and the temporary solution of the
‘German problem’ with the division of Germany
into two separate states.

The war profoundly affected the map of Europe. It
also radically reshaped. Europe’s position in the
world. The two superpowers were now predominant,
as was evident from the degree of physical and eco-
nomic influence they exercised over their respective
‘satellites’, in Europe and beyond. Moreover, the war
dramatically undercut the power and prestige of the
European imperial powers in their colonies. In Asia,
the British, French, and Dutch found many of their
territories overrun by the Japanese, and the colonial
powers’ atternpts to regain control after the war were
largely short-lived. In a2 world dominated by two
superpowers who professed anti-colonial creden-
tials, and following a war that had encouraged
nationalist movements, imperialism increasingly
appeared anachronistic. The era of European
domination of the world was over.

Viewed at such distance it is no surprise, then, that
the first half of the last century should seem over-
whelmingly fragmented and fissiparous: marked by
imperial dissolutions, the emergence of violently
exclusive nationalisms, and global economic col-
lapse. Yet, in seeming paradox, these years also bear
signs of increasing globalization, with the develop-
ment of certain boundary-collapsing modes of
communication, commerce and transport whose

QUESTIONS

growth accelerated rapidly after 1945. By the end of
the 1920s, the USSR had already pioneered inter.
national radio broadcasting, soon to be joined by the
BBC's External Services (later its World Service).
While French companies pioneered the newsreel as a
visual catalogue of cumrent affairs and curios,
Hollywood movies enjoyed growing popularity with
European audiences—so much so that Hitler ultim-
ately debarred them from German cinemas, while
privately relishing screenings of Disney cartoons and
Gone With the Wind. Likewise, certain states (notably
the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany) took alarm at
the enthusiasm with which their citizens greeted
such racially and politically transgressive imports as
American jazz and swing music.

The ability to traverse the globe with greater ease
and speed was not confined to cultural and con-
sumer products alone. Individuals with disposable
income and surplus leisure time could themselves
travel to foreign destinations ever more readily.
Then as now, the world’s shrinkage was most
enthusiastically heralded by those enjoying
expanded opportunities that let them experience
globalization, first-hand, as time-saving and
horizon-widening. Only in the latter part of the
twentieth century did the processes of global inter-
connectedness acquire a coinage, and more queru-
lous critics. But such interconnectivity was certainly
palpable during the twentieth century’s earliest
decades—whether to a bourgeois Briton enjoying
one of Mr Thomas Cook’s earliest package tours,
or a Brazilian farmer struggling to cope with the
collapsed price of coffee.

1 In what ways did Europe dominate international politics at the start of the

twentieth century?-

D @ e W N

Why was Germany regarded as a ‘problem’ after its unification in 18717
What factors resulted in the outbreak of World War  in 19742

What were the main weaknesses with the post-war peace settlement?
Was Germany treated unfairly by the Treaty of Versailles?

Why were the US and the USSR not more active in international politics between

the First and Second World Wars?
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7 Why did the Wall Street stock-market crash of October 1929 have such profound
international consequences?

8 In whatways was Japan a ‘threat’ to the European great powers during the first half
of the twentieth century?

9 Is it fair to regard the Second World War as ‘Hitler's War'?
10 What were the weaknesses with the policy of appeasement?

11 How far was the Second World War responsible for Western Europe’s eclipse by
other powers?
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This chapter examines some of the principal developments in international politics from
1945 to 1990. Fundamental changes in politics, technology and ideology took place in this
period, with enormous consequences for world affairs. The onset of the cold war, the
creation of nuclear weapans, and the end of European imperialism are the principal devel-
opments explored in the chapter. Since 1945 world politics has been greatly influenced by
the conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union, each of which emerged as
‘superpowers’. The ideological, political, and military interests of these two states and their
allies, extended around the globe. How far, and in what ways, conflict in Europe, Asia, and
. elsewhere was promoted or prevented by the cold war are central questions. Similarly, how
the process of decolonization became intermingled with cold war conflicts is a central issue
in understanding many wars and conflicts in the ‘T hird World’. Finally, how dangerous was
the nuclear confrontation between East and West? Did nuclear weapons keep the peace
between the superbowers or did they provoke conflict and risk global catastrophe? The
chapter raises these questions, and explores the relationship between nuclear w.eapons
development and phases in_ East-West relations, first with détente, and then with the
deterioration of Soviet-American relations in the 1980s.

Introduction

The Second World War was global in scope and total
in nature, It helped .bring about fundamental
changes in world politics after 1945, Before 1939
Furope had been the arbiter of world affairs, and
both the Soviet Union and the United States
remained, for different reasons, preoccupied with
internal development at the expense of any signifi-
cant global role. The war brought the Soviets and the
Americans militarily and politically deep into
Furope, and helped transform their relations with
each other. This transformation was soon reflected in
their relations outside Europe where various con-
frontations developed. Like the Second World War,
the cold war had its origins in Europe, but quickly
spread, with enormous consequences for countries
and peoples around the world.

After 1945 European power was increasingly in
eclipse, although this was not always apparent to
those who held power or to their supporters. The
economic plight of the wartime belligerents, includ-
ing those Western European countries who had
emerged as victors, was nevertheless increasingly
and transparently obvious, as was the growing real-
ization of the military and economic potential of the
United States and the Soviet Union. Both countries
emerged as 'superpowers’, combining global polit-
ical objectives with military capabilities that
included weapons of mass destruction and the
means to deliver them over intercontinental dis-
tances. In Europe, the military involvement of the
superpowets soon took the form of enduring polit-
ical commitments, notwithstanding early American
intentions to withdraw and demobilize their troops
after 1945, European political, economic, and mili-
tary weakness contrasted with the appearance of
Soviet strength and the growing Western perception
of malign Soviet intent. The onset of the cold war in
Europe marked the collapse of the wartime alliance
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between the UK, the USSR, and the USA. How far this
alliance had been a marriage of convenience, and
how far its breakdown was inevitable after 1945
remain crucial and contentious issues. What is
beyond doubt is that the legacies of the Second
World War provided a heavy burden for succeeding
generations. Arguably the most notable, and cer-
tainly the most dramatic, legacy was the atomic
bomb, built at enormous cost and driven by fear that
Nazi Germany might win this first nuclear arms race,
with terrifying consequences. After 1945 nuclear
weapons presented unprecedented challenges to
world politics and to the leaders responsible for con-
ducting post-war diplomacy. The cold war provided
context and pretext for the growth of nuclear
arsenals which threatened the very existence of
humankind, and which have continued (and con-
tinued to spread) beyond the end of the cold war and
the East-West confrontation.

Since 1945 world politics has been transformed in
a variety of ways. These changes reflected political,
technological, and ideological developments, of
which three are examined in this chapter: (1) The
End of Empire: the withdrawal of European coun-
tries from their empires in Africa and Asia; (2) The
cold war: the political and military confrontation
between the United States and the Soviet Union; (3)
The Bomb: the development of the atomic bomb
and the hydrogen bomb, and the means of their
delivery. There have of course been other important
changes, and indeed equally important continuities,
some of which are explored in other chapters. The
transformation of the international political econ-
omy and the creation of the United Nations are
among several key developments. Nevertheless, the
three principal changes outlined above provide a
framework for exploring events and trends which
have shaped the post-war world.




76 LEN SCOTT

End of empire

The collapse of imperialism in the twentieth century
was a fundamental change in world politics. It
reflected and contributed to the decreasing import-
ance of Europe as the arbiter of world affairs. The
belief that national self-determination should be a
guiding principle in international politics marked a
transformation of attitudes and values. During the
age of imperialism political status had accrued to
imperial powers. After 1945 imperialism was viewed
with growing international hostility. Colonialism
and the United Nations Charter were increasingly
recognized as incompatible, though independence
was often slow and sometimes marked by prolonged
conflict and war. The cold war often complicated and
hindered the transition to independence. Various
factors influenced the process of decolonization: the
attitude of the colonial power; the ideology and
strategy of the anti-imperialist forces; and the role of
external powers. Political, economic, and military
factors played various roles in shaping the timing
and nature of the transfer of power Different

Table 4.1 Principal acts of European decolonization
1945-1980

Country Colonial state  Year of independence
India Britain 1947
Pakistan Britain 1947
Burma Britain 1948
Indonesia Holland 1949
Ghana Britain 1957
Malaya Britain 1957
French African colonies  France 1960
Zaire Belgium 1960
Algeria France 1962
Kenya Britain 1963
Guinea-Bissau Portugal 1974
Mozambique Portugal 1975
Cape Verde Portugal 1975
Sao Tome Portugal 1975
Angola Portugal 1975
Zimbabwe Britain 1980

imperial powers and newly emerging independent
states had different expertences of withdrawal from
empire. Three of the principal European experiences
of withdrawal from empire are discussed below.

Britain

In 1945 the British empire extended across the globe,
Between 1947 and 1980 forty-nine territories were
granted their independence. There was debate
within Britain over Britain’s imperial role, which can
be traced back to the nineteenth century, but after
1945 growing recognition of the justice of self-
determination combined with realization of the
strength of nationalism brought about a reappraisal
of policy. Withdrawal from India, the ‘Jewel in the
Crown’ of the empire, in 1947 was the most dra-
matic, and in (most) British eyes, successful, act of
decolonization, and one which paved the way for
the creation of the world’s largest democracy. How
far the ensuing hostility between India and Pakistan
was avoidable, and how far it reflected previous Brit-
ish efforts to divide and rule, remains a matter for
debate. What is clear is that India was something of
an exception in the early post-war years, and that
successive British governments were reluctant to
rush toward decolonization. The key period for the
British empire in Africa, came toward the end of the
1950s and early 1960s, symbolized by Prime Minister
Harold Macmillan’s speech in South Africa in 1960
when he warned his hosts of the ‘wind of change’
blowing through their continent.

The transition from empire was on the whole
peaceful, and led to the creation of democratic and
stable states. There were some conflicts with
indigenous revolutionary elements, notably in
Kenya (1952-6) and Malaya (1948-60), but these
were of limited scale and in Malaya, an effective
counter-insurgency policy was pursued. From the
European perspective, the British experlence was
more successful than the French, In Rhodesia/
Zimbabwe, however, the transition to ‘one person
one vote’ and black majority rule, was prevented by 2
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Box 4.1 Key concepts

Superpower: term used to describe the United States
and the Soviet Union after 1945, denoting their global
political involvements and military capabiities,
including in particular their nuclear arsenals.

‘wind of change’; reference by British Prime Minister
Harold Macmillan in a speech in South Africa in 1960 to
the political changes taking place across Africa
heralding the end of European imperialism.

Apartheid: system of racial segregation introduced in
South Africa in 1948, designed to ensure white minority
domination.

Hegemony: political (and/or economic) domination ofa
region, usually by a superpower.

Truman doctrine: statement made by President Harry
Truman in March 1947 that it ‘must be the policy of the
United States to support free people who are resisting
atternpted subjugation by armed minorities or by
outside pressures’. Intended to persuade Congress to
support limited aid to Turkey and Greece the doctrine
came to underpin the policy of containment and
American economic and political support for its allies.

Containment: American political strategy for resisting
perceived Soviet expansion, first publicly espoused by
an American diplomat, George Kennan, in 1947.
Containment became a powerful factor in American
policy towards the Soviet Union for the next forty years.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO):
organization established by treaty in April 1949
comprising 12 (later 16) countries from Western Europe
and North America. The most important aspect of the
NATO alliance was the American commitment to the
defence of Western Europe.

Détente: relaxation of tension between East and West;
Soviet-American détente lasted from the late 1960s to
the late 1970s, and was characterized by negotiations
and nuclear arms control agreements.

Rapprochement: re-establishment of more friendly
relations between the People's Republic of China and
the United States in the early 1970s.

Ostpolitik: The West German government's ‘Eastern
Policy’ of the mid to late 1960s, designed to develop
relations between West Germany and members of the
Warsaw Pact.

Glasnest: policy of greater openness pursued by Soviet
President Mikhail Gorbachev from 1985, invalving
greater toleration of internal dissent and criticism.

Perestroika: policy of restructuring, pursued by
Gorbachev in tandem with Glasnost, and intended to

madernise the Soviet political and economic system.

Sinatra doctrine: statement by the Soviet foreign
ministry in October 1989 that countries of Eastern
Europe were ‘doing it their way’ (a reference to Frank
Sinatra’s song ‘I did it my way’) and which marked the
end of the Brezhnev doctrine and Soviet hegemony in
Eastern Europe.

Brezhnev doctrine: declaration by Soviet premier
Leonid Brezhnev in November 1968 that members of
the Warsaw pact would enjoy only ‘limited
sovereignty’ in their political development.

Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD): condition in
which both superpowers possessed the capacity to
destray their adversary even after being attacked first
with nuclear weapons.

white minority prepared to disregard both the Bgft-
ish government and world opinion. This minority
was aided and abetted by the South African govern-
ment. Under apartheid, after 1948, the South Afri-
cans engaged in what many saw as the racial equiva-
lent of imperialism. South Africa also practised a
more traditional form of tmpertalism in its occupa-
tion of Namibia, and exercised an important influ-
ence in post-colonial/cold war struggles in Angola
and Mozambique.

Britain, like France, sought to ensure that in-
dependencewasgrantedontermsadvantageoustothe
colonial power, even where the decision to leave often
reflected the judgement that the cost of fighting the
nationalistswastoo great. Britain and Francesoughtto
maximize their interests by economic and political
frameworks designed to serve their advantage. The
British Commonwealth and the French Union in
Africa were the main instruments of this, though the
British Commonwealth developed its own identity,
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and frequently voiced views and concerns at vari-
ance with those of the British government. In the
1980s for example the Commonwealth played a
major part in the campaigns against apartheid
South Africa, bringing it into conflict with the
Thatcher government in Britain.

France

The British experience of decolonization stood in
contrast to that of the French. France had been
occupied during the Second World War, and succes-
sive governments sought to preserve French prestige
in international affairs by maintaining her imperial
status. In Indo-China after 1945 the French
attempted to preserve their colonial role, only with-
drawing after prolonged guerrilla war and military
defeat at the hands of the Vietnamese revolutionary
forces, the Viet Minh, led by Ho Cht Minh. In Africa,
the picture was different. The wind of change also
blew through French Africa, and under President
Charles de Gaulle, France withdrew from empire,
while attempting to preserve its influence by means
of the French Union and later the French Com-
munity. In Algeria, however, the French refused to
leave. Algeria was regarded by many French people
to be part of France itself. The resulting war, from
1954 to 1962, led to up to 45,000 deaths, and France
itself was brought to the edge of civil war.

Portugal

The last European empire in Africa was that of Portu-
gal, and when the military dictatorship was over-
thrown in Lisbon, withdrawal from empire followed
swiftly. The transition to independence occurred
with relative ease in Guinea-Bissau, Cape Verde, and
Sao Tome, but in Mozambique and Angola the anti-
colonial struggle was already giving way to conflict
among the different anti-colonial groups. These
organizations received support from various external
powers (America, the Soviet Union, Cuba, and South
Africa) which helped arm and finance them. The pat-
tern of resulting conflict reflected a complex of anti-
colonial, tribal, and ideological allegiances. In
Angola Cuban troops supported the MPLA who were

opposed by invading South African forces, while the
United States provided varlous types of assistance,
including sophisticated weapons, to the anti-
communist UNITA. Cold war perspectives and ant-
agonisms thus fuelled regional instability, while pro-
longation and escalation of the conflict exacerbated
global Soviet-American tensions (see below).

The consequences for the populations concerned
were continuing civil war and, eventually, in the
case of Mozambique, famine and mass starvation.
How far political and ideological divisions, and how
faf tribal factors were responsible for conflict is one
duestion, and one that was to be asked of many
newly emergent African states. Indeed, in general,
how far tribal divisions were created or made worse
by the imperial powers is an important question in
examining the political stability of the newly
independent states. Equally important is how capable
the new political leaderships in these societies were
in tackling their political and economic problems.

Legacies and consequences:
nationalism or communism?

The pattern of decolonization in Africa was thus
diverse, reflecting the attitudes of the colonial
powers, the nature of the local nationalist or revo-
lutionary movements, and in some ‘cases the
involvement of external states, including the main
cold war protagonists. In Asia, the relationship
between nationalism and revolutionary Marxism
was a potent force. In Malaya the British defeated
an insurgent communist movement (1948-1960).
In Indo-China. the French failed to do likewise
(1946-1954). For the Vietnamese, centurles of
foreign oppression—Chinese, Japanese, French—soon
focused on a new ‘imperialist’ adversary, the United
States. For the Americans, early reluctance to support
European imperialism gave way to incremental and
covert involvement, and from 1965, growing open
commitment to the newly created state of South
Vietnam. The American aim of containing commun-
ism was soon applied to the conflicts of Indo-China.
Chinese and Soviet support for North Vietnam and
the Viet Cong (the communist guerrillas) were part
of the cold war context of the war. The United States,
however, failed ta devise limited war objectives with

a political strategy for defeating these forces. North
Vietnamese success in revolutionary warfare eventu-
ally led Washington to search for ‘peace with hon-
our’ once political objectives could not be achieved,
and ‘victory’ was no longer possible. The Viet Cong'’s
Tet (Vietnamese New Year) offensive in 1968 marked
a decisive event in the war, though it was not until
1973 that American forces were finally withdrawn,
two years before South Vietnam was defeated.

The global trend towards decolonization has been
a key development since 1945, but one frequently
offset by local circumstances. Some countries have
lost their independence since 1945, such as Tibet,
invaded by China in 1950, and East Timor, invaded
by Indonesia in 1975. Yet, while imperialism has
generally withered, other forms of domination or
hegemony have arisen. The notion of hegemony
has been used as criticism of the behaviour of the
superpowers, most notably with Soviet hegemony in
Eastern Burope, and American hegemony in Central
America. European retreat from empire did not result
in isolationism: Britain, and particularly France,
sought to intervene, both overtly and covertly, in
post-colonial affairs using a variety of methods
including economic development assistance.

The cold waf

The rise of the United States as a world power after
1945 was of paramount importance in international

. politics. Its conflict with the Soviet Union provided

one of the crucial dynamics in world affairs, and one
which affected—directly or indirectly—every part of
the globe. In the West, historians have debated, with
vigour and acrimony, who- was responsible for
the collapse of the wartime relationship between the
United States and the Soviet Union. The rise of the
Soviet Unijon as a global power after 1945 is equally
crucial in understanding international affairs in this
period. Relations between the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics (USSR) and its Eastern European ‘allies’,
with the People’s Republic of China (PRC), and with
various revolutionary movements and governments
in the ‘third world’, have been vital issues in world
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Key points

¢ Different European powers had different attitudes
to decolonization after 1945: some, such as the
British, decided to leave while others wished to
preserve their Empires, in part (the French) or
whole (the Portuguese).

European powers adopted different attitudes to
different regions/countries; e.g. British withdrawal
from Asia came much more quickly after 1945
than from Africa.

The process of decolonization was relatively peace-
tul in many cases; it led to revolutionary wars in
others (Algeria, Malaya and Angola), depending
on the attitudes of the colonial power and the
nationalist movements.

The struggle for independence/national liberation
became embroiled in cold war conflicts when the
superpowers and/or their allies became involved,
e.g. Vietnam.

Whether decolonization was judged successful
depends, in part, on whose perspective you
adopt—that of the Furopean power or the
independence movement.

politics, as well as key factors in Soviet-American
affairs.

Discerning phases in East~West relations casts
light on key characteristics of the cold war. How such
phases are defined is 2 matter of debate. The issue of
when the cold war began, for example, is closely
bound up with the question of who (if anyone) was
responsible. Some historians date the origins of the
cold war back to the ‘Russian revolution’ of 1917,
while most focus on various events between 1945
and 1950. Whether the cold war was inevitable,
whether it was the consequence of mistakes and
misperceptions by political leaders, or whether it was
the response of courageous Western leaders to
malign and aggressive Soviet intent, are central
issues in debates about the origins of the cold war,
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and its subsequent development. Hitherto, these
debates have drawn from Western archives and
sources, and are often focused on Western actions
and reactions. With the end of the cold war greater
evidence is appearing about Soviet actions, and how
Moscow perceived the issues. The following sets out
various key phases of the cold war (with which not
all historians would agree), but which help identify
key features and changes in East—-West relations after
1945.

1945-1953: Onset of the cold war

The onset of the cold war in Europe reflected failure
to implement the principles agreed at the wartime
conferences of Yalta and Potsdam. The future of
Germany, and of various Central and Eastern
European countries, notably Poland, were issues
of growing tension between the former wartime
allies. Reconciling the principles of national self-
determination with perceptions of national security
was a formidable task. In the West there was a grow-
ing feeling that Soviet policy towards Eastern Europe
was guided not by historic concern with security but
by ideological expansion. In March 1947 the Truman
administration sought to justify limited aid to Tur-
key and Greece with a rhetoric designed to arouse
awareness of Soviet ambitions, and a declaration
that America would support those threatened by
Soviet subversion or expansion. The Truman doc-
trine and the associated policy of containment
expressed the self-image of the United States as
inherently defensive, and was underpinned by the
Marshall Plan for European economic recovery, pro-
claimed in June 1947, which was essential to the
economic rebuilding of Western Europe. In Eastern
EBurope democratic soclalist and other anti-
communist forces were systematically undermined
and eliminated as Marxist-Leninist regimes loyal to
Moscow were installed. The only exception was in
Yugoslavia, where the Marxist leader, Marshal Tito,
consolidated his position while maintaining
independence from Moscow. Subsequently Tito’s
Yugoslavia was to play an important role in the
‘Third World's’ Non-Aligned Movement.
The first major confrontation of the cold war took
place over Berlin in 1948. The former German capital

had been left deep in the heart of the Soviet zone of
occupation, and in June 1948 Stalin sought to
resolve its status by severing road and rail communi-
cations. West Berlin’s population and political
autonomy were kept alive by a massive airlift. Stalin
ended the blockade in May 1949. The crisis also saw
the deployment of American long-range bombers in
Britain, officially described as ‘atomic-capable’,
though none were actually armed with nuclear
weapons. The American military deployment was
followed by the political commitment enshrined in
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATOQ)
treaty signed in April 1949. The key principle of the
treaty—that an attack on one member would be
treated as an attack on all—accorded with the prin-
ciple of collective self-defence enshrined in Article 51
of the United Nations Charter. In practice, the cor-
nerstone of the alliance was the commitment of the
United States to defend Western Europe. In reality,
this meant the willingness of the United States to use
nuclear weapons to deter Soviet ‘aggression’. For the
Soviet Union ‘political encirclement’ soon entailed a
growing military, and specifically nuclear, threat.
While the origins of the cold war were in Europe,
events and conflicts in ‘Asia and elsewhere also
played a key part. In 1949 the thirty-year-long Chi-
nese civil war ended in victory for the communists
under Mao Zedong. This had a major impact on
Asian affairs and on perceptions in both Moscow and
Washington. In 1950 the North Korean attack on
South Korea was interpreted as part of a general
communist offensive, and a test case for American
resolve and the will of the United Nations to with-
stand aggression. The resulting American and UN
commitment, foliowed in October 1950 by Chinese
involvement, led to a war lasting three years and in
which over three million people died beforé pre-war
borders were restored. North and South Korea them-
selves remained locked in seemingly perpetual hos-
tility, even after the end of the cold war.

1953-1969: Conflict, confrontation,
and compromise

One consequence of the Korean war was the build-
up of American: conventional forces in Western
Europe, in case communist aggression in Asia was a

feint to detract from the real intent in Europe. The
idea that communism was a monolithic political
entity controlled from Moscow became an enduring
American fixation, not shared in London and else-
where. Western Europeans nevertheless depended
on the United States for military security and this
dependence deepened as the cold war confrontation
in Europe was consolidated. The rearmament of the
Federal Republic of Germany in 1954 precipitated
the creation of the Warsaw Pact in 1955. The military
build-up continued apace, with unprecedented con-
centrations of conventional and moreover nuclear
forces. By the 1960s there were some 7,000 nuclear
weapons in Western Europe alone. NATO deployed
these nuclear weapons to offset Soviet conventional
superiority, while Soviet ‘theatre nuclear’ forces in
Furope compensated for overall American nuclear
superiority. Towards the end of the 1950s the United
States also deployed nuclear missiles in Europe.

The death of Stalin in 1953 was an important
event, and had significant consequences for the
USSR, at home and abroad. Stalin’s eventual succes-
sor, Nikita Khrushchev, strove to modernize Soviet
society, but helped unleash reformist tendencies in
Bastern Europe. While Polish reformism was con-
trolled, the position in Hungary threatened Soviet
hegemony, and in 1956 Soviet intervention brought
bloodshed to the streets of Budapest, and inter-
national condemnation on Moscow. The Soviet
intervention coincided with an attack on Egypt by
Britain, France, and Israel, precipitated by General
Nasser’s seizure of the Suez canal. The British gov-
emment’s actions provoked fierce domestic and
international criticism, and the most serious 1ift in
the ‘special relationship’ between Britain and the

" United States. The Eisenhower administration was

strongly opposed to the actions of its allies, and in
the face of what were effectively US economic sanc-
tions, the British abandoned the operation (and their
support for the French and Israelis). International
opprobrium at the Soviet action in Budapest was
lessened and deflected by what many saw as the final
spasms of European imperialism.

Khruschev’s policy towards the West was a mix-
ture of seeking coexistence while pursuing confron-
tation. Soviet support for movements of national
liberation aroused fears in the West of a global
communist challenge and further strengthened
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American determination to support friends and
subvert enemies in the ‘Third World'. American
commitments to liberal democracy and national
self-determination were mediated by cold war per-
spectives, as well as by perceptions of American
economic and political interest. Crises over Berlin
in 1961 and Cuba in 1962 (see Box 4.2) marked the
most dangerous moments of the cold war. In both
there was risk of direct military confrontation, and
certainly in October 1962 the possibility of nuclear
war, How close the world came to Armageddon dur-
ing the Cuban missile crisis and exactly why peace

Box 4.2 The Cuban missile crisis

tn October 1962 the United States discovered that,
contrary to public and private assurances, the Soviet
leadership had secretly deployed nuclear missiles in
Cuba. President Kennedy responded by imposing a
partial blockade or ‘quarantine’ of the island, and US
nuclear forces moved to unprecedented states of alert.
The superpowers stood ‘eyeball to eyeball’, and most
historians believe that this was the moment during the
cold war when the risk of nuclear war was at its great-
est. Indeed, recent evidence suggests that the risk of
inadvertent nuclear war, arising from a concatenation
of misperceptions, insubordinate actions, and argan-
izational failures, may well have been greater than has
been realized. The diplomatic impasse was resolved six
v days after Kennedy announced the ‘quarantine’ of
Cuba, when Nikita Khruschev undertook to withdraw
the missiles in return for assurances that the United
States would not invade Cuba. It has also now
emerged that President Kennedy provided a secret
undertaking to remove equivalent NATO nuclear mis-
siles from Europe.

Table 4.2 Cold war crises

1948-9 Berlin USSR/US/UK

1954-5 Taiwan straits crisis US/PRC

1961 Berlin USSR/US/NATO

1962 Cuba USSR/US/Cuba

1973 Arab/Israeli war Egypt/israel/Syria/tJS/USSR
1983 Exercise Able Archer USSR/US/NATO
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was preserved remain matters of great debate among
historians and surviving officials.

The events of 1962 were followed by a more stable
period of coexistence and competition. Nuclear
arsenals continued to grow and both superpowers
continued to support friends and subvert enemies.
At the same time as America’s commitment in Viet-
nam was deepening, Soviet-Chinese relations were
deteriorating. Indeed, by 1969 China and the USSR
fought a minor border war over a territorial dispute.
Despite these tensions, the foundations for what
became known as détente were laid between the
USSR and USA, and for what became known as rap-
prochement between China and the United States.
Détente in Burope had its origins in the Ostpolitik of
the German Socialist Chancellor, Willy Brandt, and
resulted in agreements that recognized the peculiar
status of Berlin, and the sovereignty of East Ger-
many. Soviet-American détente had its roots in
mutual recognition of the need to avoid nuclear cri-
ses, and in the economic and military incentives in
avoiding an unconstrained arms race. Both Wash-
ington and Moscow also looked towards Beijing in
making their ‘bilateral’ calculations.

1969-1979: The rise and fall
of détente

The period known as détente represented an attempt
by both superpowers to manage their relations with
each other within a framework of negotiations and
agreements. In the West détente was associated with
the political leadership of President Richard Nixon
and his adviser Henry Kissinger, who were also
instrumental in Sino-American rapprochement. This
new phase in Soviet-American relations did not
mark an end to political conflict as each side sought
to pursue varlous political goals, some of which were
to prove increasingly incompatible with the aspir-
ations of the other superpower. Both sides main-
tained supportt for friendly regimes and movements,
and this came at a time when various political
upheavals were taking place in the ‘Third World’ (see
Table 4.3). How far the superpowers were able to con-
trol their friends and how far they were entangled by
their commitments was underlined in 1973 when
the Arab-Israeli war embroiled both the US and the

USSR in what became a potentlally dangerous
confrontation.

In Washington, Soviet support for revolutionary
movements in the ‘Third World' was seen as evi-
dence of duplicity. Some Americans claim that Mos-
cow’s support for revolutionary forces in Ethiopla in
1975 killed détente. Others cite the Soviet role in
Angola in 1978. Furthermore, the perception that
the USSR was using arms control agreements to gain
military advantage was linked to Soviet behaviour in
the ‘Third World'. Growing Soviet military superior-
ity avas reflected in growing Soviet influence, it was
argued. The view from Moscow was different, reflect-
ing different assumptions about the scope and pur-
pose of détente. Other events were also seen to
weaken American influence. The overthrow of the
Shah of Iran in 1979, resulted in the loss of an
important Western ally in the region, though the
militant Islamic government was as- hostile to the
USSR as to the USA.

December 1979 marked a point of transition in
East—West affairs. NATO agreed to deploy land-based
Cruise and Pershing II missiles in Europe if negot-
ations with the Soviets did not reduce what NATO
saw- as a serious imbalance. Later in the month,
Soviet armed forces intervened in Afghanistan to
support their revolutionary allies. The USSR was bit-
terly condemned in the West and in the ‘Third
‘World’ for its actions, and soon became committed
to a protracted  and bloody struggle which many
compared. to the American war in Vietnam. In the
United States the impact on the Carter administra-
tion was to change the President’s view of the Soviet
Union. Republican and other critics had increasingly
used foreign and defence policy issues to attack the
Carter Presidency. Perceptions of the cold war.and of
American weakness permeated domestic politics.

And in 1980 Ronald Reagan was elected President,
committed to a more confrontational approach with
the Soviets in arms control, ‘Third World’ conflicts,
and East-West relations in general.

1979-86: ‘The second cold war’

The resulting period of tension and confrontation
between the superpowers has been described as the
‘second cold war’ and compared to the early perlod
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Table 4.3 Revolutionary upheavals in the Third World’, 1974-1980

Ethiopia Overthrow of Haile Selassie Sept. 1974
Cambodia Khmer Rouge takes Phnom Penh April 1975
Vietnam North Vietnam/Viet Cong take Saigon April 1975
Laos Pathet Lao takes over state May 1975
Guinea-Bissau Independence from Portugal Sept, 1974
Mozambique Independence from Portugal june 1975
Cape Verde Independence from Portugal July 1975
Sao Tome Independence from Portugal July 1975
Angola Independence from Portugal Nov. 1975
Afghanistan Military coup in Afghanistan April 1978
Iran Ayatollah Khomelni installed in power Feb. 1979
Grenada New Jewel Movement takes power March 1979
Nicaragua Sandinistas take Managua July 1979
Zimbabwe Independence from Britain April 1980

Source: Halliday F. (1986) The Making of the Second Cold War (Verso) 92.

of confrontation and tension between 1946 and
1953. In Western Europe and the Soviet Union there
was real fear of nuclear war. Much of this was a reac-
tion to the rhetoric and policies of the Reagan
administration. American statements on nuclear
weapons (see below) and military intervention in
Grenada in 1983 and against Libya in 1986 were seen
as evidence of a new belligerence, Reagan’s policy
towards Central America, and support for the rebel
Contras in Nicaragua, was a source of controversy
within the United States and internationally, In
1986 the International Court of Justice found the
United States guilty of violating international law for
the CIA’s covert attacks on Nicaraguan harbours.
The Reagan administration’s use of military power
was nonetheless limited: the rhetoric and the per-
ception were at variance with the reality. Some oper-
ations ended in -humiliating failure, notably in the
Lebanon in 1983, Nevertheless, there is evidence
that the Soviet leadership took very seriously the
words (and deeds) of the Reagan administration and
believed that the US leadership was planning a
Duclear first strike. In 1983 Soviet air defences shot
down-a South Korean civilian airliner in Soviet air-
Space. The American reaction and the imminent
deployment of US nuclear missiles in Europe created
a climate of great tension in East-West relations. And
in November 1983 Soviet intelligence misinterpreted
a NATO training exercise (codenamed Able Archer)

and led the Soviet leadership to believe that NATO
was preparing to attack them. How close the world
came to a serious nuclear confrontation in 1983 is
not yet clear.

Throughout the early 1980s the Soviets were
handicapped by a succession of ageing political lead-
ers (Brezhnev, Andropov, and Chernenko) whose ill-
health further inhibited Soviet responses to the
American challenge and the American threat. This
changed dramatically after Mikhail Gorbachev
became President in 1985. Gorbachev’s ‘new think-
ing’ in foreign policy and his domestic reforms cre-
ated a revolution both in the USSR’s foreign relations
and within Soviet society. At home ‘the policies
of glasnost (or openness) and perestroika (or
Testtucturing) unleashed nationalist and other forces
which, to Gorbachev's dismay, were to destroy the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Gorbachev's aim in foreign policy was to trans-
form relations with the United States and Western
Europe (on the latter, for example, see Box 4.3). His
domestic reforms were also a catalyst for change in
Eastern Europe, though unlike Khrushchev, Gor-
bachev was nat prepared to respond with force or
coercion. When confronted with revolt in Eastern
Europe, Gotbachev’s foreign ministry declared that
countries of Eastern Europe were ‘doing it their way’

and invoked Frank Sinatra’s song ‘1 did it my way’ to
mark the end of the Brezhnev doctrine which had
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Box 4.3 Mikhail Gorbachev’s 1987
vision of European security

‘We are firmly opposed to the division of the continent
into military blocs facing each other, against the
accumulation of military arsenals in Europe, against
everything that is the source of the threat of war. In the
spirit of the new thinking we advanced the idea of the
“common European home” . . . [with] the recognition
of a certain integral whole, although the states in
question belong to different social systems and are
members of opposing military-political blocs ranged
against each other.’

limited Eastern European sovereignty and political
development. The Sinatra doctrine meant that
Eastern Europeans were now allowed to ‘do it their
way’'. Throughout Eastern Europe Moscow-aligned
regimes gave way to democracies, in what for the
most part was a peaceful as well as speedy transition
(see Chapter 5). Most dramatically, Germany became
united and East Germany (the German Democratic
Republic) disappeared.

Gorbachev's policy toward the West used agree-
ments on nuclear weapons as a means of building

The bomb

Using the bomb in 1945

Nuclear weapons preceded and post-dated the cold -

war. The Western allies developed the atomic bomb
in the war against Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan,
and intended to use the weapon in much the same
way as they had used strategic bombing against
German and Japanese cities. The destruction of the
Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki was of
great significance in post-war affairs, but, as Table 4.4
shows, the scale of the casualfies and the extent of
- the devastation were not exceptional. The precise
importance of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in post-war

trust, and demonstrating the serious and radica]
nature of his purpose. However, despite similar rad-
ical agreements on conventional forces in Europe
(culminating in the Paris agreement of 1990), the

end of the cold war marked success in nuclear arms !

control rather than the beginning of nuclear dis-
armament. The histories of the cold war and of the
bomb are very closely connected, but while the cold
war is now over, nuclear weapons are still very much
in existence.

Key points

¢ There are disagreements about when the cold war
started, why, and who was responsible.

* The cold war began in Europe with the failure to
implement the agreements reached at Potsdam
and Yalta.

« Distinct phases can be seen in East-West relations :

during which tension and the risk of direct
confrontation grew and receded.

» Some civil and regional wars were intensified and
prolonged by superpower involvement; others
may have been prevented or shortened.

» The end of the cold war has not resulted in the
abolition of nuclear weapons.

affairs remains a matter of continuing controversy.
Aside from the moral issues involved in attacking
civilian populations, the destruction of the two cities
has generated fierce debate, particularly among
American historians, about why the bomb was
dropped. Gar Alperovitz in his celebrated book
Atomic Diplomacy, first published in 1965, claimed
that as President Truman knew that Japan was
defeated his real reason for dropping the bomb was
to coerce the Soviet Union to serve post-war
American interests in Europe and Asia. Such claims
generated angry and dismissive responses from other
historians. Ensuing debates have benefited from

Table 4.4 Second World War estimated casualties

Hiroshima (6 August 1945): 70-80,000 ‘prompt; 140,000 by
end 1945; 200,000 by 1950

Nagasaki: (9 August 1945): 30-40,000 ‘prompt’; 70,000 by end
1945; 140,000 by 1950

Tokyo (9 March 1945): 100,000 +

Dresden {13-15 February 1945): 60-135,000

Coventry (14 November 1940): 568

Leningrad (siege 1941-4): 1,000,000 +

Sources: R. Rhodes, The Making of the Atornic Bomb (Harmondsworth:
Penguin, 1986); Committee for the Compilation of Materials, Damage
Caused by the Atomic Bombs in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Hiroshima
and Nagasaki: The Physical, Medical, and Social Effects of the Atomic
Bombings (London: Hutchinson, 1981); M. Gilbert, Churchill: A Life
(London: Heinemann, 1991).

more historical evidence, though this has only par-
tially resolved the controversies. Inasmuch as a
consensus now exists among historians it is that
Truman'’s decision reflected various considerations.
Debate remains about how far Truman dropped the
bomb simply to end the war and how far other fac-
tors, including the coercion of the Soviet Union in
post-war affairs, entered his calculations.

Whether Hiroshima and Nagasaki should have

been destroyed nevertheless remains a matter for-

debate. So too is the question of what were the
effects of their destruction, Whether the use of
nuclear weapons demonstrated the awesome power
of such weapons to post-war decision-makers and
thereby inhibited their use, or whether by accelerat-
ing the development of the Soviet atomic bomb
Hiroshima speeded up or even started the nuclear
arms race are questions to consider.

Towards the global battlefield

The bomb that was dropped on Hiroshima, was
equivalent in destructive power to 12,500 tons of
TNT. In 1952 the United States exploded a thermo-
nuclear or hydrogen bomb, equivalent to 10,400,000
tons of TNT. Subsequent nuclear weapons were
measured in this new megaton range, each capable
of destroying the largest of cities in a single explo-
sion, Equally significant was the development of the
means to deliver them. In 1945 the American
bomber that destroyed Hiroshima took some six
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hours to cross the Pacific and reach its target. Ini-
tially the United States did not possess bombers that
had the range to reach the USSR from the USA, and
used British and other bases to hold at risk Soviet
targets. Both superpowers developed long-range
bombers, and then ballistic missiles that could target
the other superpower each other from their own
territory. In 1957 the USSR tested an Intercontin-
ental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) and later that year
launched a satellite, Sputnik, into space using such'a
missile. In 1960 the United States began deploying
ballistic missiles on submarines. (For details of the
technological arms race see Table 4.5)

By then the world was potentially a global battle-
field in which both superpowers could strike each
other’s territory from their own, and in no more
than the 30-40 minutes it took a ballistic missile to
travel from one continent to the other. The global
dimension was increased by the emergence of other
nuclear weapon states—Britain in 1952, France in
1960, and China in 1964. In the 1950s there was
growing concern at the spread or proliferation of
nuclear weapons and in the 1960s a nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was negotiated in which
those states which had nuclear weapons committed
themselves to halt the arms race, while those states
who did not have nuclear weapons promised not to
develop them. Despite the apparent success of the

Table 4.5 The nuclear technology race

Weapon Date of testing or

Deployment

UsA USSR
Atomic bomb 1945 1949
Intercontinental bomber 1948 1955
fet bomber 1951 1954
Hydrogen bomb . 1952 1953
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile 1958 1957
Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile 1960 1964
Anti-Ballistic Missile 1974 1966

Muitiple independently targetable Re-entry 1970 1975
Vehicle

Source: R. McNamara, Blundeting into Disaster (Londory: Bioomsbury,
1987), 60.
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Table 4.6 The arms race: American and Soviet nuclear bombs and warheads

1945-1990

1945 1950 1955 1960 1965

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990

USA 2 450
USSR O 0 20 300

4,750 6,068 5,550
600

4,000 8,500
1,800 2,800

10,100 11,200 9,680
6,000 9,900 10,999

Sources: R. McNamara, 8lundering into Disaster (London: Bloomsbury, 1987) 154-5; International
Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 1990-1991 (M55, 1991). Soviet figures given here are

based on Western estimates.

NPT agreement several states are known to have
developed nuclear weapons (Israel, India, Pakistan,
and apartheid South Africa) and others have
invested considerable effort in doing so (Iraq and
North Korea)., There is also disquieting evidence
that India and Pakistan came close to a nuclear
confrontation in 1990.

Both the Soviet Union and United States also made
some attempt to develop weapons that could shoot
dowri incoming ballistic missiles and thereby pro-
vide defence against nuclear attack. These anti-
ballistic missiles (ABMs) were technologically inef-
fective and both sides continued to rely on offensive
nuclear weapons for their security. In 1972 an
agreement was concluded which limited ABM
defences to a token level. However in 1983 President
Reagan cast doubt on the principles of this agree-
ment by launching the Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI) (see below).

The growth in Soviet and American arsenals is
often characterized as an arms race, though how far
perception of the adversary and how far intetnal pol-
itical and bureaucratic pressures caused the growth
of nuclear arsenals is a matter for debate, For the
United States, commitments to its NATO allies also
provided pressures and opportunities to develop and
deploy shorter-range (‘tactical’ and ‘theatre’) nuclear
weapons. At the strategic (or long-range) level quali-
tative change was as significant as quantitative
change. In particular, the fear that one side would
have sufficient weapons of sufficient accuracy to des-
troy the other side’s nuclear arsenal became a mutual
fear. Robert Oppenheimer, one of the scientists who
created the American atomic bomb, characterized
the atomic age as lke two scorpions trapped in a
glass jar. The scorpions have no means of escape and
no alternative but to threaten that which it would be

suicidal to carry out. Yet the logic of what became
known in the West as Mutually Assured Destruc-
tion (MAD) depended upon each side being able to
destroy their adversary after being attacked. For
much of the cold war both sides feared that the other
was moving, or believed it was moving, to a position
of meaningful superiority. What is clear is that ideas
of MAD were of only limited relevance to the mili-
tary force structures and strategies adopted by the
superpowers.

The sttuation was further complicated by the dif-
ferences in the attitude of the two superpowers. The
Soviet Union was confronted first by a situation of
American monopoly, and then by enduring US
superiority. This was coupled with political
encirclement and growing -antagonism with a
nuclear armed China. From the American side mis-
perception of Soviet nuclear strength in 1950s was
allied with concern about Soviet political ambitions.
This was further complicated by US military and pol-
itical commitments, especially to NATO, and its
determination to use nuclear. weapons against, and
thereby to deter, Soviet aggression towards Western
Europe. Even if a nuclear war could never be won,
the policies and strategies of both superpowers, and
of NATO, can be seen to be ambiguous on these crit-
ical issues,

Rise and fall of détente: fall and rise
of arms control

How far the arms race was the result of mutual mis-
perceptions, how far the unavoidable outcome of
irreconcilable political differences are central ques-
tions. Some influential Americans believed that the
Soviets were bent on world domination, which the
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Table 4.7 Principal arms control and disarmament agreements

Country Colonial state

Signed Parties
Geneva protocol Chemical weapons: bans use 1925 100+
Limited Test Ban Treaty Bans atmospheric, underwater, outer-space nuclear tests 1963 100+
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Lirnits spread of nuclear weapons 1968 100+
Biological Weapons Convention Bans production/use 1972 80+
SALT Limits strategic arms * 1972 Us/uss
ABM Treaty Limits anti-ballistic missiles 1972 Us/UssS
SALTH Limits strategic arms* 1979 US/USS.
Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty Bans two categories of land-based missiles 1987 US/USSI
START1 Reduces strategic arms* 1990 US/ussI

* Strategic arms are [ong-range weapons

Source: adapted from Harvard Nuclear Study Group, ‘Arms Control and Disarmament: What Can and Can’t be Done’, in £, Holroyd (ed.), Thinki

About Nuclear Weapons (Open University, 1985), 96.

communist rhetorlic of world revolution certainly
encouraged. What is clear is that nuclear weapons
provided the context and pretext for their more dan-
gerous confrontations, most notably when the
Soviet Union deployed nuclear missiles in Cuba in
1962. It is also clear that when political confronta-
tion gave way to Soviet-American détente, agree-
ments on nuclear weapons became the most tangible
achievement of détente. Yet, just as détente was a way
of managing East-West conflict, and did not resolve
the basis of disagreement, so too, arms control was a
means of regulating the growth of nuclear arsenals,
not of elilminating them (see Table 4.6). On the other
hand, critics argued, arms control served to legitim-
ize the existence and growth of nuclear arsenals, Dis-
armament meant getting rid of weapons. While arms
control was sometites presented as a first step to
disarmament it was more generally recognized as a
means of managing nuclear weapons.

Yet just as détente collapsed in the 1970s, the
achievements of the SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks) process gave way to renewed conflict and
debate over nuclear weapons. In the West, critics of
détente and arms control argued that the Soviets were
acquiring nuclear superiority. Some of these critics
also urged that the United States should now pursue
policies and strategies based on the idea that victory
in nuclear war was possible. The election of Ronald
Reagan to the American Presidency in 1980 was a
watershed in Soviet~American relations. The period
of the ‘Second Cold War’ marked a new phase in the

political and nuclear relationship between East an
West. One issue which Reagan inherited, and whic
loomed large in the breakdown of relations betwee

- East and West, was nuclear missiles in Europ:

NATO's decision to deploy land-based missiles cag
able of striking Soviet territory, precipitated a perio
of great tension in relations between NATO and th
USSR, and political friction within NATO. Reagan
own incautious public remarks reinforced percey
tions that he was as ill-informed as he was dangerou
in matters nuclear, though some of his arms policie
were consistent with those of his predecessor, Jimm:
Carter. On arms control Reagan was disinterested i
agreements that would freeze the status quo for th
sake of getting an agreement, and Soviet and Ameri
can negotiators proved unable to make progres
in talks on long-range and intermediate-rang
weapons. One particular initiative had significan
consequences for arms control and for the USA’
relations both with the Soviets and its allies. The
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), quickly dubbec
‘Star Wars', was a research programme designed tc
explore the feasibility of space-based defence:
against ballistic missiles. The Soviets appear to have
taken SDI very seriously, and claimed that Presiden
Reagan’s real purpose was to regain the nucleal
monopoly of the 1950s. The technological advances
claimed by SDI proponents did not materialize,
however, and the programme was reduced and mar-
ginalized. A second debate has now emerged con-
cerning possible limited US national as well as
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theatre defence against ballistic missiles, and has
focused on concemns about the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and the ballistic
missiles capable of delivering them.

The advent of Mikhail Gorbachev paved the way
for agreements on nuclear and conventional forces,
which helped ease the tensions that had character-
ized the early 1980s. In 1987 Gorbachev travelled to
America to sign the Intermediate Nuclear Forces
(INF) Treaty banning intermediate-range nuclear
missiles,” including Cruise and Pershing II. This
agreement was heralded as a triumph for the Soviet
President, but NATO leaders, including Thatcher and
Reagan argued that it was vindication of the policies
pursued by NATO since 1979. The INF treaty was
concluded more quickly than a new agreement on
cutting strategic nuclear weapons, in part because of
Soviet views on SDI. And it was Reagan'’s successor,
George Bush, who concluded a Strategic Arms
Reductions Treaty (START) agreement, which
reduced long-range nuclear weapons (though onty
back to the level they had been in the early 1980s).
By the time that a follow-on START-2 agreement was
reached in 1992, the USSR had. disintegrated. The
collapse of the USSR meant that four nuclear
weapons states were now created (Russia, Kazakh-
stan, Belarus, and Ukraine). Nevertheless, all the new
states made clear their commitments to the treaty
and to the new cordial relations with the West,
which marked the end of the cold war. On the other
hand, the disintegration of the Soviet Union has

Conclusion

The changes that have taken place in world politics
since 19‘45 have been enormous. Assessing their sig-
nificance raises many complex issues about the
nature of international history and international
relations. The question of who won the cold war, and
how, and with what implications, are matters on
which fierce controversy has been generated. Several
points are emphasized in this conclusion concerning
the relationship between the three trends explored
in the chapter (end of empire, cold war, and the

raised fears about the spread of nuclear technologies
(and nuclear technologists). Moreover, the continu-
ing proliferation of nuclear weapons raises the pro-
spect of regional arms races and crises, such as when
India and Pakistan are believed to have come close to
nuclear confrontation in 1990. The end of the cold
war may have reduced some nuclear problems. It
may well have increased others. It has certainly not
solved the problem of nuclear weapons.

Key points

¢ There remains a debate about the use of the bomb
in 1945, and the effect that this had on the cold
war.

* Nuclear weapons have been an important factor in
the cold war. How far the arms race has had a
momentum of its own is a matter of debate,

e Agreements on  limiting and controlling the
growth of nuclear arsenals have played an import-
ant role in Soviet-American (and East-West)
relations. )

» States with nuclear weapons have agreed on the
desirability of preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons to other states.

s Various international crises have occurred in
which there has been the risk of nuclear war. Judg-
ing how close we came to nuclear war at these
times remains a matter of debate.

bomb). The period of history since 1945 has wit-
nessed the end of European empires constructed
before, and in the early part of, the twentieth cen-
tury, and has also witnessed the rise and fall of the
cold war. The end of the cold war has also been fol-
lowed by the demise of one of the two principal
protagonists in that conflict, the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics. The relationship between the
end of empire and cold war conflicts in the ‘Third
World’ is a close though problematic one. In some

cases cold war involvement of the superpowers
helped bring about change. In others, where the
superpowers became directly involved it resulted in
the escalation and prolongation of the conflict.
Marxist ideology in various forms provided inspir-
ation to many ‘Third World’ liberation movements,
but provocation to the United States and others. The
example of Vietnam is most obvious in these
respects, but in a range of anti-colonial struggles the
cold war played a major part. Precisely how the cold
war influenced decolonization 1s best assessed on a
case by case basts. One key issue is how far the values
and objectives of revolutionary leaders and their
movements were nationalist rather than Marxist. It
is claimed that both Ho Chi Minh in Vietnam and
Fidel Castro in Cuba were primarily nationalists who
could have been won over to the West, but turned to

~ Moscow and to communism in the face of American

and Westem hostility. The divisions between the
USSR and the People’s Republic of China also dem-
onstrate the diverging trends within the practice of
Marxism. In several instances conflict between
communists became as bitter as conflict between
communists and capitalists.

Similarly, the relationship between the cold war
and the history of nuclear weapons is a close though
problematic one. Some historians contend that the
use of atomic weapons by the United States played a
decisive part in the origins of the cold war. Others
would see the paranoia created by the threat of total
annihilation to be central to understanding Soviet
defence and foreign policy: the unprecedented
threat of devastation provides the key to understand-
ing the mutual hostility and fear of both sets of lead-
ers in the nuclear age. It is also argued that without
nuclear weapons direct Soviet-American conflict
would have been much more likely, and that had
nuclear weapons not acted as a deterrent then war in
Europe would have been much more likely. On the
other hand there are those who contend that nuclear
weapons have played a relatively limited role in
East-West relations, and that in political terrns their
importance is exaggerated.

Nuclear weapons have been a focus for political
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agreement, and during détente nuclear arms agree-
ments acted as the currency of international politics.
How far and why nuclear weapons have helped keep
the peace (if indeed they have) raises very important
questions not only for assessing the cold war but for
contemplating the proliferation of nuclear and other
weapons of mass destruction into the twenty-first
century. How close we came to nuclear war in 1961
(Betlin) or 1962 (Cuba) or 1973 (Arab-Israeli war) or
1983 (Exercise ‘Able Archer’) and what lessons might
be learned from these events are crucial questions for
historians and policy-makers alike. One central issue
is how far cold war perspectives and the involvement
of nuclear-armed superpowers imposed stability in
regions where previous instability had led to war
and conflict. The cold war may have led to
unprecedented concentrations of military and
nuclear forces in Europe, but this was a period char-
acterized by stability and great economic prosperity,
certainly in the West. How far this stability was
bought at the risk of an ever-present danger of
nuclear confrontation is a question historians are
still exploring and debating.

Both the cold war and the age of empire are over,
though across the globe their legacies, good and bad,
seen and unseen, persist. The age of ‘the bomb’, and
of other weapons of mass destruction (chermical and
biological) continues. How far the clash of commun-
ist and liberal/capitalist ideologies helped facilitate
and/or retard the process of globalization is 2 matter
for debate. Despite the limitations of the human
imagination the global consequences of nuclear war
remain all too real. The accident at the Soviet nuclear
reactor at Chernobyl in 1986 showed that radioactiv-
ity knows no boundaries. In the 1980s some scien-
tists suggested that a only a fraction of the world’s
nuclear weapons exploded over a fraction of the
world’s cities could bring an end to life itself in
the northern hemisphere. While the threat of
strategic nuclear war has receded the global
problem of nuclear weapons remains 2 COMMOn and
urgent concern as humanity addresses the next
millennium.
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QUESTIONS
1 Was Harry Truman to blame for the collapse of the wartime alliance after 1945 and the
onset of the cold war?

2 Why did the United States become involved in wars in Asia after 19457 lllustrate your
answer by reference to either the Korean or Vietnam wars.

3 Did détente succeed?

4 Should Ronald Reagan or Mikhail Gorbachev claim the greater credit for the ending
of the cold war?

5 Why did France try to remain an i,nQperiaI power in Indo-China and Algeria?
What were the consequences of the collapse of the Portuguese empire in Africa?
Were the British successful at decolonization after 1945?

Compare and contrast the end of Empire in Africa with that in Asia after 1945.

-] o N

Why were atormnic bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki?
10 Did nuclear weapons help prevent war in Europe after 19457

11 How close did we come to nuclear war during either the Berlin crisis (1961) or the
Cuban missile crisis (1962)7

12 What role did nuclear weapons play in Soviet-American relations during the 1980s?
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READER’S GUIDE

The end of the cold war represented a turning point in the structures of international
politics, in the roles and functions of nation-states, and in international organizations. The
chief cause of the end of the cold war was the collapse of communism in the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe. This had deep internal roots in the history of Soviet bloc societies but a
full explanation of the end of the cold war must include examination of external pressures,
particularly the policies of the United States, and growing relative economic disadvantage
experienced by the Soviet bloc over the post-war period. Close attention is given in this
chapter to the policies and personality of Mikhail Gorbachev but due emphasis is also given
to historical and systemic factors in the international environment. Opinions on the impli-
cations of the end of the cold war have been varied and often conflicting, but by the turn of
the millennium it was evident that the issue of globalization had replaced the characteristic
cold war concerns with superpower bipolarity, the nuclear arms race, and ideology.

Introduction

Historical events do not come with labels upon
them, telling us precisely how important they are.
Only the passage of time can do that, and it may
take years. Communist Chinese Prime Minister
Chou En Lai is reported to have said, in reply to a

question about the significance of the French Revo-
lution, that ‘it's too soon to tell’. Nevertheless,
some events are sufficiently momentous in their
immediate effects for us to be able to say with
confidence that something important has hap-

- pened, even if full explanations are as yet

unattainable.

The events of 1989-91, from the collapse of the
Tron Curtain to the dismantling of the Soviet Union
in December 1991, represent a turning point in three
respects. First, they marked the end of the broadly
bipolar structure, based on US~Soviet rivalry, which
the international system had assumed since the late
1940s.

A second set of important changes took place at
the level of the nation-state. Former communist
states experienced serious problems of transition,
ranging from economic collapse, which affected
them all, to (in the case of the Soviet Union, Czecho-
slovakia, and most explosively Yugoslavia) the dis-
integration of the state itself. Even those states
which maintained communist systems, such as
China, North Korea, and Cuba, faced enormous
challenges, since they had to accommodate them-
selves to positions of increased marginality, Yet those
states not in the throes of post-communist transition
were also forced to redefine their national interests
and roles in the light of the radical change in the
international balance of power. This applied as much
to large states such as the United States, whose pol-
icles had been premised on the Soviet threat, as to
small states in the Third World which had been to a
greater or lesser degree ‘client’ states of the super-
powers. The general point is that the end of the cold
war enforced a redefinition of national interests on
all states and in some cases a reshaping of the states
themselves.

The third important indicator of change in the
end of the cold war lay in new or modified roles for
international organizations. Most obviously the end-
ing of the virtually automatic split in the United
Nations (UN) Security Council along cold war lines,
which had found the United Sates and the Soviet
Union routinely using the veto against each other’s
Proposals, released the potential for the UN to work
as a genuinely collective body. The novel possibility
of consensus on major issues in the Security Council
did not ensure that the UN would act decisively or
with authority—it was still a creature of the states
which composed it and they continued to guard
their national sovereignties—but it did remove one
obstacle to collective decision-making and one which
had crippled the UN during the cold war (see Ch. 17).
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The end of the cold war also had an impact on
various multilateral treaty organizations. The War-
saw Pact (or Warsaw Treaty Organization) was dis-
banded, while the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) struggled to reconceive itself in a con-
textin which European security as a whole was being
redefined. Questions too were raised about possible
roles for other existing European security organiza-
tions such as the Western European Union (WEU)
and the Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe (CSCE). The European Union (EU) debated
expansion of its membership to include nations
from Eastern Europe. However tentative these ges-
tures, however unrealized the ambition to create a
new European and a new international order, the
end of the cold war forced such questions on to the
agenda (see Ch. 20).

In short, the end of the cold war saw radical
change at the system level, at the level of the nation-
state, and in international organizations. Domestic
politics also underwent transformation, most obvi-
ously in those nations which overthrew communism
but also in the United States, where to a considerable
extent moral and cultural issues (such as drugs)
displaced the ideological and security issues
characteristic of the cold war agenda.

Before examining the causes and consequences of
these transformations, two preliminary points must
be made. The first has to do with what is meant by
the term ‘cold war’. It has been used in two distinct
senses: first, in a narrow sense to refer to the years
between the Truman doctrine (1947) and the Krush-
chev thaw of the mid-1950s, during which virtually
unrelieved antagonism existed between the super-
powers. To the extent that the open antagonisms of
these years were reproduced later in, for example,
the Kennedy years and the first Reagan administra-
tion, then the term cold war is also applied to these
instances. The term refers to a certain kind of
behaviour, characterized by open ideological con-
frontation. Such periods of cold war alternated with
periods of détente (1953-60, 1969-75, 1985-9), dur-
ing which negotiations and tension reduction were
firmly on the agenda.

The second meaning of ‘cold war’, and the one
which is adopted here, has to do with the structure
rather than the behaviour of East-West relations. To
the extent that key elements of that structure
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remained continuous throughout the post-war
period, then cold war refers to the whole period from
the late 1940s to the late 1980s. Viewed from this
perspective, détente was part of the cold war rather
than a departure from it, in that while there was
behavioural change in periods of détente, the funda-
mental structure of US-Soviet relations remained
constant. When we talk of the end of the cold war we
therefore mean the end of that structural condition
which was defined by political and military rivalry
between the United States and the Soviet Union,
ideological antagonism between capitalism and
communism, the division of Europe, and the exten-
sion of conflict at the centre to the periphery of the
international system.

A second preliminary point involves the relation-
ship between the collapse of communism and the
end of the cold war. On the face of it, they are one
and the same thing. The great game of US-Soviet
conflict ended when one of the competitors gave up
the fight. However, while it is true that com-
munism’s demise was the proximate cause of the
end of the cold war, it is wrong to suggest that it is to
be wholly explained in these terms. In what follows
we shall analyse the end of the cold war with refer-
ence to three sets of factors: (1) internal develop-
ments in the Soviet bloc; (2) external forces in the
form of Western policies towards the Soviet bloc;
and (3) the changing relative position of the Soviet

bloc with respect to the West. This will be followed
by a discussion of the immediate global con-
sequences of the end of the cold war. The chapter
will end with some inevitably tentative ideas about
possible futures.

Key points

¢ The end of the cold war was a major historical
turning point as measured by changes in the
international system, the nation-state, and inter-

" national organizations.

e The term ‘cold war’ can refer both to the
behavioural characteristics of US-Soviet relations,
which fluctuated over the period 1945-89, or to
the basic structure of their relations, which
remained constant.,

» The key structural elements of the cold war are pol-
idcal and military (above all nuclear) rivalry
between the United States and the Soviet Union,
ideological conflict between capitalism and com-
munism, the division of Europe, and the extension
of superpower conflict to the Third World.

» The collapse of communism was the proximate
cause of the end of the cold war but does not
explain all aspects of the transformation of inter-
national politics since 1989.

Internal factors: the collapse of communism

in the Soviet Union

Structural problems in the
Soviet system

Among the most striking features of communism’s
collapse was its suddenness, a surprise as much to
most Western experts on the Soviet Union and East-
ern Europe as to political leaders and the public. One
Western Soviet expert, whose views are fairly repre-
sentative, wrote in a study published in 1986, that ‘it

is unlikely that the [Soviet] state is now, or will be in

the late 1980s, in danger of social or political disinte- -

gration. Thus we must study the factors which made
the regime stable in the post-Stalin era and are still at
work at the present’ (Bialer 1986: 19). It is true that
revolutionary change by its nature contains a large
element of the incalculable. Institutional inertia,
social customs, and psychologlcal habit ensure that
systems can maintain their outer shapes long after
they have begun to decay internally. Perhaps the

most useful general observation on the causes of
revolution remains that of the French political phil-
osopher Alexis de Tocqueville: that ‘the most dan-
gerous moment for a bad government is generally
that in which it sets about reform’ (Tocqueville 1933:
186). This model, generalized as it is, is a useful
starting point for an understanding of Mikhail
Gorbachev's revolutionary period in power.

Gorbachev’s accession to power in March 1985
was itself an event of considerable significance. He
was the first General Secretary of the Soyiet Com-
munist Party to have reached maturity after the Sec-
ond World War. He had little adult experience of the
Stalinist period and was less beholden to the Stalinist
legacy than his predecessors. He had been appointed
to the ruling Politburo as recently as 1978 towards
the end of the era of stagnation under Brezhnev. In
projecting a new dynamism as a representative of the
rising class of educated professionals, he presented a
striking contrast to the ageing and intellectually stul-
tified leaders of the Brezhnev period. His path to
leadership was not immediate on Brezhnev’s death.
Following the latter’s death in 1982 an interregnum
ensued during which first Yurl Andropov and then
Konstantin Chernenko were appointed and died in
each case within little more than a year in office. The
passing of the old guard, combined with Gor-
bachev’s power base among advocates of change,
which enabled him to make key changes in person-
nel, conveyed the sense that Gorbachev was
inaugurating a new era in Soviet history.

Crucially, however, it was evidently not his inten-
tion to dismantle the Soviet Union. His widely read
political credo, Perestroika (1988), was firmly anti-
Stalinist but not ant-socialist. “Through perestroika
and glasnost,’ he wrote, ‘the ideals of socialism will
gain fresh impetus’; and they would do so through a
return to the ideals of Lenin, who ‘lives on in the
minds and hearts of millions of people’ (Gorbachev
1988: 131; 25). Indeed the sense of renewal which
Gorbachev projected did not seem to presage the end
of the cold war. On the contrary, it was felt by many
on the Right in the United States that a reinvigorated
Soviet Union would present a more severe challenge
to the West than the old sclerotic leadership.

How, then, are we to explain the transformation of
the next few years? We can usefully distinguish
between long-term and short-term causes. The chief
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Box 5.1 Change in the Soviet Union

1985 March  On the death of Konstantin
Chernenko, Mikhail Gorbachev
becomes General Secretary of the
Soviet Communist Party

1987 Publication of Gorbachev's book
Perestroika.
1988 April  The Soviet Union undertakes to

withdraw troops from Afghanistan by
February 1989; in October Gorbachev
becomes President of the USSR,
replacing Andrei Gromyko.

1989 March  Elections held for the Congress of
People’s Deputies

1990 March  Congress of People’s Deputies
abolishes the leading role of the
Communist Party; Lithuania declares
independence from the USSR,

1991 Aug.
1991 Dec.

Coup against Gorbachev.

USSR ceases to exist and CI$
(Commonwealth of Independent
States) comes into being.

long-term problem was economic, though arguably
it had political roots, in that economic policies anc
practices were dictated by political ideology. Struc.
tural weaknesses were built into the system of the
command economy which relied on inflexible cen-
tral planning, rewarded gross output of goods rather
than productivity, and offered disincentives ta
innovation in management and production tech-
niques. In place of a market relation between con-
sumer demand and supply, from the late 1920s the
cenire dictated what kinds of goods should be pro-
duced and at what prices, according pre-eminence to
heavy industrial production with a view to forced-
marching the Soviet economy into the twentieth
century. Arguably, this approach succeeded up to a
point; the Soviet Union’s ability to withstand Ger-
many's onslaught in 1941 and ultimately to defeat
the Third Reich owed a good deal to the brutal pace
at which Stalin pushed the Soviet economy and the
Soviet people in the 1930s. Such success came at
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enormous hurnan cost and at the cost of entrench-
ing the primacy of heavy industry in Soviet eco-
nomic thinking far beyond the point of utility. That
point was reached somewhere in the 1970s when the
computer and automation revolution overtook the
West but virtually bypassed the Soviet Union except
in the military sector. Even there the Soviet Union
found it hard to keep pace with the West (Dibb 1988:
266). Furthermore, agriculture was a notoriously
weak sector of the Soviet economy. In agriculture, as
in industry, central planning stifled productivity and
promoted inflexible practices.

These problems were systemic and of long stand-
ing. If so, why was the Soviet Union able to survive
so long and why did these problems become critical
in the 1980s? The answers to both questions have
political as well as economic components. Survival
was possible economically because, as mentioned
above, the Soviet economy performed well in certain

fields such as the production of heavy industrial

goods and military equipment. It also had large
reserves of oil which could be sold for hard currency.
Politically, the legacy of discipline and repression
supplied by the Communist Party served to stifle
dissent and more positively to promote an ethos of
collective sacrifice such as is undertaken by govern-
ments in wartime. Indeed, the Soviet system could
be described as essentially a war economy. As for the
question of why conditions became critical in the
1980s, economically, as we have seen, the failure to
modernize in line with the West was of paramount
importance. Furthermore, a serious decline in har-
vests in the late 1970s and a slow-down in produc-
tion in some key industries suggested a general cli-
mate of economic stagnation. Commentary also
began to appear in the West during the early 1980s
on a decline in general health in the Soviet Union,
rising death rates and infant mortality rates
(Hobsbawm 1994: 472).

The effects of Gorbachev’s reforms:
glasnost and political restructuring

However, even these probltems might not have been

critical, given the capacity of the Soviet system to

sustain itself despite handicaps. It took specific ini-

tiatives by Gorbachev to turn these systemic prob-
lems into a systemic crisis. The first of these initia-
tives was the decision to permit dissemination of

knowledge about the realities of Soviet life (glasnost

or ‘openness’), the second and third were political
and economic restructuring (perestroika). Elements
of these programmes had been present in previous
reform efforts in the Soviet Union, for example dur-
ingthe Khrushchev period. If there was one element
which differentiated Gorbachev’s approach from
that of his predecessors it was his conviction that
consent rather than coercion should, as far as
possible, guide implementation of these changes.
Glasnost was in one sense the old communist trad-
ition of self-criticism writ large. The difference was
that glasnost was less purely ritualistic, less hedged
around with restrictions, and more open-ended than
the usual forms of self-criticism which took place in
the pages of Pravda and similar publications.
Designed to purify and cleanse rather than destroy,
to serve as a means of gaining public support for
Gorbachev’s reforms rather than as a vehicle for
attacks on the system itself, glasnost quickly.
exceeded the bounds set for it. Once controls on the
press, radio, television, and the film industry were
loosened, control of public opinion began to slip
from Gorbachev’s grasp. (Indeed only now could
one begin to speak of public opinion in the Soviet
Union.) Freedom of expression gave a voice to those

Box 5.2 Internal causes of the collapse
of Soviet communism

Long-term causes

s structural weaknesses in the economy, including:

o inflexible central planning system

» inability to modernize

» inefficiency and absence of incentives in agricultural
production

Short-term causes

s economic stagnation in the 1970s and 1980s

¢ poor harvests in the late 1970s and early 1980s

® Gorbachev’s political and economic reforms

who opposed Gorbachev as well as to those who
wanted to go farther and faster than he did. While
glasnost did not of itself create opposition parties, the
logic of glasnost was ultimately to undermine the
fundamental principle of the Party’s leading role.
Although the Party’s privileged position, guaranteed
by Article 6 of the Soviet Constitution, was not abol-
ished until 1990, a sequence of reforms, culminating
in major changes proposed at the 19th Party Con-
gress In June 1988, effected a fundamental shift in
the balance of political forces with the Soviet state.
Perhaps it would be truer to say that in these reforms
Gorbachev was acknowledging the existence of a
newly emerging civil society distinct from the inter-
est of the Communist Party and the government.-

Gorbachev’s major proposal was for 2 new legis-
lature, only one-third of whose delegates would be
reserved for the Communist Party and its affiliated
organizations. The other delegates to the Congress of
People’s Deputies, as the new body was known,
would be directly elected on the basis of popular
choice, At a stroke, following the elections of 1989,
the political system was transformed by the entry
into public life of a mass of new participants, a large
proportion of whom were not beholden to the
Communist Party. Indeed huge numbers of Com-
munist candidates were defeated. The first meeting
of the Congress in May 1989 has been described as
‘the most momentous event in the Soviet Union
since the 1917 Revolution’. There took place ‘a
whirlwind of free debate that scattered every known
communist taboo’ (Roxburgh 1991: 135).

The other major element of political restructuring
was the creation of an executive presidency, a post
for which Gorbachev insisted he be allowed to stand
unopposed. His aim was to maintain a grip on the
direction of change, but it was inevitable that his
critics, and even some of his supporters, should note
the irony of a leader who preached democracy but
claimed the right to stand above it himself. Argu-
ably, however, Gorbachev’s pursuit of reform from
the top down, self-serving though it was, was both
very much in the Russian/Soviet tradition and
understandable in a country which was subject to
growing splits. The erosion of the integrative force of
the Communist Party transformed the dynamics of
the political institutions at the centre but also
threatened the structure of the Soviet Union itself.
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Box 5.3 Essentials of glasnost and
perestroika

Essentials of glasnost (openness)

o promotion of principle of freedom to criticize
« loosening of controls on media and publishing
¢ freedom of worship

Essentials of perestroika (restructuring)

new legislature, two-thirds of which was to be
elected on the basis of popular choice (i.e. allowing
non-communists to be elected).

creation of an executive presidency.
ending of the 'leading role’ of the Communist Party.

Enterprise Law, allowing state enterprises to sell part
of their product on the open market.

Joint Ventures Law, allowing foreign companies to
own Soviet enterprises.

The collapse of the Soviet empire

A multi-ethnic, multilingual entity, composed of fif-
teen ‘autonomous’ republics and numerous sub-
units within them, the Soviet Union was in all but
name an empire, held together by powerful central
institutions, pressure for ideological conformity, and
the threat of force. The Communist Party played a
key role in each of these areas and the erosion of the
Party’s power released aspirations for freedom which
had been suppressed but not destroyed by seventy
years of Soviet rule. Demands for independence
came in particular from the Baltic republics, Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania, and from Georgia, but the
power of example supplied by these movements
affected virtually all the Soviet republics. A more
tangled and bloody conflict arose in Azerbaijan,
resulting from the desire of Armenians in Ngorny
Karabakh (an Armenian region administered by
Azerbaijan) for incorporation into the Soviet
Republic of Armenia.

For the purposes of understanding the collapse of
Soviet rule two points are important about these
events:
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1. The ‘nationalities question’ was evidently a blind
spot of Mikhail Gorbachev’s. He was noticeably
unsympathetic to their demands and, though
Kkeen to maintain his credibility as a liberal by
claiming that the more violent attempts to sup-
press nationalism in the republics had been
undertaken without his orders, he insisted that
Moscow could not countenance secession.

2. However, when faced with the reality of seces-
sionist actions (above all in the Baltic republics),
he was unwilling in practice to use the full force of
Soviet military power to suppress therm. The result
was that Gorbachev succeeded in alienating both
liberals, who argued that Russia should not stand
in the way of independence movements, and
conservatives, who saw in Gorbachev’s conces-
sions to nationalism a betrayal of the integrity of
the Soviet Union.

During 1990 and 1991 Gorbachev oscillated
between trying to satisfy conservatives and liberals.
To the former he promised suppression of national-
ism by force. Swinging to the latter in the early
months of 1991, he announced a proposal for a
new ‘Union treaty’ which would devolve power
substantially to the Soviet republics. It was this
move which provoked conservatives to mount the
coup of August 1991, during which Gorbachev was
held for several days in the Crimea, while Boris
Yeltsin defied the coup plotters in Moscow and thus
laid the basis for his subsequent career as President
of Russia. The coup’s failure did not, contrary to
Gorbachev's hopes and expectations, restore his
position and status in the eyes of the Soviet people,
not least because it was felt that Gorbachev’s indul-
gence of the Right had helped to make the coup
attempt possible. Furthermore, Gorbachev seemed
unaware of how far public opinion had moved
under the stimulus of the movement he had set in
motion. In a press conference on his retun to Mos-
cow after the coup, he continued to defend the
Communist Party. He seemed clearly yesterday's
man. Within a few months the logic of perestroika
and nationalism was followed through with the
dismantling of the Soviet Union and its replace-
ment by a loose Confederation of Independent
States (CIS). '

Economic restructuring

Economic restructuring in a sense cannot be separ-
ated from politics since, as was suggested above,
under the Soviet system economics like all areas of
social life was subject to a political and ideologically
derived rationale. Nevertheless, economic initiatives
were important in their own right under Gorbachev,
in that their goal was precisely to effect a separation
of the economic from the political, or at least to go
some way in that direction. Real changes began in
1987 with the legalization (within clearly specified
limits) of private farming and business co-operatives.
A year later the Enterprise Law granted limited free-
dom to managers of state enterprises to sell a propor-
tion of their products on the open market rather
than, as had been the practice, having to sell all of it
to the government (Goldman 1992: 111-17).

In all these measures there was a partial move
towards a free market or, more precisely, an attempt
to straddle the gap between the stifling command
economy and an incentive-led market system. In the
sphere of foreign economic policy, a new law on
Joint Ventures allowed foreign companies owner-
ship of enterprises in the Soviet Union (initially 49
per cent and then, following amendment in 1990,
100 per cent). This was a huge innovation for an
economy. which had generally sought to insulate
itself from capitalism. Such trade as had taken place
with the West had been tightly controlled by the
Ministry of Foreign Trade, Now individual com-
panies could make their own arrangements (Hough
1988: 66-72).

The effect of these economic changes was cata-
strophic. The reforms managed to cut the ground
frorn under the old system without putting In its
place viable new economic mechanisms. State plan-
ning was in abeyance but there was no fully operat-
ing market mechanism in its place; price levels were
inconsistent, some reflecting the Input of govem-
ment subsidies and some reflecting what consumers
would pay. Inflation, shortages, and declining pro-
duction were the harvest of-five years of perestroika
and glasnost. To these could be added rising crime
rates, a sense of soclal disarray, and a general feeling
of uncertainty about the future. By the time Gor-
bachev left office in 1991 much of the exhilaration
which had attended the liberation from commurist

oppression had been expended. Destructuring per-
haps inevitably proved easier than restructuring. That
this was to remain a continuing problem is evident in
the efforts of Gorbachev's successor, Borls Yeltsin, to
make the transition to a market economy during
1992~-3 by means of 'shock therapy’, the result of
which was rampant inflation (Phillips 2000: 123-8).

Key points

» The suddenness of the collapse of communism
defied the predictions of experts.

» Gorbachev’'s accession to power represented the
advent of a new generation in the Soviet leader-
ship, though Gorbachev gave little indication
early on that he would break the mould of Soviet
politics.
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o The Soviet Union suffered from systemic ecc
nomic problems which were compounded in th
1980s by poor harvests and a failure to meet th
challenge of the computer revolution.

® Glasnost began with relaxation of censorshi;
which Gorbachev hoped to be able to control
but the process soon eluded his grasp as some

thing approaching a genuine public opiniol
emerged.

¢ A combination of glasnost and political restructur
ing undermined the role of the Communist Party
and ultimately the Soviet Union itself which by
the end of 1991 had dissolved into separatt
republics.

» Economic restructuring had the effect of destroy-
ing the rationale of the old system without putting
viable new mechanisms in its place.

The collapse of communism in Eastern Europe

The collapse of communism in Eastern Europe,
marked most graphically by the destruction of the
Berlin Wall in November 1989, was intimately
related to events in the Soviet Unifon but also had
roots of its own, The nations of Eastern Europe had
experienced only forty years of communist rule as
opposed to the seventy of the Soviet Union and in all
cases except Yugoslavia had had communism
imposed on them rather than choosing it them-
selves, The suddenness of communist collapse in
Eastern Europe, the relative ease with which citizens
shed the habits of forty years, suggests that those
habits were to a considerable extent a matter of form.
One important force which had held them in place
since the late 19405 was the threat of Soviet interven-
tion to relmpose orthodoxy should Eastern Europe-
ans stray from the path set down for them. Two
things therefore need explaining:

1. The sources of opposition in Eastern Europe to
communist rule.

2. The Soviet Union’s decision not to intervene to

check the uprisings which took place in the
summer and autumn of 1989.

The legacy of protest in Eastern
Europe

After Stalin’s draconian imposition of Soviet rule
between 1947 and 1953 Khrushchev had acknow-
ledged the principle of separate paths to socialism,
though within strict limits. In practice this meant
that where socialism and the integrity of the bloc
itself seemed at risk, as in the popular uprisings in
Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968, Mos-
cow would act uncompromisingly. The crushing of
the Czechoslovak revolt in August 1968 was justified
on the principle of ‘limited sovereignty’ for Eastern
bloc nations (also known as the Brezhnev doc-
trine). Where, as in Poland in 1956 and 1980-1,
indigenous leaders could be found to enforce Mos-
cow’s will, direct intervention could be avoided.
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Box 5.4 Revolutions in Eastern Europe

1988

May  janos Kadar replaced as General Secretary of the
Czechoslovak Communist Party.

1989

Jan.  Hungarian parliament permits independent
parties.

April ~ Ban on Solidarity in Poland repealed.

June  Elections in Poland won overwhelmingly by
Solidarity candidates.

July  Solidarity invited by General Jaruselski to form
coalition government.

Sept. Hungary allows East German refugees to cross
into Austria.

Oct.  Hungary adopts new constitution which
guarantees multiparty democracy. East German
leader Erich Honecker resigns and is replaced by
Egon Krenz.

Nov.  3rd: Czechoslovakia opens border for Easteners
seeking to go to the West. 10th: Berlin Wall
dismantled; General Secretary of the Bulgarian
Community Party, Zhivkov, resigns. 24ﬂ1:
Czechoslovak leadership resigns.

Dec.  6th; East German government resigns. 22nd:
Ceausescu overthrown in Romania and executed
(on the 25th).

Where, however, as in Romania and Albania, com-
munism developed distinctively national forms but
within the framework of rigid dictatorships, Mascow
was prepared to tolerate, or at least grudgingly
accept, a greater or lesser degree of detachment from
Moscow. In the case of Albania, a small nation with
no border with the Soviet Union, this went as far as
alignment with China in the growing split between
the Soviet Union and China. Romania under Ceaus-
escu maintained a somewhat ambiguous relation-
ship with Moscow and the Warsaw Pact, not unlike
France’s with NATO: political and military
independence within the framework of broad bloc
alignment. In short, the Eastern bloc was more
diverse and potentially more fragile than the word
‘bloc’ would suggest.

In accounting for the events of 1989 it would be
hard to overestimate the importance of the rise of
Solidarity in Poland in 1980. Poland had always
been critical to Moscow both because of its strategic
position on the Soviet border and because of the leg-
acy of hatred between the Poles and the Russians.
Formed in the shipyards of Gdansk as a union of
workers, Solidarity quickly assumed the status of a
quasi-political body independent of the Communist
Party, its membership comprising one-third of the
Polish people. It called for a referendum on Polish

membership of the WTO and on the principle of
one-party rule. With alarm bells ringing furiously in
Moscow, Soviet military intervention was forestalled
only by the insertion of a new Polish leader, General
Jaruselski, who was willing to do Moscow's bidding
by declaring martial law and banning Solidarity.
However, the difference from earlier instances of
suppression of opposition was that Solidarity con-
tinued a thriving underground existence during the
1980s, while the Catholic Church carried on public
opposition along lines laid down by Solidarity. Dis-
sidence thus achieved momentum and extended
beyond small groups of intellectuals.

Beyond Poland, though events were less dramatic,
dissidence also had a history and gained some new
stimulus from the development of organizations
designed to monitor compliance of Eastern bloc
governments with the human rights provisions of
the Helsinki Accords, agreed at the Conference on
Security and Co-operation in Europe (1975). Particu-
larly important was Charter 77 in Czechoslovakia. A
similar group existed in Moscow itself. Though these
organizations were hounded by the authorities, their
members imprisoned and in some cases deported,
they attracted enormous attention in the West and
exerted some leverage over Soviet bloc governments.
They were after all simply demanding that their gov-
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_ ernments make good the promises they had made on

human rights in signing the Helsinki Accords. In this
way the détente agreements proved to have import-
ant subterranean effects in the Soviet bloc.

Flowing directly from this point, and of crucial
significance in accounting for the timing of the col-
lapse of communism in Eastern Europe, was the
demonstration effect of glasnost and perestroika in the
soviet Union. After 1985, above all in Poland and
Hungary, while dissidents demanded the same—
indeed more—from their governments as Gorbachev
was giving to the Soviet people, the Eastern Euro-
pean leaderships were bereft of the instrument they
had always been able to rely on in the past—the
threat of Soviet intervention. By the middle of 1988
the opposition in Hungary had forced the removal of
the Communist Party leader, Janos Kadar. In January
1989 General Jaruselski was forced to repeal the ban
on Solidarity and hold elections. In the elections,
which were won decisively by Solidarity, Jaruselski
found himself being urged by Gorbachev to accede
to a Solidarity-led government (Gati 1990: 167;
Dawisha 1990: 155).

Gorbachev and the end of the
Brezhnev doctrine

Why did Gorbachev abandon the Brezhnev doc-
trine? Doubtless there were many reasons, but the
chief one was probably the recognition that suppres-
sion of change in Eastern Europe would have been
totally inconsistent with his domestic reforms in the
Soviet Union. His credibility at home, which was
fragile enough once the economy began to fail,
required that he endorse similar policies in the
Soviet Union’s ‘internal empire’, though it is doubt-
ful that he foresaw the radically destabilizing eﬁfgét
which such changes would have on the govern-
ments of Eastern Europe. If reform in the Soviet
Union was led from the top, at least initially, in East-
ern Europe it had a popular base which immediately
threatened the communist leaderships and created a
revolutionary situation.

A further reason for Gorbachev’s reluctance to
enforce the Brezhnev doctrine was that he had made
much in his speeches and writings of his vision of a
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common European home which would bring to an
end the division of Europe. Again one wonders
whether he foresaw that this would entail the end of
communism; it is more likely that he envisaged a
reformed and reinvigorated communist system pur-
suing moderate policies of genuinely peaceful
coexistence with the West, expanded trade, and
greatly increased contacts across the board. In any
event, the logic of his non-interventionist position
was to preclude direct Soviet control over the
processes of change in Fastern Europe.

There were foreign policy considerations too in
the policy of laissez-faire towards Eastern Europe.
Retrenchment, in the form of withdrawal from the
costly, increasingly unpopular, and futile interven-
tion in Afghanistan (1979), was the order of the day
rather than new ventures. Revision of military policy
in line with new thinking in foreign policy gener-
ally (treated below in greater detail) ruled out the
kind of aggressive and interventionist policies which
had characterized the later Brezhnev years. Finally,
Gorbachev could hardly expect to maintain good
relations with the West, achieve arms agreements and
improved trade terms if he was seen to be engaging
in the suppression of freedom in Eastern Europe.

It was in these circumstances that governmental
authority decayed in Poland and Hungary during the
early months of 1989 and finally collapsed in all of
Eastern Europe by the end of the year. Collapse was
initiated by the removal of the security fence
between Austria and Hungary, allowing thousands
of East Germans to pass over the border and through
to West Germany during September. Suddenly, with
Hungary's connivance in this flight from East to
West, the illusion of communism, which had been
sustained by the Iron Curtain, evaporated. Efforts to
check the process of collapse in East Germany, then
Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria, by bringing in new
leaders proved futile. Changes of personnel only
delayed the inevitable briefly. The Berlin Wall was
breached by demonstrators in November, opening
up the possibility, which had been unthinkable for
close to a generation, of German unification. In
Czechoslovakia, in the face of massive popular pro-
test, the government fell in November and Vaclav
Havel, playwright and dissident, was elected Presi-
dent. Only in Romania did violence take place, as
President Ceausescu’s security police undertook a
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savage and short-lived attempt to defend his rule and
destroy the popular opposition. By the end of
December Ceausescu and his wife had been captured
and executed. Only in Albania did communism lin-
ger on, but there too during 1990 the old leadership
fell to the inexorable logic of events.

The manner of communist collapse in Eastern
Europe suggested that their systems were both rigid
and brittle and that they had relied on the ultimate
threat of Soviet force to maintain their shapes. With
that threat removed, the stimulus to change which
had always been present was able to express itself.

Key points

» The end of communism in Eastern Europe was
sudden but protest against communist rule was
nothing new.

External factors: relations

Debate about US policy and the
end of the cold war

Debate about who or what was responsible for
ending the cold war began as soon as it had hap-
pened and quickly generated a large literature (see
Hogan 1992). It became an Issue in the US presiden-
tial election of 1992 (Kennan 1992; Pipes 1992). The
Republican Party’s claim, stripped to essentials, was
that President Reagan’s tough stance towards the
Soviet Union, especially his refusal to compromise
on the development of the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive (SDI), had been decisive in forcing the Soviet
Union to the negotiating table and subsequently
bringing about the fall of communism itself. The
United States had proved that it was prepared to out-
spend the Soviet Unton, particularly in nuclear arms,
thereby forcing the Soviet Union either to match the
West and bankrupt itself or come to terms and nego-
tiate real reductions in nuclear arms. Gorbachev
chose the latter course, signalled by his signing of

s The Soviet Union had always been forced to
acknowledge the existence of national differences
and desires for autonomy among Eastern Euro-
pean nations and had tried to maintain a balance
between maintaining the integrity of the Soviet
bloc and allowing some diversity.

» The Polish union Solidarity illustrated the deep
currents of dissent, whose momentum was main-
tained even after the banning of the organization
in 1981.

* A catalyst for the revolutionary process was Gor-
bachev’s abandonment of the Brezhnev doctrine
of limited sovereignty for Eastern Europe.

e Failure of the attempts by Eastern European lead-
ers to stem the tide of revolution in 1989 by
installing new personnel illustrated the degree to
which the crisis of communism was systemic.

with the United States

the Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty in
"December 1987, by his unilateral reduction in con-
ventional forces announced at the UN in 1988, and
by progress towards the Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty (START) I, signed in 1991. Without these
agreements, Gorbachev could not hope to fund his
domestic renewal plans. Uldmately, it was argued,
Reagan'’s policies, which built on the legacy of Tru-
man's containment, brought Gorbachev and the
Soviet Union to its knees.

There were two responses to this argument:

The first was to say, as did Raymond Garthoff,
author of the most substantial analysis of the end
of the cold war, The Great Transition, that the West
did not win the cold war through geopolitical con-
tainment and military deterrence. Still less was the
cold war won by the Reagan military build-up.
Instead ‘ “victory” came when a new generation of
Soviet leaders realized how badly their system at
home and their policies abroad had failed. What
containment did do was to successfully preclude
any temptation by Moscow to advance Soviet

Box 5.5 UsS—-Soviet summitry

19851991

1985 Nov, Geneva Summit
(Gorbachev-Reagan)

1986 Oct. Reykjavik Summit

(Gorbachev-Reagan)

1987 Dec. Washington Summit
(Gorbachev-Reagan) at which
INF (Intermediate Nuctear Forces)

Treaty is signed
1988 May-June  Moscow Summit

(Gorbachev-Reagan)
1989 Dec, Malta Summit (Gorbachev-Bush)
1990 May Washington Summit
(Gorbachev-Bush)
1991 july START (Strategic Arms Reduction)

Treaty signed in Moscow
(Gorbachev-Bush)

hegemony ‘by military means’ (Garthoff 1994:
753).

The second response to the Western triumphalist
argument s the claim that Reagan's policies not only
did not end the cold war but actually delayed its end.
‘The Carter-Reagan bulld-up did not defeat the
Soviet Unlon,’ wrote Richard Ned Lebow and Janet
Gross Stein, ‘on the contrary it prolonged the cold
war. Gorbachev’s determination to reform an econ-
omy crippled in part by defense spending urged by
special interests, but far more by structural rigidities,
fuelled his persistent search for an accommodation
with the West, That persistence, not SDI, ended the
Cold War’ (Lebow and Stein 1994: 37).

These two responses have in common a convic-
tlon that internal factors wese primarily responsible
for the end of the cold war. Neither discounts
external pressures but they interpret them quite
differently,

Was Reaganism of no account in the collapse of
communism, as Garthoff claims, or was it an active
hindrance, as Lebow and Stein argue? We can evalu-
ate the significance of external pressures by looking
at the record of diplomacy between 1985 and 1991.
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Soviet-American diplomacy
1985-1991

It must be emphasized at the outset that Sa
American relations did not change overnight o:
accession of Gorbachev. On the American side
scepticism prevailed towards Gorbachev until a;
as autumn 1989. Despite the signature of the
Treaty in December 1987, which was the first .
reduction as opposed to arms control treaty o
cold war period, progress was slow in other a
Reagan was evidently inclined to reach arms ay
ments but not at the cost of what he considered {
essential elements of security. Bush took no ir
tives towards the Soviet Union dufing the first ;
months of his presidency (January-September 15
Bush’s Secretary of Defense, Richard Chey.
remarked in May 1989 that he felt Gorbachev ¢
easily fail with perestroika and be overthrown
hardliners. It was therefore dangerous to put m
trust in Gorbachev (Guardian 3 May 1989: 26). B
indicated that he did not share these views but t
were evidently common in some government circ
It was only with the collapse of communism
Eastern Europe that the entire structure of East-V
relations can be said to have changed.
Nevertheless, there was a qualitative differenc
US-Soviet relations in the period between 1985 ;
1989 as compared with the years which precedec
As recently as 1983 Reagan had labelled the Son
Union an evil empire. (Nor, incidentally, did
abandon this view, however much he moderated
public rhetoric later.) Furthermore, among his ct
foreign policy priorities during his first term as pr:
dent were a massive nuclear and conventional ar
build-up and support for groups in the Th
World—most notably the Contras in Nicaragua a
the Mujaheddin in Afghanistan—which were opp
ing Soviet power or governments of what were tak
to be Soviet client states. The Soviet Union for
part was heavily embroiled in Afghanistan and w
assuming an intransigent stand on the jissue
intermediate and theatre nuclear forces in Euroy
The latter years of the Carter administration a
Reagan’s first term indeed represented what has be
called the second cold war (Halliday 1983).
One important stimulus for change was the ne
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philosophy of foreign affairs which Gorbachev
brought to bear on US-Soviet relations. New
thinking in foreign policy meant in the first place
acknowledging that in an age of weapons of mass
destruction, against which there was no reliable
defence, security could not be achieved by amassing
more and more weapons. Achieving security was a
political rather than a military task and could be
undertaken only in co-operation between the con-
tending parties. Recognition of common security
interest, of interdependence, and of common global
challenges replaced the traditional Soviet assump-
tion of the inevitability of conflict between capital-
ism and communism. Associated with this revision
of Soviet orthodoxy was the military doctrine of rea-
sonable sufficiency which involved an explicit
renunciation of aggressive motives and enabled the
Soviet leadership for the first time to contemplate
asymmetrical cuts in troops and weaponry. Without
this change in philosophy the INF Treaty could not
have been signed, since it involved the abandon-
ment of principles—such as the insistence that the
British and French nuclear deterrents be considered
in conjunction with American weapons—which had
been integral to the Soviet negotiating position since
the 1960s.

In other areas of foreign policy too concession
seemed the order of the day. In August 1989 it was
announced that Soviet troops would be withdrawn
from Afghanistan. During the following year in a
speech to the United Nations Gorbachev restated his
new foreign policy doctrines and added a commit-
ment to nuclear disarmament by the year 2000 and a
unilateral reduction of Soviet armed forces by
500,000 (White 1990: 159-61; Oberdorfer 1992:
316-19). There can be little doubt, first, that Gor-
bachev had indeed abandoned principles and prac-
tices which had been integral to Soviet policy until
the 1980s and, second, that these concessions were
responsible in large part for the sea-Change in
US-Soviet relations during these years.

It seems clear also that Reagan’s refusal to move on
SDI and other issues faced Gorbachev with the
choice of either failing to reach any agreement or
making concessions in order to reach agreements.
Even if, as some claim, Reagan’s intransigence ini-
tially delayed agreements, Gorbachev seems to have
calculated that the further forward he went with

domestic perestroika the less flexibility he had in for-
eign policy. To that extent, Reagan's maintenance of
a hard line on key issues did have the effect of forcing
concessions from the Soviet Union.

That is not the whole story, however. Movement
was not all one way, nor did all the advantage in
these agreements lie with the United States. On the
critical question, for example, of Gorbachev's deci-
sion not to make Soviet agreement to the INF Treaty
conditional on abandonment of SDI, Gorbachey
evidently recognized that SDI was a politically con-
tentious issue in the United States and that he had
more to gain by moderating his positlon. This
proved to be the case, since following signature of
the INF Treaty the American Congress moved to
limit funds for 8DI. Furthermore, the issue of verifi-
cation of the Treaty was as problematic for the Amer-
ican military as for the Soviet military, both of
whom harboured deep suspicions of intrusive verifi-
cation regimes. Most significant, however, was the
character of Ronald Reagan, whose stance on nuclear
weapons was more complex and contradictory than
his most aggressive public statements would suggest.

We have to reckon with a Reagan who came close
at the Reykjavik summit of 1986 to agreeing with
Gorbachev to the establishment of a nuclear-free
world, who regarded SDI, with evident sincerity, asa
wholly peaceful (because defensive) initiative which
would render offensive weapons redundant once
both sides were supplied with it, and who above all,
again with evident sincerity, had a visceral hatred of
nuclear weapons and an equally strong desire to be
rid of them. Reagan had never really subscribed to
the theory of nuclear deterrence and its assoclated
concept of Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD). On
a visit to the US nuclear command centze in 1980 he
had been shocked to discover that the centre could
be destroyed by a direct hit from a Soviet missile.
Hence his determination to promote the develop-
ment of SDI. In short, like many on the left, but for
quite different reasons, Reagan had emancipated
himself to a degree from inherited nuclear doctrines.
He was not prepared to give ground unilaterally or
put American security at risk. Indeed he had shown
during his first term that he was willing to commit
vast new sums of money to American defence. How-
ever, he was in many respects bolder in seeking arms
agreements (or more foolhardy, as some of his critics

suggested) than many of his advisers who had been
schooled in the orthodoxy of nuclear deterrence.
Besides, it was easier for a known conservative to
reach agreements with the Soviet Union than for a
liberal. Richard Nixon’s promotion of détente was
another example. Since there could be no doubt
about their Americanism and commitment to anti-
communism, they had a freedom to reach accom-
modations with the Soviet Union which would have
been the object of deep suspicion if they had been
made by liberals.

The conclusion must be that, while the main story
is of Soviet concessions to the United States, there
was some movement on the American side too. Rea-
gan's signature of the INF Treaty was not without
political risks. The Treaty encountered considerable
opposition from conservatives in the United States
and from some European leaders too who felt that it
represented a reduced American commitment to the
muclear defence of Europe. The departure from the
Reagan administration during his second term of
well-known foreign policy ‘hawks’—among them
Defense Secretary Weinberger and Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense Richard Perle—demonstrates a
mellowing of policy towards the Soviet Union as
compared with the years 1981-5. There was thus an
element of interaction between the Reagan adminis-
tration and the new leadership in the Soviet Union,
which casts doubt on those explanations of the end
of the cold war which see it as a simple either-or:
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either Reagan’s policies were the catalyst or Gor-
bachev’s policies were wholly responsible.

Key points

» Opinion about the American role in ending the
cold war has tended to polarize: either the Reagan
hard line forced the Soviet Union to its knees or
Reagan’s policies were immaterial or actually
served to prolong the cold war.

Soviet-American relations did not change over-
night with the advent of Gorbachev. The United
States responded cautiously to his initiatives.

Gorbachev’s new thinking in foreign policy over-
threw the conventional wisdom of Soviet foreign
policy. .
Gorbachev’s concessions, which helped to pro-
duce the INF Treaty and generally improve the
climate of Soviet-American relations, were pro-
moted initially in a controlled fashion but tended
to become more unilateral and sweeping as the
pace of domestic reform quickened.

The story is not simply one of Soviet concessions.
The United States made some significant move-
ment too, indicating that a polarized interpret-
ation of the end of the cold war is too simple and
schematic.

The interaction between internal and external

environments

!

Isolation of the communist system
from the global capitalist system

The end of the cold war is not to be explained only in
terms of specific decisions or policies of the super-
powers. There are some factors which are given in
the underlying conditions of the relationship
between East and West, The most important of these

was the isolation of the Soviet Union and the com-
munist bloc from the modernizing current of capital-
ism. Initially, communist doctrine had held that the
success of the Bolshevik Revolution could only be
guaranteed by the spread of revolution, preferably
throughout the world but in any event to the
developed nations of Europe. When this did not
happen in the years immediately following 1917 Sta-
lin invented the doctrine of socialism in one country
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to justify the restriction of the Revolution to Russia.
The subsequent extension of communism to Eastern
Europe, China, North Korea, and Cuba after the Sec-
ond World War was in theory a stepping-stone to
world revolution but in practice the advance of
communism coincided with the expansion of world
capitalism in what Eric Hobsbawm has called ‘the
golden years’ (Hobsbawm 1994). The clash of these
two processes, of course, gave the cold war its global
character during and after the 1950s (see Ch. 4).

For our purposes the most important feature of
these developments was the continued separation of
the communist and capitalist blocs, a symbol of
which was the Soviet Union's refusal to participate
in the US Marshall Plan for post-war reconstruction
(1948-52). The Soviet Union believed, with justifica-
tion, that the conditions for participation demanded
by the United States, which involved opening the
Soviet bloc to Western investment and hence to
Western economic and political leverage, would
undermine the autonomy of the Soviet system and
leave it at a disadvantage with respect to the West.
Nor did the decision to undertake separate develop-
ment initially seem to harm the Soviet bloc. During
the 1950s Soviet growth rates actually exceeded
those of all the capitalist nations except West Ger-
many and Japan (Munting 1982: 132, 137; Van der
Wee 1987: 50). Clearly this was from a low starting
point and barely hid structural weaknesses in indus-
trial production and agriculture. Nevertheless, the
gross figures were impressive, and the launch of
Sputnik in 1957 ahead of the US space satellite pro-
gramme appeared to suggest considerable dynamism
in the Soviet economy, sufficient at least to offer a
real military threat to the West. Khrushchev
announced in 1960 that he expected the Soviet
economy to out-produce the United States within
ten years and there were many in the West across the
potitical spectrum who believed him.

From the perspective of the end of the cold war,
the West's anxiety in the 19505 and early 1960s looks
misplaced, We know that Soviet growth rates slowed
in the 1960s and fell sharply in the 1970s and 1980s,
and that the Soviet leadership’s motive for détente
with the West in the 1970s was in part to gain
imports of ‘high tech’ goods in recognition of the
Soviet Union’s increasing backwardness. The key
conclusion to be drawn is that the Soviet bloc suf-

fered not merely from low levels of growth and
productivity in absolute terms but from increasing
relative disadvantage with respect to the West. The
world was changing around the Soviet bloc, bearing
out Trotsky’s prediction (considered heretical by Sta-
lin in the late 1920s) that a Soviet island of commun-
ism could not survive in a capitalist sea.

Crucially too, Soviet bloc efforts to develop fuller
trade links, greater travel opportunities and cultural
exchanges with the West exposed the vulnerability
of communism to Western economic and cultural
influence rather than strengthening it. Economijcally
this was manifested in the debts. owed by such
nations as Poland and Hungary to Western banks.
Culturally, citizens of Eastern Europe were increas-
ingly able to make comparisons between their own
lives and those lived in the West. West German TV,
for example, was widely viewed in East Germany and
Czechoslovakia; Radio Free Europe and similar sta-
tions beamed their programmes to the Eastern bloc.
One must also take account of the growth of the
trans-European peace. movement in the 1970s,
which linked anti-nuclear and pro-democracy forces
on both sides of the Iron Curtain. While there is dis-
pute about how {ar such pressures influenced gov-
emment policies in the West, it is plausible to
assume that they helped to generate the ferment in
Eastern Europe (Thompson 1990; Kaldor 1995). In
short, isolationism and economic autarky (separate
development in isolation from world trade), which
had arguably fostered growth and ideological cohe-
sion in the Eastern bloc in the early post-war period,
later became a liability and was ultimately impos-
sible to sustain.

It is helpful to view the cold war as having been
composed of two distinct but overlapping systems:

1. A cold war system which was defined by US-
Soviet antagonism, the nuclear stand-off, and
the extension of these central conflicts to the
periphery of the international system.

2. The global capitalist system which was defined
by the expansion of production and trade and
growing economic interdependence.

The Soviet Union's existence was defined and
limited by the cold war, while the United States was a
full, indeed the chief, participant in the growth of

world capitalism. However great the United States’
economic problems from the 1970s onwards—and
they were considerable—they were not such as to
produce the disabling crisis of political legitimacy
experienced by the Saviet Union. One way of putt-
ing this is to say that the United States was never
wholly consumed by the cold war, politically or eco-
nomically. By contrast, the Soviet Union, limited as
it was by ideology and history to a debilitating isol-
ationism, was unable to meet the challenge posed by
the globalization of the capitalist political economy
and Western consumer culture (Crockatt 1995:
370-1).

Conclusion

The end of the cold war removed more or less at a
stroke the structural and ideological conditions
which underlay superpower conflict over the ‘previ-
ous forty years. This in itself seemed to promise a
general relaxation of tension and a reduction in the
threat of major, especially nuclear, war. To the extent
that superpower conflict lay behind regional con-
flicts in various parts of the world, then the end of
the cold war held out the possibility of resolution of
these conflicts. On the most optimistic reading, con-
ditions were now present for a new world order in
which American powet, in concert with other mem-
bers of the UN Security Council, would serve as.a
global stabilizer. One writer, expressing the triumph-
alism which characterized some early American reac-
tions to the end of the cold war, talked of a ‘unipolar
moment’ (Krauthammer 1990~1), The Gulf War of
1991 was taken by some to be the model for a new
type of collective international action in which the
UN, with strong US backing, would act as its foun-
ders had intended as a genuine collective security
organizatlon. Beyond this, the end of the cold war
would bring a ‘peace dividend’ bath financial and
political, Nations could now afford to expend fewer
resources on military and foreign policy, and devote
it to domestic growth.

At the opposite extreme was the view that the cold
War had served to stabilize international politics,
that indeed it had fostered the long peace of the
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Key points

» The causes of the end of the cold war are to be
found not only in internal and external conditions
considered separately but in the interaction
between the two.

¢ The separation of the communist bloc from capit-
alism, though not apparently disadvantageous to
communism until the 1970s, left it at an increas-
ing relative disadvantage to the capitalist West.

¢ Growing consciousness of relative disadvantage
was a factor in the collapse of communism.

post-war years, defined as the absence of war
between the major powers (Gaddis 1986), From this
perspective the end of the cold war was therefore a
destabilizing event, however much one might wel-
come the collapse of communism. The most pessim-
istic predictions were of chaos and violence in the
successor states of the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe, as long-suppressed national and ethnic
forces achieved expression, and a general rise in
global instability (Mearsheimer 1990).

There is little point in attempting to draw up a
simple balance sheet between these two positions,
since both optimists and pessimists could find
evidence to support their contentions. Each new
development in intemnatonal politics contained
potentially positive and negative tendencies and
events moved swiftly in the decade following the
end of the cold war. It is more appropriate to ask how
the end of the cold war affected the broad environ-
ment in which international conflict took place.
More specifically, what principles of order, if any,
now underpinned the international system?

In the immediate aftermath of the end of the cold
war, analysts tended to focus on the disappearance of
cold war structures and agendas, Ideas about possible
futures of the international system, as outlined
above, were initially either vague or reflective of
assumptions born in the cold war. As the dust settled
from the cold war, however, a number of possible
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ways of describing the new realities, not all of them
mutually exclusive, emerged. Some envisaged
multipolarity based either on three major economic
blocs—North America, especially after the signing of
the North American Free Trade Association (NAFTA)
in 1993, the European Union, and East Asja—or on a
larger number of dominant powers (Rusi 1997; Keg-
ley and Wittkopf 1999) while others favoured ‘uni-
polarity’, based on the dominance of the United
States in the international system. George Bush's
‘new world order’ promised a Wilsonian scheme of
internationalism, based (like Woodrow Wilson's) on
the assumption of strong American backing for
mechanisms for settling international disputes, pre-
venting aggression, securing international justice. If
this concept lasted for only a short time, it was
because it was so closely associated with prosecution
of the Gulf War. The ambiguous outcome of the war,
which raised a host of questions about the motives
and effects of the UN-backed coalition’s intervention
in Iraq and left Saddam Hussein in power, failed to
substantiate the claims made for the ‘new world
order’. Nevertheless, discussion of developments in
global ‘governance’, at the core of which lay the UN
and its associated institutions, suggested an increas-
ing role for internationalist ideas and institutions
(Halliday 1999: 121-4).

Undoubtedly, as the new millennium approached,
the most discussed paradigm for the post-cold war
internationa! order was ‘globalization’. Its
attractiveness lay in its ability to encompass at once
processes, especially transnational exchanges of
information, goods, and finance, and structures,
including those based on relations between non-
governmental organizations as well as nation-states.
Furthermore, globallzation could be shown to have
had a history and to that extent it could be employed
to link the period of cold war with what preceded it
and followed it (Clark 1997). Finally, globalization
could be linked to the central question of the role of
the United States in the post-cold war world since
the United States was the most globalizing of all
world powers in the extent of its economic, cultural,
political and military reach.

In the early 1990s, estimates of the United States
varied greatly. Despite the prevalence of ‘trium-
phalists’ such as Charles Krauthammer (1990-1) and
Francis Fukuyama (1992), the influence of ‘declin-
ists’ such as Paul Kennedy (1998) remained strong

and he was joined by other interpreters from acrogs -

the political spectrum, including Samuel Hunting-
ton (1993 and 1996). To many observers, ‘winning
the cold war’ did not remove the challenges to Amer-
ican power from rival economies such as Japan’s or
(in Huntington’s interpretation) from cultural ant-
agonists in the form of the Muslim world. In the sec-
ond half of the 1990s, however, the combination of
crisis in the Asian economies and a sustained boom
in the United States economy led to a revised
assessment of the United States and of its role in
international politics. While some observers asked
‘whatever happened to the Pacific century?’ (Foot
and Walter 1999) others noted that the ‘American
century’ (announced in 1941 by Henry Luce) was far
from over. Whether the American century was to be
praised or deplored was scarcely the issue, wrote one
American scholar of the left, The fact was that
‘American standards of all kinds are the standard of
globalization’ (Cumings 1999: 294),

Given the potential speed of chance in inter- -

national politics, it could not be assumed that this
state of affairs would continue indefinitely, not least
because globalization inspired opposition as well as
endorsement. Indeed, as long as globalization pro-
ceeded, it was likely that fragmentation and other
countervailing processes would also exert sorne force
(Clark 1997). As for the cold war, it seemed now
firmly to be part of history.

Key points

» The end of the cold war offered grounds for both
pessimistic and optimistic speculation.

* Both the abeve approaches could find evidence
for their contentions in the varied and conflict-
ing tendencies in post-cold war international
developments.

The novelty of the post-cold war international
system lay not in the existence of instability and
conflict but in the environment in which conflict
took place.

e In the aftermath of the cold war, globalization
and the future of the United States were con-
sidered by many scholars to be closely linked,
though countervailing processes to both could be
expected to develop.
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Box 5.6 Key concepts

Brezhnev doctrine: the idea of ‘limited sovereignty’ for
soviet bloc nations, which was used to justify the crushing
of the reform movement in Czechoslovakia in 1968.

Civil society: the network of social institutions and
pragtices (economic relationships, family and kinship
groups, religious and other social affiliations) which
underlie strictly political institutions. For democratic
theorists the voluntary character of the above associations
is taken to be essential to the workings of democratic
politics.

Common European home: Gorbachev’s concept
(associated with his New Thinking in foreign policy) of the

' essential unity of Europe and of the need to overcome the

‘artificiality and temparariness of the bloc-to-bloc
confrontation and the archaic nature of the “iron curtain®™ ‘.

Evil empire: Reagan’s term, used in a speech of 1983, to
describe the Soviet Union.

New thinking: the general label given by Gorbachev to
his reforms in domestic and foreign policy.

Pax Americana: Latin phrase (literally American peace,
adapted from Pax Romana) implying a global peace
dictated by American power.

Reasonable sufficiency: Gorbachev's term (associated
with his New Thinking in foreign policy) for a defence
policy which relied on the minimum necessary level of
weaponry consistent with national security, and designed
to overcome the spiralling dynamics of the nuclear arms
race.

Separate paths to socialism: Khrushchev’s
acknowledgement of the existence of diversity in the
Soviet bloc and of the validity (within strict limits) of
separate routes to the common socialist goal.

Socialism in one country: Stalin‘s term used to justify
the Soviet Union’s departure from the orthodox Marxist
view that sacialism in the Soviet Union could succeed only
in conjunction with socialist revolutions in advanced
industrial nations.

QUESTIONS

1 Does an examination of the end of the cold war help in understanding how systemic
change occurs in world politics?

2 What do you think Gorbachev hoped to achieve through glasnost and perestroika?

3 What are the connections between change in the Soviet Union and the
revolutions in Eastern Europe? ’

4 Why did changes of leadership in Eastern Europe in the summer and autumn of 1989
fail to stem the collapse of communism?

5 Can you find ways, other than those presented in this chapter, of conceptualizing the

relationship between ej(ternal and internal causes

Soviet Union?

of the collapse of communism in the

6 Did the West ‘win’ the cold war?

7 What role, if any, did the Reagan administration play in bringing about the end

of the cold war?

8 Why did experts by and large fail to anticipate the collapse of communism?

9 s the post-cold war international system more unstable than the cold war

international system?
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10 What ordering principles, if any, operate in post-cold war international poitics?

11 Can communism be regarded as a victim of the ‘globalization of world politics’?
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READER'S GUIDE

This chapter examines the main historical trends in the periad following the end of the cold
war in 1989 and the collapse of the USSR two years later in 1991. It begins with a simple
historian’s warning—that the world may have changed much less than some analysts seem
to believe—before going on to look at the different ways in which writers from three
schools of thought (liberal, realist, and radical) have sought to understand the dynamics
and the contradictions of the international system after communism. It then tries to relate
these very different ‘grand’ theories to the real world by looking at the following develop-
ments: the triumph of capitalism as a world organizing principle, the renewal of US
hegemony, the decline of post-communist Russia, the rise of China, the Asian-Pacific crisis,
the limits of European power and the still enormous gap that exists between the relatively
rich North and the still very poor South. it concludes with a brief discussion around the
question: whatever happened to war after the cold war?

Introduction

The images which stick in our mind most reveal a lot
about the way we think: arid perhaps no image or
images sticks in our mind as much as those inspired
by the events of 1989 when official communism col-
lapsed in Eastern Europe, to be followed two yeats
later by the collapse of the USSR. These extraordin-

ary and most unanticipated upheavals not only
changed the world as we had hitherto known it, but
made possible the creation of what seemed to be a
new international system. Historians will no doubt
continue to dispute why the cold war came to an
end—was it American pressure that caused the
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demise of Soviet power, or did the Soviet system con-
front insoluble problems of its own? Many will also
continue to ask why the so-called experts failed to
predict some of the most fundamental shifts in the
whole of the twentieth century. But there is no dis-
puting the simple fact that in the space of two to
three years all of our standard signposts were either
uprooted or turned round to point the other way.
Little wonder there was so much confusion and
disarray—as well as a good deal of optimism too—
about the collapse of the bipolar world we had lived
in for the better part of forty years.

In this chapter we shall try to make sense of history
after 1989 not by citing one event after another, but
rather by looking for the main trends. This should
not only allow us to think more conceptually about
what happened after the cold war, but to reflect about
the future as well—something which social scientists
and students of world politics have rarely managed
to do with any great degree of success. Let us begin
however with two words of warning.

The first is that while the world is now a very dif-
ferent place to what it was when there were two
superpowers espousing two sets of clearly opposed
ideologies, there are important ways in which the
world might be said not to have changed very much
at all. The international system may have altered
dramatically because of what took place in 1989 and
after; but that does not mean the world order that

Box 6.1 Getting it right: getting it
wrong

‘Who called the East Asian crisis? Or the collapse of the
Soviet Union? Yugoslavia's demise or Mexico’s crash?
Japan's swift transformation from global economic
powerhouse to financial wreck? No one. A theory’s
. value is proportional to its predictive power. As these
examples illustrate, the theories we bank to interpret
world affairs, or that heads of governments and cor-
porations use to guide their decisions, sometimes fall
flat. Indeed, the flood of events that have caught the
experts by surprise in recent years has heightened
awareness about the poverty of the theoretical appar-

atus at our disposal’.
(Moises Nawm, Editor, Foreign Policy (Spring 1998), 9).

has come into existence bears no resemblance at all
to what existed before (see Ch. 30). Indeed, a number
of historians (possibly the majority) would insist
that much less has changed than many commenta-
tors have suggested. America after all still remains
very powerful; Europe continues along the path of
integration; the North-South divide has not disap-
peared; and wars continue to blight the new inter-
national landscape. Even the international institu-
tions we rely on to manage our global affairs are very
much the same: NATO, the International Monetary
Fund, the World Bank, and the various European
bodies based in Brussels and Strasbourg, were estab-
lished long before the cold war came to an end, and
confinue to play a vital role.

"This leads us to file a second warning: that
although some of the world’s key problems might
appear to be the product of new times, several—the
Gulf War, state breakdown in Yugoslavia, nuclear
proliferation and the continuing disintegration of
Afghanistan—are very much connected to the end of
the cold war and the consequences thereof. Thus
when analysts suggest that we live in a post-cold
war era, they do not mean this just in terms of
chronological time but imply something else as well:
that many (though not all) of the unsolved
dilemmas facing humanity can themselves be traced
back to what transpired because of 1989. To this
extent, the world is still very much a prisoner of the
past, and we might suggest that it is the complex
interaction between the past and the present,
between the problematic legacy of history and new
emerging forces that are shaping our international
system. This is what makes the study of the post-cold
war years 5o interesting, so difficult to understand,
and even harder to predict.

Key points

» Most experts failed to anticipate the end of the
cold war.

» There is no agreed view about why the cold war
came to an end.

» The world after 1989 may be less different than
certain pundits assume.

+ Many of the world’s new problems can be traced
back to the end of the cold war.
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Competing visions of the post-cold war world

The complexity of the post-cold war period is per-
haps best understood if we take a look at the very
different, and entirely credible ways in which differ-
ent writers from different ideological and cultural
backgrounds have tried to understand—and in some
ways anticipate—the main features of the modern
era, As we shall see, the big picture theorists basically
fall into three distinct camps: liberal optimists who
see enormous potential in the new world in the mak-
ing and look forward to much better times ahead (see
Ch. 8); hard-nosed realists who feel that the world
is still as dangerous as it was before, if not more so
(see Ch. 7); and radicals who insist that the inter-
national order remains as unequal and as exploit-
ative as ever (see Ch. 10). Here we attempt to make
no qualitative judgement about the intrinsic worth
of these different vislons; only to summarize them.

Liberal optimists

If we are to treat liberalism as an explanatory theory
seriously, perhaps the best place to start is with one
of the most influential liberal theories of the post-
cold war world~—that advanced by a former US State
Department official, Francis Fukuyama. An expert on
the Third World with a penchant for philosophical
speculation, Fukayama shot to fame in the late
1980s. His basic thesis—advanced with a great sense
of timing in the middle of 1989—consisted of a
rather simple but highly important set of assertions.
These can be summarized thus: (@) that ‘history’
since the French Revolution had been driven by a
core dynamic conflict between the forces supporting
collectivism and those endorsing the ideals of ‘bour-
geols’ individualism; () that with the Russian Revp-
lution of 1917 the balance clearly tilted towards the
former; (c) by the late 1970s however the balance
began to tilt the other way as the various efforts at
economic planning in the Third World started to
show signs of fatigue; already before the fall of com-
munism therefore the socialist project was in
trouble; (d) this became manifest when Gorbachev
assumed office in the USSR in 1985 and began to
challenge traditional Soviet ways of thinking about

the world in general and the role of the market in
particular; and (e) it became clearer still when Gor-
bachev finally decided to abandon Eastern Europe
and the peoples of these countries opted for ‘bour-
geois’ democracy and market economics—thus
ending the division of Europe on terms entirely
favourable to the West. This, according to Fuku-
yama, represented a huge victory for the forces of
individualism, marking what he termed the ‘end’ of
one phase in ‘history’, and the beginning of another
where liberal economic values would prevail glob-
ally. Political life might now be less exciting than in
the past. There would, he agreed, be no great conilict
between powerful contending ideological currents
about ends. Politics would become about means. But
that was the way things were and would continue to
be for the foreseeable future—perhaps for ever. All
other options had been tried and failed. There was
now no alternative to liberal capitalism.

Fukuyama’'s optimistic assessments about the
inevitability of the market were paralleled by a series

of equally upbeat political statements about the

potential for peace in the post-cold war age. Ironic-
ally these assumed their sharpest political form soon
after Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990. President George
Bush then used the occasion to outline his own
particular vision and declared to both houses of
Congress that the threat posed by Saddam to the
Middle East opened up the very real possibility of
building a ‘new world order’ based on a combination
of US military power, collective action by all the
major powers, and an enhariced role for the United
Nations. Bush’s optimistic rthetoric (and following
Bush, Clinton’s) also drew inspiration from a num-
ber of academic theories about the world—theories
which became increasingly popular and influential
after 1989, Building upon the collapse of commun-
ism, but drawing intellectual sustenance from other,
longer-term trends, the conclusion they arrived at
was that the international system could look forward
to less dangerous times.

In its specifics, the liberal political thesis advanced
the following three hypotheses:

1. In a world where liberal democracy was rapidly
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Box 6.2 The triumph of liberalism?

‘The twentieth century saw the developed world des-
cend into a paroxysm of ideological violence, as liber-
alism contended first with the remnants of absolutism,
then bolshevism and fascism, and finally an updated
Marxism that threatened to lead to the ultimate
apocalypse of nuclear war, But the century that began
full of self-confidence in the ultimate triumph of West-
ern liberal democracy seems at its close to be returning
full circle to where it started: not to an “end of ideol-
ogy” or a convergenice béetween capitalism and
socialism, but to an unabashed victory of economic
and political liberalism’.

(Francis Fukuyama, ‘The End of History?’, National Interest,
Summer 1989)

becoming the norm, there was less likelihood of
war—not because democracies never went to war
(they had done so, after all, in 1914 and again in
1939), but rather because democracies did not go
to war with one another; and because the number
of democracies had grown exponentially since
the early 1970s—accelerating after 1989 and 1991
to include most of the countries of the old Soviet
bloc—it followed that peace was now far more
likely than war.

2. Those who accepted this thesis also tended to
have great faith in International institutions and
their pacifying role. The modern world, according
to a number of liberal theorists like John lken-
berry, was especially rich in multilateral
institutions—the United Nations, the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, the International
Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the Euro-
pean Union, being perhaps the most significant.
Naturally enough, these served the particular
interests of the various nation-states. But they
also performed the larger function of binding dif-
ferent states together and getting them to abide
by similar, non-conflictual norms, so contribut-
ing to the cause of peace.

3. Underpinning both of these arguments was a
final point concerning the operation of the mod-
ern international economy (see Ch. 13). Liberals

agreed there was still 2 good deal of economic
competition between the different countries.
Globalization to this extent had not done away
with the political space known as the nation-
state. On the other hand, as world trade grew, as
the financial ties between different geographical
zones deepened, and countries invested more
heavily tn each other’s economy (as indeed hap-
pened throughout the 1990s) then each state
would develop a powerful set of materal incen-
tives to get on with their neighbours (see Ch. 24).

e possibility of war remained, but in an increas-
ingly integrated world economic system, the like-
lihood of it actually occurring would diminish
rapidly. Globalization therefore was not merely
an economic imperative, but served an tmportant
security role as well.

Key points

e Francis Fukuyama’s concept of an ‘end of history’
refers not to the end of historical time, but to the
final victory of liberal values over their ideological
rivals.

Liberal optimism about the post-cold war era
seeks to locate that optimism within a larger,
empirically-verifiable theory about the modern
world.

This theory rests on three concrete arguments: one
about the pacific' character of democracies,
another about the integrative role played by muiti-
lateral institutions, and a third about the benign
security consequences of global capitalism.

-

Realist warnings

If liberals looked forward to a more peaceful and
prosperous world, other scholars and popular com-
mentators painted an altogether bleaker picture of
the international system in formation. Not for them
visions of security, stability, and economic order but
rather chaos, conflict, and disintegration. This pes-
simistic vision drew its inspiration from three
sources: a particular reading of the classics of Realism
like Thucydides, Machiavelli, and Hobbes; lessons

Box 6.3 Why Realism is right

‘There is much well worth criticizing In the classically
realist theory of the international relations and what
was once eponymously called statecraft; many of us
have bored first-year tutorials with our skilful skewer-
ing of the balance-of-power theory, the concept of
power, and—of course—the national interest. The
problem is that with our intellectual rigour, all too
often we correct the grammar but forget the plot.
Flawed though the principal texts of classical realism
may be, when compared with our contemporary
would-be master-mistress-works, they have an over-
riding virtue. To risk the vernacular; they got the big

things right enough.’
(Colin Gray, ‘Clausewitz rules OK?*, Review of international
Studies, December 1999, 162)

drawn from the cold war; and what it saw happening
after the cold war in collapsing countries like ex-
Yugoslavia and declining regions such as sub-Saharan
Africa. The conclusion that they then arrived at was
as simple, as it was stark: the world was not facing
such a rosy future.

Three influential realists have helped shape the
debate about the post-cold war period: let us briefly
sum up their views below.

John Mearsheimer goes ‘back to the future’

Mearsheimer is a professor of political sclence in the
University of Chicago. A military historian by train-
ing and a realist by theoretical inclination, Mearshe-
imer took issue with what he felt was the simple-
minded triumphalism that swept the United States
following the end of the cold war. In his view this
new found optimism was premised upon a major
misreading of history in general and the cold war in
particular. In his opinion the cold war—far from
making the world a more dangerous place—had
actually made it much safer after 1945, It thus fol-
lowed that the new international order would be less
stable rather than more as a result of what had hap-
pened in Eastern Europe after 1989, He spelt out the
reasons why in one of the most cited articles of the
post-cold war period. Published in the major Ameri-
can journal International Security in the summer of
1990, his ‘Back to the Future: Instability in Europe
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after the Cold War’ spawned a furious debate that
has not yet come to an end. '

Mearsheimer's pessimism was based, first, on his
analysis of the structure of the international system
during the cold war. His thesis was neither original
nor outstanding, but it was one with which other
realists readily concurred. Bipolarity, he argued, had
produced stability and order after the Second World
War: its collapse therefore could only generate new
problems—further nuclear proliferation being per-
haps the most dangerous (see Ch. 19). Mearsheimer
also felt that the division of Europe and Germany
after 1946 had contributed to a new continental
order; hence the unification of both was likely to
introduce uncertainty. Finally, he believed (along
with many others) that with the collapse of com-
munism in the East, old ethnic hatreds would once
again resurface and thrust the continent back into
the chaos and the bloodshed that had marked its
none-too-happy history between the two world
wars, As the Balkans descended into barbarity after
1990, Meirsheimer’s gloomy prognosis about Europe
(or at least one part of it) going ‘back to the future’
looked prescient indeed.

Samuel Huntington and ‘the clash

of civilizations’

Perhaps an even more influential scholar than
Meirshetmer, was the American political scientist
based at Harvard, Samuel Huntington. A serious fig-
ure in many debates over a number of years, Hunt-
ington was part leading academic and part policy
adviser to several US administrations—and had
accupied this influential space since the late 1950s.
Close to those in power and keen to use his influence
to shape the policy debate in the United States as it
unfolded after 1989, Huntington's warnings about
the future direction world politics might take were
read at the time as indicative of at least one strand of
tough-minded opinion in the US policy-making
elite, His views however (like those of Mearsheimer)
carried far beyond the US and helped shape the way
many analysts began to think about the character of
conflict in the post-communist era. Some in fact sus-
pected, or feared, that the Huntington thesis was not
merely a reflection of the world ‘out there’, but
instead an attempt by the US to find, even invent, a
new and useful enemy that would give it a role and
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provide justification for its continued hegemony in
a post-Soviet world.

At the heart of Huntington’s argument was a
powerful refutation of the liberal argument that the
world now faced more tranquil times. Not so,
opined Huntington: the cold war clash of secular
economic ideologies might have come to a conclu-
sion, but this did not mean the end of conflict as
such. This, he insisted, would simply assume a new
form—and this form he argued would be ‘civiliza-
tional’ in character. This would be the latest phase
in what he termed the evolution in conflict in
the modern world. However, instead of this
occurring within a pre-existing set of Western
norms—even communism he accepted was a secular
political ideology that had arisen under Western
conditions—it would be between the ‘West’ and
those other countries and regions in the world that
did not adhere to such values as respect for the indi-
vidual, human rights, democracy, and secularism.
Identity and culture thus lay at the heart of the new
antagonisms according to Huntington; and it was
this that would be the new fault line in the post-cold
war world, pitting those nations in Western Europe
and the US that embodied one form of ‘civilization’
against those in the Middle East, China, and Asia
(even post-communist Russia) where the value
systems were profoundly different (see Ch. 28), Nor
was there much the West could do to avoid this
clash. The differences between civilizations - after
all were real and they were important. They were
not an invention of the West, or even of Samuel
Huntington for that matter. Huntington indeed
made it clear that he did not actually advocate such a
conflict. He simply felt that these profound opposi-
tions existed—witness, he said, the ongoing struggle
between militant Islam and the liberal democracies,
and the very real tensions that existed between the
more traditional value system in the countries of
Asia and those in the more developed West. These
were proof enough of difference, and until the West
recognized this reality, it would be unable to deal
with it wisely.

Robert Kaplan and ‘the coming anarchy’

If Mearsheimer’s argument drew inspiration from
his study of the cold war in Europe, and Hunting-
ton’s from his analysis of the changing character of

conflict through historical time, Robert D. Kaplan’s
derived succour from his observations about those
parts of the world experiencing collapse and dis-
integration. His argument formed the third central
challenge to liberal optimism in the 1990s. ‘The
Coming Anarchy’ was first published in the
influential magazine, Atlantic Monthly in 1994,
Building upon the work of other writers, Kaplan's
vision of the future was perhaps the least sustained
empirically but without question the most fright-
ening of our three gloomy readings of the post-
cold war era—unsurprisingly so given his core
working assumption that economic and human
collapse in parts of Africa were as relevant to
understanding the future character of world polit-
ics, as the Balkans were a hundred years ago, prior
to the two Balkan wars and the outbreak of World
War1in 1914.

The picture drawn of the new world by Kaplan
was bleak—even desperate. In his world, the real
world he felt, old structures and traditional certain-
ties were rapidly dissolving producing chaos and
misery, notably (but not only) in countries like
Sierra Leone and Zaire in West Africa where life for
ordinary people had become virtually intolerable.
Meanwhile, in other parts of the world, old-
fashioned conflicts between ideologies such as
communism and capitalisim were giving way to less
easily regulated—and possibly more fundamental—
clashes over resources such as water, cropland for-

ests, and even fish. Scarcer resources in turn were-

placing an even greater strain on several of the
poorer countries in the world, countries whose
populations were increasing at an alarming rate,
and where few mechanisms existed for settling dis-
putes peacefully. Of course, not all of the countries
of the world were experiencing such horrors, as Kap-
lan readily admitted. In fact, according to Kaplan,
the world was rapidly dividing after the cold war
into those areas and regions whose inhabitants in
the main were ‘healthy, well fed and pampered by
technology’ and those whose people were con-
demned to a Hobbesian life where conditions were
‘nasty, brutish and short’. However, the have-nots
would not stay put and would soon come hammer-
ing on the doors of the more prosperous zones
fuelling even more tensions in a world without
meaning or welfare for the vast majority.

Key points

« Realists are not realists because they are ‘realistic’,
but rather because they have what they believeisa
more coherent analysis about the way states have
always operated—and operate now.

« Mearsheimer’s argument about going ‘back to the
future’ is built upon the basic realist argument that
the cold war system of bipolarity led to a ‘long
peace’ that might now be undermined by its
dissolution.

« Huntington's thesis about the ‘clash of civiliza-
tions’ takes as its starting-point the inevitability of
conflict as a historically proven fact, and goes on to
argue that the next key conflicts in the world will
not be economic or ideological but cultural.

» Kaplan’s ‘coming anarchy’ builds on the experi-
ence of what he terms the ‘dying regions’ of the
world—like parts of Africa—and asserts that the
West ignores what is happening in these areas at
its risk.

Radical alternatives

- Though radical politics lost much of its edge follow-

ing the collapse of communism—indeed one of the
key trends of the post-cold war period has been the
virtual disappearance of serious left-wing parties
advocating antl-capitalist solutions —radical theory
continued to flourish, though on the margins of
mainstream international relations rather than at its
heart (see Ch. 10). Much of this theory has been writ-
ten under the broad umbrella of that subsection of
the discipline known as international political econ-
omy, though quite a lot gradually seeped into the
subject from other areas like environmental politics,
feminist theory, and development studies. Some,of
the most influential, however, derived from the work
of important individuals who grew up intellectually
outside academic international relations. We discuss
two of the most significant of these below.

Noam Chomsky and the power of criticism

One such lone voice has been the brilliant American
linguistic theorist Noam Chomsky of the Mas-
sachussetts Institute of Technology. Marginalized in
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his own country—he once referred to himself as a
dissident in the land of the deaf and the blind—
Chomsky has been a radical voice in what he regards
as an American academic wilderness peopled by
those either too spineless or too dependent to attack
the status quo. Yet from his position on the edges of
the mainstream, Chomsky has managed to influence
and inspire many younger scholars. A best-selling
writer who refuses to keep quiet, Chomsky has
painted an impressionistic but powerful picture of
the modern world. Chomsky’s analysis might be
summed up thus:

1. The basic character of the intemational system
post-1989 may have altered in outward appear-
ance, but in essence it has changed very little: it
still remains divided between the rich powerful
states and the highly dependent ones in the Third
World.

2. Far from representing a force for good in the
world the United States is an imperial and
expansionary power, whose principle aim in the
pést-cold war period has been to make the world
safe for the multinationals.

3. The purpose of modern elite democracy and US
democracy promotion, is not to empower ordin-
ary people around the world, but to reduce polit-
ical choice. Indeed, if anything, the US is actually
afraid of real democracy and would soon under-
mine it if it did not advance its own material and
strategic interests.

4. Thereachofthe American state globallyis matched
by its ability to ‘manufacture consent’ at home,
thus ensuring that few people seriously question
what is being done abroad in their name.

. 'We should beware the new humanitarian inter-
ventionism sometimes practised by the West after
1989: it is only old-style imperialism wearing new
ideological clothes.

w

Robert Cox and the political economy

of hegemony

A very different sort of radical theorist is Robert Cox,
a Canadian who worked for twenty-five years at the
International Labour Office, before moving to
Columbia University in New York, and then York
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Box 6.4 Noam Chomsky takes at a
sceptical look at ‘humanitarian
intervention’ after the cold war

‘From a contrasting perspective, the “new inter-
veritionism” is replaying an old record. Itis an updated
vatiant of traditional practices that were impeded in a
bipolar world system that allowed some space for
nonaligriment—a concept that effectively vanishes
when one of the two poles disappears. The Soviet
Unién and to some extent China, set limits on the
actions of the Western powers in their traditional
domains, not only by virtue of the military deterrent,
but also because of their occasional willingness,
however opportunistic, to lend support to targets of
Western subversion and aggression. With the Soviet
deterrent in decline, the cold war victors are more free
to exercise their will under the cloak of good inten-
tions but in pursuit of interests that have a very familiar
fing outside the realm of enlightenment.’

(Noam Chomsky, The New Military Humanism (Monroe, Me:
Common Courage Press, 1999), 11)

University in Canada. Like Chomsky, Cox's work
developed apart from the mainstream and from
what he later termed ‘the dominant currents of
thought in international relations’. However, unlike
Chomsky, Cox did manage to build up quite a large
following in international relations from the early
1980s onwards (see Ch. 10). Influenced by several
different writers himself—Vico, Sorel, Weber,
Polanyi, Braudel, Antonio Gramsci, and E. H, Carr
being perhaps the most significant—Cox went on to
shape the outlook of other influenttal writers like
Stephen Gill, Kees van der Pijl, and Craig Murphy.

Though much of Cox's most important work
appeared before the end of the cold war, he still has
much to say about the nature of world order after the
collapse of what he once termed 'real socialism’. In
schematic terms it could be summarized in the
following way:

1. The ‘new’ world order must be understood histor-
jcally or it cannot be understood at all, and that
the essential transformation in world politics
occurred not in 1989 or even 1991 but following
the crisis of the mid-1970s. At this point there was

a decisive shift from Keynesian growth policies to
financially determined neo-liberalism. Ever since,
the international system as a whole has been
operating under the strict discipline of a neo-
liberal economic agenda—set not by any one
country, but by a transnational elite.

2. The ideologies and structures built up in the

post-war period basically remain the same. The
concept of the national security state, intelli-
gence and surveillance systems, and co-option of
subordinate states under the umbrella of larger

.'Bnes-—none of these things altered in any fun-
damental -‘way as a result of the end of the cold
war.

3. The so-called ‘new world otder’ is far from stable:

the unplanned dynamics of capital accumulation,
global financial deregulation, the increasing
number of economic losers and the end of the
cold war itself, makes the International system
anything but secure: and while working class
revolution in the traditional Marxist sense is most
unlikely, the possibility of new emancipatory
challenges to globalization remains on the
political agenda (see Ch. 10).

Key points

o Some of the more significant radical writers on
world politics developed their ideas outside of—
and in opposition to—mainstream international
relations.

« Noam Chomsky is a famous best-selling author in
the United States whose critique of what he terms
the ‘American empire’ takes as its point of intel-
lectual departure the notion that in the new world
order very little has changed: the powerful and the

- powerful states still remain hegemonic.

e Robert Cox has a more established reputation in
the field of international political economy, but
like Chomsky belleves that' the structures of
power established in the post-war period remain
in place.
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Global trends in the post-cold war era

This brief summary of the ways in which different
authors have attempted to make sense of the post-
cold war world should not only be useful in its own
right, but also alert us to an issue that any serious
historian is bound to confront when seeking to make
sense about the world after communism: that to
understand this world we not only need to know the
bare facts but we have to make sense of these facts—
and.one very important way of doing this is by
thinking in large-scale ways. These different visions
tell us something else as well: that there may be no
single overarching theory adequate to explain the
way the world now operates. To this extent we might
think of our various grand pictures not in terms of
their correctness, but rather as more, or less, useful
instruments that help us explain the very different,
quite contradictory, facets of the modemn period. The
issue then is not whether liberals, realists, or radicals
have a firmer grasp of a given single reality, but what
part of that reality they better explain. Nobody after
all has a monopoly on that thing we call ‘truth’. And
no serious engagerment with the post-cold war period
should assume that the ‘truth’ is easy to grasp. It is
not. Indeed, it is significant that when other writers
on the post-cold war period have attempted to ‘think
big’ about the subject, they too have employed work-
ing categories that try to capture the sheer complex-
ity (duality even) of our era. Thus Max Singer and
Aaron Wildavsky (1993) writing about what they
term the ‘real world erder’ after 1989 conclude that
there is not a single ‘zone’ but two: in one (mainly
the advanced capitalist countries) there is peace and

relative prosperity, and in the other (primarily in the

old Third World and the former Soviet bloc) there is

turmoil. The American historian, John Gaddis, has

devised a similar typology and refers to the world as

being the product of two competing forces--one

integrative and the other disintegrative. Harvey Staar

has adopted a very similar approach and signifi-

cantly entitles one of his more recent studies
Anarchy, Order and Integration (Staar 1999), in this

way indicating that the international system is not
only a highly complex place, but that even those fac-

tors which make for stability and prosperity in one

part of it, may lead to quite different consequence.
in another.

It is within this larger framework that we shall now
attempt to situate the dominant developments in the
post-cold war world. No doubt there are others, anc
without doubt there may be some not mentioned
below that might take on greater significance in the
future. But as historians we have to sift through the
evidence and attempt to distinguish between what it
important and what we deem to be less important.
This thematic approach may not satisfy all tastes.
Some might prefer a more straightforward chrono-
logical approach. But the facts, as E. H. Carr once
pointed out, do not speak for themselves. We have to
try and make some sense of them, and one import-
ant way of doing so is to look for the main trends. To
‘lump’ history together, as John Gaddis noted, is
just as important and useful than always trying to
‘split’ it.

The triumph of capitalism

A standard history of the post-cold war era could
easily begin, and more often than not does, with a
war—the Gulf War—followed by another conflict,
the one that led to the break-up of Yugoslavia and
the death of hundreds of thousands of people; it
would then continue with the genocide in Rwanda,
go on to mention the fall of the Russian President
Boris Yeltsin, take note of the NATO war to ‘liberate’
Kosovo, and probably conclude with the historic
meeting between the two Korean leaders in 2000.
These, after all, were headline events that captured
the public imagination, and will no doubt be written
about at great length by future historians of the
period. There is nothing wrong with such an
approach—except it misses what will almost cer-
tainly turn out to be the single most important trend
of the post-communist era: the triumph of capital-
ism as a world system, one that transformed the lives
of most of humanity for better or worse, swept
away all barriers to the operation of the market
around the world (often with devastating social
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Box 6.5 William Greider describes the
‘manic logic of one world capitalism’

‘The logic of commerce and capital has overpowered
the inertia of politics and launched an epoch of great
social transforrnations. Settled facts of material life are
being revised for rich and poor nations alike. Social
understandings that were formed by the hard political
struggles of the twentieth century are put in doubt.
Old verities about the rank ordering of nations are
revised and a new map of the world is gradually being
drawn. These great changes sweep over the affairs of
mere governments and destabilize the established pol-
itical orders in both advanced and primitive societies.
Everything seems new, and strange. Nothing seems
certain.’

(William Grelder, One World Ready or Not (Harmondsworth;
Penguin, 1998}, 11)

consequences), and transformed the character of
international politics.
Indeed, if we think of the cold war as an ongoing
competition between different economic systems,
where in one private property dominated and in the
other the means of production were nationalized,
then we can better understand the real significance
of what really happened in 1989. For what tran-
spired, in essence, was not simply the withdrawal
of Soviet power from Eastern Europe or even the
subsequent collapse of the Warsaw Pact and the
reunification of Germany—all important changes
in themselves—but rather the end of a competition
between alternative economic systems and the vic-
tory of one of them over the other. Moreover, what
occurred in Poland, Czechoslvakia, and Hungary and
the like had an enormous demonstration effect on
the rest of the world, signalling to those who might
have thought otherwise that there was now no alter-
native to the market. Then, when in 1991, the USSR
finally disintegrated and withdrew its support from
its diminishing number of allies around the world
(Cuba and Vietnam in particular) it put increased
pressure on these regimes to change as well. Little
wonder the West felt it had won the cold war.
The move from a bifurcated, two-world order in
which the market only operated in some countries,

to one in which it was operating in all (or nearly all)
had immense and long-lasting consequences. '
Perhaps the most important was to give enormous
new powers to those financial bodies, notably the
International Monetary Fund and the World Bank
who were now delegated the critically important
tasks of helping transform the previously planned
economic systems and turning them into function-
ing market economies. The programme of (often
painful) change they advocated was basically the
same everywhere: privatization of the means of pro-
duction, deregulation of all economic activity,
encouragement of competition, balanced budgets,
strict financial adherence to goals set by those who
adhered to the orthodox neo-liberal economic
agenda being set in Washington, and integration
into the wider world capitalist economy (see Ch. 13).
Though the formula was not specifically American,
by the early 1990s it had become known, quite sim-
ply, as ‘Washington Consensus’, to be blamed by
some for having produced unnecessary hardship in
the less developed countries and disaster in post-
communist Russia, and by others for having trans-
formed once ‘basket case’ countries into shining
examples of economic efficiency.
If one result of the global triumph of the market
was to increase the power of those institutions
assigned the job of managing capitalism as an inter-
national system, another was to change the ways in
which countries tended to determine their foreign
policy goals. It would be an exaggeration to say that
during the cold war foreign policy was basically
about military security, and that in the new era it
was primarily concerned with economics, but there
is something to the argument. In fact, what we see
throughout the advanced capitalist countries during
the 1990s is an interesting trend, whereby on the
one hand governments begin to reduce the vast
amounts being spent on the military, and on the
other start thinking far more seriously about how to
make their economiés lean and efficlent in an
increasingly tough environment. At the same time,
government departments whose primary purpose
was to help national companies win markets abroad
tended to move up the bureaucratic ladder, while
those viewed as having a less important economic
function tended to move down. Even intelligence
agencies found themselves under increasing pressure

after the cold war to define a new role for themselves,
and whilst they continued to carry out their ‘normal’
assignments of specifying traditional threats to
pational security, some of them did start to take on
new missions, one of which was to help their
countries compete more effectively.

Inevitably, in this age of geo-economics, the char-
acter of politics—domestic and international —
changed out of all recognition. During the cold war,
after all, politics in the West had largely been defined
by the larger strategic relationship with the ‘other’,
the Soviet Union, Now, with the end of the cold war,
and the subsequent collapse of the USSR, the focus
shifted towards the globa} world economy and how
countries might survive and prosper within it.
Inevitably, this had a huge impact on the way people
lived, thought, and entertained themselves—on
what we might generically call ‘culture’. Even the
heroes of popular literature changed in the process.
Thus whereas in the days of the superpower stand-
off the most respected individual was the brave war-
rior or the wily spy—witness here the cult of the sol-
dier and the popularity of the Bond movies—now
the new men (and women) of distinction were the
entrepreneurs and the new get-rich whizz-kids of the
computer world. The way people worked changed
too as they adjusted to the new environment. Cer-
tainly, they had to work much harder and realized
they had to, for if their company failed to compete
globally, then what followed was as inevitable as it
was bound to be painful. Nothing was sacrosanct in
the new international economy where globalization
did not just seem to describe the way world operated,
but in a very important sense was deployed by
governments as well to spur on people and firms to
ever greater efforts.

Capitalism in its new post-communist manifest-
ation thus assumed an increasingly intensive form,
where little thought appeared to be given to human
welfare and social cohesion, and everything seemed
to revolve around profit and the balance sheet. Nat-
urally enough, the system did have its radical critics
who could justifiably point to the growth of inequal-
ity and insecurity in the advanced capitalist coun-
tries, and hunger and crippling debt in the less
developed parts of the world (see Ch. 26). The system
was also prone to great fluctuation and many feared
that at some point it was bound to meet its nemaesis,
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as some thought it had done during the great finan-
cial crisis of 1997 and 1998. Even some of those who
were the beneficiaries of the new economic order,
like the financier George Soros, were concerned
about the consequences of this new ‘unfettered cap-
italism’ and urged governments to intervene more
often and more effectively to protect society from its
ravages. Others went further still and in the so-called
‘Battle of Seattle’ in 1999 took their protest against
the logic of globalization to the streets.

The critics, however, faced two fairly obvious prob-
lems. The first, and most obvious, was that they
could propose nothing more by way of an alterna-
tive, other than a more humane and possibly more
regulated form of the same. The second, and more
serious problem, was that whatever its flaws and
weaknesses, the new capitalism did at least produce
the goods: in fact, it overproduced them. It also
created enormous prosperity (even if wealth was
concentrated in a few hands), generated fantastic
technological changes that were transforming and in
ways improving the lives of ordinary people, and in
its new globalized form was rapidly undermining
some of the more traditional reasons why nations
used to go to war To this extent the liberals were
right. The new ‘turbo-charged capitalism’ may well
have been ruthless, as the American journalist wil-
liam Greider pointed out in his popular One World
Ready or Not. It was undoubtedly uncontrollable.
However, it did have its progressive side. It also
remained extraordinarily innovative, and as long as
it continued to be so, would remain—-as one cymnic
rather nicely put it—the ‘only game in town’. As
Susan Strange observed in her normally pithy way,
perhaps in the end the system would go on, not
because it worked perfectly, or even well, but because
of the difficulty of finding, and building, something
very much different or better.

Key points

¢ The existence of communism limited the geo-
graphic range of capitalism; its rollback has there-
fore led to a rapid spread of market principles
around the whole world.

e The short-hand term used to define global
economic policy during the 1990s was the
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‘Washington consensus’, describing a strict set of
economic criteria that all countries had to adhere
to, whatever the welfare consequences.

¢ There has been a detectable trend in the advanced
capitalist countries towards a more economically-
driven foreign policy.

¢ The critics of capitalism make a powerful case,
but thus far have been unable to provide a serious
economic alternative to the market.

The United States—the new
hegemony

If a triumphant capitalism was one result of the end
of the cold war, another was a resurgence of
American self-confidence—so much so that by the
beginning of the new millennium pundits were
confidently predicting that the new century would
be even more ‘American’ than the old one. This was
a development that few had foretold, and hardly
anybody had anticipated in the late 1980s, when all
the talk then had been about US decline and the
inability of the United States to compete effectively
in the world economy. Indeed, one of the best-
selling books of the late Reagan years (written by the
English historian, Paul Kennedy) predicted a fairly
bleak future and warned US leaders that the nation
faced what all other empires had confronted before
(Kennedy 1998): an erosion in its global position
that would over time turn the United States from a
superpower into what Richard Rosecrance of the
University of California had earlier called an ‘ordin-
ary country’. And though the US still had many
assets, probably more than any of its nearest rivals,
ultimately it could not avoid its fate.

Of course, talk of America’s imminent demise
turned out to be most premature (some indeed won-
dered whether it had ever been true). There were
many reasons why, but the first and most immediate
was the Gulf War and the overwhelming defeat of
Saddam Hussein by a hugely impressive display of
American military firepower. To many, at least, it
now looked as if America was right back on top.
George Bush was certainly keen to point out to those
willing to listen that US victory in the Gulf had not
only kicked the so-called ‘Vietnam Syndrome’, but

Box 6.6 Whatever happened to
American decline?

‘At the inception of the twenty-first century, books on
“the American century” proliferate monthly if not
daity. We now have The American Century Dictionary,
The American Century Thesaurus, and even The Ameri-
can Century Cookbook; perhaps the American baseball
cap or cologne is not far behind . . . If this intoxicating
optimism is commonplace today, it would have
seemed demented just a few short years ago: back

 fhen scholars and popular pundits who are supposed

" to know the occult science of international affairs were
full of dread about American decline and japanese and
German advance. The Arerican century looked like an
accountably short one.’

{Bruce Cumings, ‘Still the American Century’, Review of
International Studies, 25 (December 1999), 271)

was the best answer possible to those who only a
couple of years previously had been predicting an
erosion of American influence. When this major
event was followed only a few months later by the
disintegration of the USSR, it looked as if the US was
quite literally ‘riding high' on top of the world. Ata
stroke almost, the United States now found itselfina
position of unrivalled dominance in a unipolar
world where its reach seemed unlimited and its
freedom of manoeuvre unprecedented.

Yet the worries persisted. The economy under
Bush grew only slowly while the financial deficit
(that is the difference between what the US spent
and what it raised in taxes) showed no signs of
diminishing. These concerns did not persist for long
however, and while Bush's successor, Bill Clinton,
appeared to have no great interest in forefgn policy,
he was especially keen to get the economy right.
Under his brash political leadership, US fortunes
began to soar. The facts, for once, seemed to speak for
themselves. Between 1992 and 2000 the US experi-
enced the longest boom of the post-war period, dur-
ing which the value of US stocks doubled and then
doubled again, unemployment dropped dramatic-
ally as tens of millions of new jobs were created, and
the American deficit finally disappeared. By the end
of the decade there were few speaking as they had

been only ten years earlier of US economic frailty or
an American inability to compete effectively.

But it was not economics alone that made
Americans increasingly self-confident as the decade
wore on. American soft power in the shape of popu-
lar culture, styles of dress, even American fast food
appeared to have an irresistible appeal to many
ordinary people around the globe. Moreover, this
particular form of influence was underwritten by a
determined and quite conscious American effort to
retain its primacy. The rest of the world in turn con-
tinued to look to America for political and military
leadership—something that became all too apparent
during the long-drawn-out camage in Bosnia where
it was decisive American intervention (after Euro-
pean and UN dithering) that finally brought that
particular phase of the conflict in former Yugoslavia
to an end (see Ch. 22). It was not insignificant, and
did not go unnoticed, that the Treaty which finally
brought the war in Bosnia to a conclusion in
November 1995 was not signed in Paris, London or
Brussels, but in the small American town of Dayton,
Ohio.

These events alone would not have made the dif-
ference they did, however, unless there existed cer-
tain. fundamentals (what international relations
theorists term ‘structural power’) that made the US
the key, indispensable factor in world politics, A
combination of military prowess and relatively high
levels of military expenditure certainly constituted
one of these props. One calculation was that by the
end of the 1990s the US was spending as much on
national security as the rest of the world put
together. Another key asset was its intelligence-
gathering capabilities, critical—indeed essential—
during any war. Then there was the almighty dollar,

* the only national currency that was recognized by all

countries. Finally, the US, and the US alone, had cru-
clal global reach that extended across the Pacific and
the Atlantic, into Central and Latin America, and
deep into the heart of the Middle East and South Asia.
In each of these vital regions, the United States con-
tinued to act as referee and player, often compelling
others to seek agreement. Thus there would have

- been no peace process between Israel and the Pales-

tinians, (fragile though it was), without the United

. States, It was American mediation between Pakistan
- and India that defused tension between these two
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nuclear powers on at least two critical occasions. And
it is inconceivable that without an American pres-
ence in South Korea, the leaders of both North and
South could have entered into negotiation in 2000
after nearly fifty years of bitter cold war.

Inevitably, with this awesome power at its dis-
posal, there was some concern that the United States
would not use its formidable assets wisely or well.
Some even feared a new assertive and aggressive
phase in American foreign policy, a worry expressed
with some feeling at the time of the Gulf War. The
larger criticism though was not that the US would be
tempted to act in an imperial fashion, but rather that
it would act unilaterally; and it did so on numerous
occaslons, often bypassing the United Nations when
it did not do its bidding while refusing to-join the
international bodies like the World Court if they
limited its range of choice. Of equal concern was the
US refusal sometimes to act at all. Its initial decision
not to get drawn into the Bosnian imbroglio, and its
subsequent refusal to do anything in Rwanda as the
killings intensified, were at least two examples of
America, ‘the reluctant superpower’, unwilling to
deploy its forces in countries where US public
opinion would not support such action. This did
not make the United States isolationist. Indeed,
throughout the 1990s it “intervened’ in all sorts of
ways, from getting involved in the Northern Ireland
peace process to bringing about the enlargement of
NATO after 1994. Nor was it a disinterested player.
With its stake in the global economy and several
security guarantees to many countries in the world,
it could not afford to be. However, in the new
era, it would make a very clear distinction indeed
between those areas where it had a vital interest,
and those where it did not. This, if nothing else,
distinguished its foreign policy in the post-cold war
era to its grand strategy before 1991, when it was
virtually impossible to draw such neat conceptual
distinctions between countries it would defend
against communism and those it would not.

Key points
* In the late 1980s there were many writers like Paul

Kennedy who argued that the United States was in
decline.
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e This once fashionable view is no longer accepted
by the majority of commentators. A combina-
tion of factors including the collapse of the
USSR, the long economic boom in America itself,
and what international relations writers define as
‘structural power’, still makes the United States
dominant,

The major problem facing US foreign policy after
the cold war is not isolationism but unilateralism
and often indifference to those areas of the world
where it perceives it has no vital interest.

Russia—reform or decline?

While the United States prospered in a world increas-
ingly organized along economic lines consonant
with American interests and values, post-communist
Russia turched from one near-fatal crisis to another
throughout the 1990s. This was not how things were
meant to be immediately after the break-up of the
USSR and the election of the then popular Boris
Yeltsin. According to the prevalent Western line of
the time, Russia, with a good deal of political support
from its new-found allies in the Clinton White
House, and even more direct financial assistance
from the IMF, would emerge at some time in the
future as a stable democratic entity with a function-
ing capitalist economy. The transition from authori-
tarian communism and planning would not be pain-
less. Nor would it be without its ups and downs. But
at the end of the day, Russia would become what the
reformers liked to refer to as a ‘normal country’.
That at least was the theory. The actual cutcome
was rather different and in the years following
Yeltsin’s election, Russian industrial production
dropped by nearly 40 per cent, over 80 per cent of

Russians experienced a reduction in their living.

standards, health care disintegrated, life expectancy
fell along with the birth rate, and morale overall col-
lapsed. A significant number of Russians clearly did
not care for the new order (if that is what it can be
called) and registered their protest either by repeat-
edly expressing nostalgia for the good old days under
Soviet rule, or by supporting the newly formed Rus-
sian Communist Party led by Gennadi Zyuganov.
Significantly, the only people who seemed to benefit

from what some critics came to refer to as Russian
‘criminal capitalism’ were the new super-rich, the
overwhelming majority of whom were simply mem-
bers of the old Soviet elite who had used their pos-
ition of privilege under the previous order to enrich
themselves under the new one. Nor, in the end, did
the political process even lead to the election of a
truly democratic President. In December 1999, Boris
Yeltsin finally resigned from office: three months
later the Russian people elected a former KGB
officer—Vladimir Putin—a man with little interest in
human rights (see Ch. 28) even less in democratic
norms, and who came to power after having waged a
brutal war of ethnic destruction in the republic of
Chechnya.

How do we explain this crisis, and what are its
implications for the rest of the world? Let us deal
with each question in turn.

At least two reasons have been suggested by ana-
lysts to explain the failure of Russia to make the tran-
sition. One, interestingly enough, concerns the sort
of advice provided by the West itself. Russia, accord-
ing to this thesis, had the misfortune to enter the
world order in 1991 at a time when market triumph-
alism was in the ascendant. Irresponsible policies,
which had little to do with Russian conditions and
everything with what some felt was neo-liberal
hubris, were fotsted on the country. Predictably, the
results of this irresponsible intervention were ruin-
ous. This version of events, inevitably, has been chal-
lenged by both the IMF and Russian reformers
themselves. The real failure, they argue, was not the
medicine but the failure to apply it properly. Thus
what had worked in countries like Poland and the
Czech republic—so-called shock therapy—was not
implemented in Russia. Russia thus drifted and suf-
fered the consequences of having abandoned plan-
ning without then going for the market, As an IMF
official is reported to have remarked, ‘Russia had its
chance and it blew it’.

Whichever of the different explanations we
favour, the fact remains that the situation in Russia
post-USSR was always going to be extremely chal-
lenging. With over . seventy years experience of
communism, an imperial past, a vast military-
industrial complex now with little purpose, and no
democratic tradition worth speaking of, Russia was,
in many ways, an improbable candidate for liberal

democratic capitalism. Indeed, at a very early stage,
it was evident to observers abroad that events within
the country were not unfolding as planned. In
December 1993, for instance, the US woke up to dis-
cover that nearly one quarter of all Russians had
voted for the extreme nationalist, Vladimir Zhi-
ronovsky, someone who advocated the reconstruc-
tion of the former USSR (by force if needs be) and the
reacquisition of Alaska! Five years later, policy-
makers then had to come to terms with a more
material crisis when the Russian financial system
collapsed, in the process wiping out the savings of
many aspiring middle-class Russians. And less than
two years on, it had to accept the decision of the
Russian people when they elected a leader who had
only a few years earlier been warning that America
had a sinister plan of reducing Russia to the level of a
Third World dependency. :
Given these many problems the West had to be
prepared to take the long view. The United States
especially stressed that one simply had to keep faith
with Russia, even if Russia at times did things of
which it disapproved. Better a constructive relation-
ship with an errant ally, it was reasoned, than
a return to the days of the cold war. Even Putin’s
election did not provoke much of a response. US Sec-
retary of State, Madelaine Albright, was unambigu-
ously clear: Putin, she insisted, would be judged by
his actions in the here and now, not by his associ-
ations and words of the past. British Prime Minister

Box 6.7 Russia’s ruin

‘Only a few years ago, American policy-makers were
confidently predicting that a regimen of privatization
and market reform would in due course transform
Russia into a stable and prosperous democracy ...,
Today all that has passed away. Far from fulfilling their
promise of a better life, the US-sponsored reforms of
the 1990s have left many, if not most Russians worse
off. For this state of affairs many Russians today blame
the Western ald and advice they had received. Some
indeed believe that the United States set out delib-
erately to destroy' their economy.’

(lanine R. Wedel, ‘Tainted Transactions’, The National interest,
59 (Spring 2000), 23)
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Blair adopted exactly the same outlook. Putin, he
agreed, was not perfect but he had at least been
elected. Moreover, he promised to bring order to
Russia and to pursue a pro-Western foreign policy—
reasons enough to give him a chance.

Realismn rather than idealism thus shaped the
Western response to Russia, one born firstly out of a
need to manage Russia‘s still huge nuclear arsenal,
second by Russia’s geographical position at the heart
of the Eurasian subcontinent; and finally by its per-
manent membership of the UN Security Council
where it had the power to veto, or support, any
American initiative. There was, in addition, a more
basic material consideration. Russia may have been
in crisis with little chance of becoming an advanced
market economy in the near future; however, it still
possessed important natural assets such as oil and
gold. After neatly ten years of trying to get to the
market (with Western support) it also owed the West
several billion dollars. Lastly, there was always the
very real danger that things could get worse. Hope-
fully, the consequences of this could be contained.
However, in an age of porous borders this was most
unlikely. Faced with such a daunting prospect (the-
oretical though it may have seemed to some) the
West was thus more than happy to turn a blind eye
to Russian actions in Chechnya, and prepared to do
business with Putin. Even under conditions of glob-
alization, there were still some very big states facing
some very real problems—and if these threatened to
disturb the peace or upset world order, then the
West's attitude towards them was just as likely to be
guided by a desire for stability as by democratic
niceties. In the meantime the more cynical could at
least console themselves with the thought that even
if reform had not managed to improve life for ordin-
ary Russians, it had, if nothing else, made Russia
much weaker. As one observer remarked, better a col-
lapsing Russia than a unified, capable Soviet Union.

Key points

« The attempt to build a popular functioning market
economy in Russia thus far has been unsuccessful.
o However, there is too much at stake for the West to
now abandon Russia—in spite of human rights
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abuses in Chechnya and the election of Vladimir
Putin, a former KGB officer, to the office of
President.

s Even if economic reform has been unable to
restore Russia, because Russia is now so weak it
does not represent a serious problem
internationally.

China—Asian tiger: regional threat

When analysts talk of an end to the cold war taking
place in 1989, they are normally referring to the
course of events in Eastern and Central Europe. But
in the same year in which communist authority
collapsed on the European continent, it was being
reaffirmed in China. The two processes were intim-
ately connected. Indeed, there is every likelihood
that if Gorbachev had decided to crack down in
Poland or East Germany, the Chinese Communist
Party might have been persuaded to act with less
severity itself. But seeing the destruction of state
authority in the other socialist countries convinced
leaders in Beijing that unless it took swift action,
they too might go the same way. Out of such brutal
calculations was born the massacre of Tiananmen
Square in June 1989—a decisive, effective, and
bloody action that sent a clear and simple message to
those who cared to listen that in spite (and perhaps
even because) of economic reform, there would be
no tinkering with the fundamentals of the Chinese
political system.

The modern history of China begins therefore
when a number of Western pundits like Fukuyama
were talking rather too easily about it coming to an
end. China thereafter remained what the American
foreign policy guru, Zbigniew Brzezinski, rather
aptly termed ‘unfinished business’, a hybrid system
with strong residues of communist ideology articu-
lated by a powerful party bureaucracy, an inefficient
but still important state sector combined with, and
coexisting uneasily alongside, dynamic capitalist
entrepreneurship driven by foreign investment—
much of it overseas Chinese and most of it located
in the special economic zones in the coastal
provinces of the East and South-East. Many experts
took the view that this combination of opposites—
communism and commercialism—was basically

not viable over the longer term. Others felt that the
two could not only exist side by side, but that the
success of one actually presupposed the other, and
that China's great strides forward economically
would have been inconceivable without a powerful
state holding the ring. Either way, this peculiar form
of ‘market Stalinism’ or what some have termed
‘Leninism with capitalist characteristics’, did not
easily fit into simple pre-existing socio-economic
categories.

Historically, the origins of this hybrid can be
traged back to the 1970s and the twin decisions
taken then to open up relations with the United
States and integrate af least parts of China into the
global economy—largely as a way of offsetting the
power of the former USSR, but also as a means of
renovating China’s moribund economic system. At
around the same time, China took the equally
momentous decision to privatize agriculture, thus
laying the foundation for a great upsurge of eco-
nomic activity in the Chinese countryside. In purely
economic terms the results of these changes were
striking, and by the 1990s China (ironically) had
become one of the great success stories of inter-
national capitalism. But marketization and global-
ization were not neutral, and as China grew closer to
the West economically, it found itself under growing
pressure to abide by international political norms.
The dynamics of the new capitalism also led to a tide
of rising expectations amongst an increasingly large
Chinese middle class. Not only that: the wider
needs of a booming and modern market economy
demanded more information—always a dangerous
commeodity in a tightly controlled political system—
as well as more contact with the outside world, a
process that Chinese leaders seemed to find as dif-
ficult to control as it was potentially destabilizing.

If one consequence of economic reform was to
produce massive (and some felt potentially explo-
sive) changes within China itself, another was to
increase its weight within the international system.
For many years a nuclear-have and a permanent
member of the UN Security Council, China in the
1990s became a major factor in regional politics and
an aspiring power in its own right. This not only
caused quite a stir in Asia-Pacific but generated one
of the great foreign policy debates in the United
States. To many in the region, of course, China con-

tinues to be viewed as the number one problem—an
increasingly assertive presence that has threatened
to take over the disputed Spratley Islands as well as
undermine the independence of Taiwan. China
has even warned that if Taiwan made any attempt to
establish itself as a sovereign country independent of
China, it would not stand idly by. Nor, it seems,
would the United States, where at least some analysts
have seen all this not just as some internal Chinese
problem, but a symptom of something else: a classic
rising power that one day would come into conflict
with the only nation that stood in its way--the
United States. One commentator, Nicholas Kristoff
of The New York Times has even compared China in
2000 to the Germany of old—resentful, ruthless and
expansionary with a growing military capability to
match its ambitions. This is not an unpopular view
in certain circles. Indeed, there are those who feel
that a combination of history, geography, and cap-
abilities makes China a natural threat to the region
and therefore an adversary of the US.

This rather gloomy prognosis has not been
entirely repudiated by critics. Nonetheless, the
official position adopted by both George Bush senior
and Democrat Clinton (though things could change

Box 6.8 China rising

‘For those with an interest in thinking strategically
about modern international affairs, there is no more
important challenge than to understand the nature
and implications of a rising China. As this reality dawns
on the public policy community, the debate has often
been simplistic. The exchange seems to be between
those who assert that China will soon rise to be the
world’s largest economy and those who argue that it
cannot sustain current levels of growth. Some suggest
that China will muddle through difficulties, while
others suggest it faces a major crisis of governance. It is
argued by some that China can only be wrapped in
the warm embrace of “engagement”, whereas others
stress the need to “contain” Chinese power. While the
issues raised by these clusters of questions are
undoubtedly important, the debates about their
accuracy have rarely been sufficiently sophisticated.’

(Gerald Segal and David $. G. Goodman quoted in their
(edited) valume, China Rising (London: Routledge, 1997), 1)

INTERNATIONAL HISTORY SINCE 1989 12

under the more conservative Bush junior) was tha
while modern China may have had its difference
with the United States, co-operation was still pos
sible. The record (they said) spoke for itself. Thu
China, it was pointed out, did not exercise its veto t
halt UN actions against Iraq in 1990 and 1991. No
did it block the Security Council’s approval of th
international protectorate over Kosovo. It peacefull
reacquired Hong Kong from the British. It approvex
the deployment of UN peace-keepers to East Timoi
And it acted very responsibly during the Asia finan
cial crisis of 1998. In short, over most issues—Taiwar
being the obvious exception—China’s internationa
conduct at least had been relatively restrained. No
was this all according to those who advocate
engagement rather than containment. China wa
also a huge market for American goods, a massiw
market for the region and potentially one of the big
gest markets in the world! Moreover, as China con
tinued to engage with the world market it was bounc
to evolve, and the only consequence of treating it a:
an enemy would be to make it into one, and so delay
rather than accelerate, any progressive change in it:
internal character.

The great policy debate about China, was, ir
effect, part of a much deeper discussion—one tha
had preceded the end of the cold war but becams
more intense after its end; and this revolved arounc
a simple but fundamental question: namely, wha
impact was rapid market change and globa
economic integration likely to have upon the func
tioning of political systems in general and repressive
polities in particular? Inevitably, the supporters fo
capitalism saw only positive political outcomes argu-
ing (possibly with sorne justification) that once the
market genie had been let out of the bottle there
could be no putting it back in again. Others were
always more sceptical, feeling that this was little
more than a fancy rationalization used by Western
governments and their multinational allies to justify
doing business with dictators and dictatorships like
China. Only time would tell who was right. Mean-
while, out there in the ‘real world’, Western policy-
makers could see only economic opportunities.
Moreover, if they didn’t take them, then their com-
petitors would. A vast China market comprising a
billion consumers beckoned; new orders were there
to be won and vast investments made as China
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continued in its headlong rush towards market
modernity. And there was no time to lose. It was
these very material considerations, rather than lib-
eral concerns about free speech and human rights,
that were likely to determine the West's attitude
towards China in an era of geo-economics.

Key points

* China’s rise in the 1990s has been on the basis of
an economic system that is an almost unique
blend of capitalism and communism.

* Policy-makers in the United States in particular are
more concerned about the great business
opportunities in China than they are about polit-
ical freedom.

s However, over time, many predict that market
reform and China's integration in the global
economy will lead to irreversible political change.

* Meanwhile, many in the Asia-Pacific region regard
China as the number one threat,

Whatever happened to the Pacific
Century?

The image of China rising in the wake of Soviet col-
lapse has to be set within a larger context, and for the
greater part of the 1980s and 1990s this was one of
an expanding Asia-Pacific region with Japan at its
epicentre and the other economic ‘tigers’ like South
Korea, Thailand, and Indonesia following closely
behind in its wake. And as the region as a whole
prospered, many commentators—probably the vast
majority—began to reflect on what this meant for

Box 6.9 The trouble with Asian tigers

‘Like revolution, financial mayhem Is a major historical
event. In the post-cold war era, and particularly in East
Asia, where geoeconomy has largely displaced geo-
politics as the major agent of change.’

(Frangois Godemont, The Downsizing of Asia (London:
Routledge, 1999), 1)

the intemnational system as a whole. The answer:
seemed obvious: a new Pacific age was dawning that
would not only bring unheard of prosperity to this
once backward part of the world (one of the few in
the post-war period to escape from underdevelop-
ment) but over time challenge European and Ameri. -
can pre-eminence. Japan in particular became the
subject of much wild analysis as its economy
boomed and its trade surpluses with the rest of the
world grew. Hardly a day went by when one ‘expert’
or another did not engage in some fairly fanciful
observations about either the peculiar work habits
of the Japanese, or the even more bizarre character

of its protected economic system that threatened to
out-produce its competitors and lay the foundation
for a new Japanese hegemony in the twenty-first
century. In this way Japan, the model Asian dem-
ocracy of the cold war years, which had relin-
quished all claims to great power status, that had
willingly subordinated itself in security terms to the
United States, that had even had a clause inserted
into its Constitution preventing it from deploying
Japanese troops abroad, which had quite con-
sciously turned itself into a semi-sovereign state
more interested in producing cars and tape decks
than battleships and guns, was now portrayed as a
potential threat. It must all have seemed quite
galling.
The speed with which these various truths and
half-truths, myths, and semi-educated speculations
about Japan and the region collapsed, is one of the
great stories of the 1990s. But like many great events,
when the bubble burst and history began to destroy
established views and undermine fixed Ppreconcep-
tions, so preoccupied were most analysts with the
idea of a new Pacific Century, that when the crash
finally came in the second half of the decade, all eyes
were looking the other way. What followed must
have seemed utterly bewildering. Certainly, hardly
anybody of note (with a few exceptions) foresaw the
chain of events that unravelled after 2 July 1997, the
day when Thailand’s government gave up the strug-
gle to defend the parity of its own currency, the baht,
against the dollar. Within a few months the con-
tagion had spread, and by the end of the year it was
calculated that the wave of financial and monetary
destruction had 'destroyed somewhere close to
$700bn. of capital. To all intents and purposes, by

:me middle of 1997, the region’s economy had more
or less ground to a halt. This was not the first buﬁt
experienced by the booming Asia Pacific. Nor did' it
prove fatal. However, it was without doubt the big-
gest economic collapse in the area’s turbulent his-

tory, one that undermined local business confidence

and set off a chain reaction globally that for a time
appeared to threaten the very survival of the inter-
national financial system as a whole, For a very brief
{ moment the edifice of post-cold war global capital-

ism looked as if it was gazing over a very steep

" precipice.

The several post-mortems held on the crash have

" not arrived at a settled consensus, and opinion has

veered wildly between what Richard Higgot has
called ‘domesticist explanations’ that stress crony-
ism, inadequate banking supervision, and lack of
transparercy, to ‘internationalist’ ones that point to
excessive deregulation in global financial markets,
the extent of economic integration in the modern
world economy where shocks in one country can
have an enormous and speedy impact in others, and
the end of the cold war and the failure of the United
States to take remedial action early enough to prop
up an area no longer threatened by communism. No
doubt that particular discussion will run and run.
More important (and more measurable) though have
been the consequences. One has been to shake old
political norms to the core. In some countries this
simply led to a change in government; in others a
questioning of the normal rules of the political
game. It assumed its most acute form however in
Indonesia—significantly the region’s. worst hit
economy—where the thirty-five year old military
dictatorship finally went under in 1998. But this was
not all. The crisis also undermined the glamour and
attractiveness of the once highly esteemed Asian
wiy to prosperity, and after 1997 one tended to he;r
far fewer lengthy perorations from local elites abgut
the superiority of the Asian system and ‘its
accompanying set of authoritarian vatues. The crisis
thus had the unintended outcome of strengthening
the champions of the Anglo-Saxon liberal model
with its greater stress on individualism, choice, and
anarchic competition, while delivering what many
saw as a fatal blow to the Asian model with its
emphasis on community, tradition, hierarchy, and
consensus.
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The consequences of the crash therefore were huge
and over the space of a few years transformed the
region, bringing economic hardship and misery in
its wake. Even in one of the countries that suffered
less than some others—South Korea—the fall-out
was extremely high. The crisis there was as fast in
coming as it was brutal in its results. In October
1997, unemployment in South Korea stood at only
2.7 per cent; by March 1998 it had risen to 8.5 per
cent. Prices also rose dramatically, sometimes by
over 300 per cent, thus threatening the livelihood of
even those who remained in full-time employment.
Elsewhere (with the possible exception of Singapore)
the consequences were even grimmer with downsiz-
ing becoming the norm in economies forced to come
to terms with the deepest recession in the region’s
recent history.

Perhaps the most important spin-off of the crisis
however was less regional than global; and while it
might be overly dramatic to suggest that what hap-
pened in Asia Pacific (with its knock-on effects else-
where) undermined the case for free trade, open
markets, and financial deregulation, it did deal the
old ‘Washington Consensus’ a severe blow from
which it never really fully recovered. It also achieved
something as well: reassured those who had earlier
worried that the American century was about to be
eclipsed by the rise of Asia Pacific or overtaken by
Japan and the Japanese model of capitalism. The
panic was over, and on the eve of the new millen-
nium there were few policy-makers back in Washing-

ton fretting about the demise of US influence, or los-
ing sleep because of the Japanese economic chal-
lenge. In the battle of economic models, the one
made in America seemed to stand unrivalled in 2000,
The post-cold war fear that the United States would
soon be surpassed by better and differently organ-
ized competitors stretched out along the Pacific Rim
appeared to have passed into history.

Key points

o Until the second half of the 1990s the accepted
wisdom was that Asia-Pacific had achieved eco-
nomic take-off: many even predicted a new ‘Pacific
Century’.

¢ The Asian economic crisis that began in 1997 has
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led to a massive shake-out and profound social and
political consequences.

o The crisis also had a major-impact on the stability
of the world financial system.

¢ The collapse of the idea of a new Pacific Century
has only confirmed US hegemony.

e US policy-makers no longer worry about Japan as
an economic rival and the Japanese model of
capitalism.

Europe—integration, expansion,
and paralysis

During the twentieth century Europe has been one
of the great testing grounds for theories of inter-
national relations. Thus out of the carnage of the
First World War was born that greatest of all expres-
sions of liberal faith in international institutions, the
League of Nations. Created in a flush of post-war
optimism, the League represented a laboratory on a
large-scale for what many—including E. H. Carr—
later regarded as a deeply flawed utopian experiment
in organized collective securlty that was bound to
fail. The collapse of the inter-war system followed in
quick order by the cold war not only seemed to put
pay to such idealism, but also appeared to confirm
one of the basic truths of Realism: namely, that in
the real world of opposing nation-states, the only
thing standing between the European states-system
and the breakdown of order, were not fine words or
legal documents condemning aggression—these
after all had not stopped Italy, Germany, or Japan—
but raw military power and the willingness to deploy
this to deter expansion.. The rebirth of Western
Europe after 1947 provided what many then saw as a
refutation of this position. The speedy rapproche-
ment between France and Germany, and the cre-
ation of a zone of democratic peace were, it was now
argued, powerful confirmation of the liberal thesis
that states were not fixed things bound to collide,
but rather active entities able to negotiate a new set
of co-operative relationships. Liberalism also worked
economically and one of its most significant
triumphs—-it was suggested—was the creation of a
zone of prosperity in the West that by 1989 had
totally exposed the economic pretensions of Soviet-

style communism in the East. In this way, the theory
of Liberalism, when translated into practice, did
more than military pressure, and possibly even more
than the Atlantic Alliance, in winning the cold war
and so overcoming the division of Europe.

Far from settling the great debate between realists
and liberals, the birth of a new Europe only seemed
to provide new empirical evidence which the two
sides could deploy in order to confirm their own
particular truth claims. There was very little give,
and even less take in the debate which ensued. Thus
wlereas liberals emphasized the central importance
of a non-military organization like the European
Union in helping stabilize the continent after 1989,
realists pointed to NATO. Realists insisted that the
disaster in former Yugoslavia—as Mearsheimer
might have predicted—only confirmed their thesis
that the end of the cold war would bring chaos in its
wake. Liberals meanwhile emphasized the important
ways in which institutions like the Council of
Europe and the Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe had helped establish new
democratic norms, thus laying the foundation-stone
for better times ahead. And while realists stressed
that we had to prepare for the worst because the
worst was always likely to happens, liberals took an
altogether more sanguine view, arguing that the his-
tory of the postcold war decade (ex-Yugoslavia
aside) proved that Europe as a whole was bound for

peace rather than war, further integration rather

than economic conflict, and increased co-operation
rather than hostility (see Ch. 18).

At least four important events shaped the course of
European history during the first decade of the post-
cold war period: German unification, European inte-
gration, the war in the former Yugoslavia, and the
decision to expand NATO. Let us deal briefly with
each.

German unification

German unification was neither welcomed by the
other European powers, who worried about its
impact on the peace, nor much looked forward to by
many in West Germany who feared the economic
costs of unity were bound to outweigh the alleged
political benefits. The first set of concems proved
groundless: the second did not. Indeed, if anything,
people seriously underestimated the price that

Germany as a whole would have to pay. The shock
was especially sharp in the early 1990s as factory
after factory closed down in the East, causing large-
scale unemployment there and thrusting Western
Germany into its deepest recession of the entire post-
war period. True, by 1996, some of the gloom had
lifted. However, it had not been dispelled, and as
Germany entered the twenty-first century, the
human costs and output losses associated with the
economic collapse of the old command economy,
had left a profound mark that would take many years
to overcome,

The short-term pain endured by Germany should
not however obscure our understanding of the his-
torical significance of unification: Germany, in the
end, still remained one of the more obvious inter-
national ‘winners’ of the 1990s. After all, as a result
of what happened in 1989, it was transformed from a
divided nation, effectively controlled by the two
supetrpowers, into a more independent actor. In the
process, it also became the key country, as well as the
largest, in Europe as a whole. Moreover, it was now
(and would remain for the foreseeable future) the
central actor in the emerging economies of East and
Central Europe. It had also developed a significant
economic presence in countries like Poland, the
Czech Republic, and Hungary. Russia meanwhile
looked to it for most of its bilateral aid. And it had
become America's new ‘special relation’ across the
Atlantic. These were not insignificant gains.

European integration .

If the birth of a new Germany was one of the most
immediate consequences of 1989, a more long-term
result was to accelerate the process of European inte-
gration. The two processes were closely connected. If
German unification did pose a problem-as even the
most sanguine of analysts recognized at the time—
then an answer had to be found. However, the solu-
tion, it was reasoned, was not to attack unification as
such, or whip up hysteria based on a series of out-
dated stereotypes about the aggressive ‘Germans’
(the atavistic position adopted by Mrs Thatcher for
instance), but to integrate the country ever more
deeply into Europe. Integration, not containment,
was thus seen in continental Europe at least as the
modern answer to the new German Question. This
was certainly the position adopted by France. It was
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also the view of the Americans. The new Europe
demanded what US Secretary of State James Baker
referred to in 1990 as a new ‘security architecture’,
This would comprise several old institutions—
including the European Community—playing an
expanded role right across the continent. The EC
could not play its part however unless, and until, it
became more integrated: partly to make it a more
effective player in Eastern Europe, but also because a
Germany fully locked into a more integrated Com-
munity was likely to be more in harmony with its
neighbours than a Germany that was not.

Inevitably, the logic of economic integration gen-
erated new and bold demands for a wider conception
of Europe, one that would not only possess its own
currency (later launched as the Euro) but its own
common foreign and security policy as well. This
was perhaps a bridge too far: indeed, it soon became
plain that while Europe was fast becoming a serious
economic player in global terms (one with the larg-
est GNP in the world) it remained a political pygmy
unable to act in international politics. Europe thus
presented a dual image. In trade and economics, and
in dealing with the emerging economies of Central
Furope, it gave every appearance of being a strong
and dynamic force. But in the realms of security and
diplomacy—what is sometimes talked of as ‘high
politics’—it was basically paralysed. The extent of
this paralysis soon became obvious when the former
Yugoslavia began to implode—our third area of
concern.

The war in former Yugoslavia

The disintegration of Yugoslavia—the most ethnic-
ally diverse but politically most plural of the former
communist countries of East-Central Europe—is a
tragic story that many have interpreted as morally
emblematic of our time with its parade of ‘good guys’
on one side—normally the Bosnian Muslims and
sometimes the Croats—and its line-up of political
ogres and monsters on the other, invariably the
Serbs, the Yugoslav army, and key Serb leaders like
Slobodan Milosevic and Radovan Karadzic. The bare
facts are by now well known. In September 1990
Slovenia declared its independence; this was fol-
lowed a few months later by a Croatian decision to
do the same. In February 1992, a referendum was
then held to decide the fate of Bosnia-Hercegovina,
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and even though the Bosnian Serbs (comprising
nearly 36 per cent of the electorate) boycotted the
election, the Bosnian Muslims and Croats voted in
favour of leaving Yugoslavia and forming a new
state. Thereafter this most tragic of post-cold war
European conflicts unfolded with great speed and
intensity, exacting an appalling price in terms of
lives lost, peoples displaced, and property destroyed.
Finally, on 22 December 1995, a US-brokered peace
deal was signed by the warring parties at Dayton.
Unfortunately, this left unresolved a number of key
issues, one being Kosovo which remained under Ser-
bian rule. The status of Kosovo, however, was finally
resolved in 1999 after an extensive air war conducted
by- NATO against Serbia, following which Kosovo
was made into a formal protectorate under the pro-
tection of the West (see Ch. 22).

What happened in the former Yugoslavia has been
variously interpreted as a war of civilizations
between Muslim and Christians ( a view favoured by
those influenced by the work of Samuel Hunting-
ton), the inevitable consequence of Balkan history,
the by-product of the collapse of communism and
the end of the cold war in one particularly diverse
part of Europe, and a monument to Western indif-
ference and the West’s refusal to intervene early
enough or decisively enough to prevent ethnic
cleansing in a part of the world where it did not
have—or said it did not have—a vital interest. Cer-
tainly, the role of the West has come under intense
scrutiny and neither the EU (who were early handed
the responsibility of dealing with the situation) nor
the UN, come out of the whole thing with very much

Box 6.10 A new European security
architecture?

“Twice this century, America sent its young men to
Europe to fight and often die, for Europe’s freedom. It
is worth remembering that on neither occasion was
communism or the Soviet Union the enemy. The
demise of both will not result in a loss of common
commitment since that predated the cold war and will
live on after it. The United States continues to need
Europe as much as Europe needs the United States.’

(Malcolm Rifkind in NATO Review, 2 (March 1995), 8)

credit. The war also exposed deep divisions on {

European side, with some countries being muck:
more in favour of self-determination and the break

up of Yugoslavia than others. Germany in particulag
appeared to act with what some saw as almost tota]
indifference towards the concerns of its allies when it
insisted on recognizing Bosnian independence—a
move which some felt at the time (and have argued
since) only exacerbated the situation rather than
calming it down. :

The expansion of NATO
If the third Balkan War exposed the pretensions
of the Europeans, it also served to highlight the still
central role played by the United States in the new
European order. And, if we are looking for con-
tinuities in history, then one of the most obvious is
the extent to which Europe after the cold war
remained every bit as dependent on the US for its

security as it had been before. By the same token, if :

one action speaks louder than a thousand words,
then one of the most critical actions in Europe after
1989 was the American decision to expand NATO
and offer up full membership to three former

enemies: Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary.
The supreme irony was that this had never been

Washington’s intention in the immediate aftermath
of 1989. However, a combination of events—
Zhironovsky's showing in the 1993 elections in Rus-
sia, domestic pressure upon Clinton from his Repub-
lican opponents at home, and what the Americans
saw as the abject failure of the Europeans to provide
a European answer to a European problem in
ex-Yugoslavia—convinced the US that it really had
no alternative. Thus in 1994, the decision was taken
in principle; and on 12 March 1999, Madelaine
Albright formally welcomed NATO'’s new Central
European members into the Alliance. A critically
important corner had been turned confirming what
many had always wanted, some had not anticipated,
and a few vehemently resented: a strong American
presence in Europe. With or without a Soviet threat,
the US remained the number one power on the
continent—Dby invitation.

Key points

wEurope has been, and remains in the post-cold war
era a major testing-ground for liberal and realist
isinternational relations theories.

§*The key question facing Europe after 1989 has
4“been how to manage the process of German
$ynification.

The expansion and integration of the European
“economic space has not been accompanied by a
parallel development of a Common Foreign and
. Security Policy.

». The collapse of Yugoslavia was a major test which
«+the European Union failed to pass.

i

 still the North: still the South

i, Often the most significant facts about the inter-
%' natlonal system are those sometimes least talked
~ about by the discipline of international relations—at
- least that used to be the case during the cold war

when most academics were almost completely fix-
ated (and in some ways legitimately so) on the stra-
tegic dimensions of the superpower relationship and
the impact which the conflict more generally was
having upon the different regions of the world. The
world, from this point of view, mattered not for its
own sake, but in terms of the part it played in the
larger drama involving the two principle actors, the
United States and the USSR. Nowhere was this more
true than in the ‘Third World’, a vague and loose
term conceived in the 1950s, which if nothing else
did at least have the advantage from the point of
view of the other two worlds (the democratic and
capitalist, and the communist and planned), of putt-
ing the less developed countries in their rightful
Place at the end of the political and economic line, ;

Several factors have led some analysts at least fo
doubt the very utility of the term, ‘Third World’, The
most obvious perhaps has been the collapse of what
might generically be termed the Third World project
of achieving independent economic development
outside of the world market system. This retreat
began in the early 1980s and continued thereafter as
one country after another, from Mexico to India,
decided to abandon the policies of economic aut-
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archy and adopt the type of market-led strategies
most favoured in the West. Another reason for dis-
pensing with the term was the end of the cold war
itself. This not only undermined the cause of non-
alignment, but rendered illogical the whole idea of a
Third World—a concept that only made sense in an
international system where there were two other
poles and not just one. There was a third objection:
that the term was far too broad, including countries
as different as Botswana and Argentina, continents
as diverse as Africa and Latin America, and regions as
far apart economically and culturally as the oil-rich
Middle East and the oil-dependent Asian sub-
continent. Many analysts therefore (though not all)
drew the not unreasonable conclusion that the con-
cept ought to be abandoned altogether.

Getting rid of the concept however did not change
the basic conditions under which the vast majority
of the world’s people continued to live in the 1990s;
and while different commentators would identify
very different reasons, it would involve denial on an
unprecedented scale not to recognize the simple fact
that the world still remains divided between a rela-
tively rich ‘North’ within which the overwhelming
bulk of the world's economic activity takes place,
and a very poor ‘South’ where it does not (see Ch.
26). To this extent, the end of the cold war and the
collapse of communism has changed very little.
Indeed, according to many critics it might have
made it a good deal worse: first, by bringing the less-
developed countries more completely under the
control of the West and its various economic institu-
tions; second, by leading to a reduction in foreign
ald; and, finally, by making it increasingly difficult
for some ‘Third World’ states to exploit the super-
power rivalry to their own advantage. The cold war
may have produced much misery in a number of the
more backward countries (think here of its impact in
places like Angola, Mozambique, and Afghanistan).
On the other hand, some were especially adept at
manipulating the old East-West rivalry to their own
advantage.

The triumph of capitalism therefore did not neces-
sarily lead to an improvement in the lives of billions
of people, a point made not just by radicals critical of
the status quo, but also by those who insist that after
the failure of planning, capitalism stands alone
as the only feasible way rationally of organizing a
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modern economy. One such observer is the famous
Peruvian economist Hernando de Soto. Admired by
many on the right, and listened to by several gov-
ernments (many of whom he advises) de Soto's
message—delivered in great style in his best-selling
study, The Mystery of Capital published in 2000—is a
blunt one. ‘The hour of capitalism's triumph’ he has
argued, 1s also ‘its hour of crisis'. After ten years of
reform, restructuring and dancing to the ‘economic
tune’ of the experts at the IMF, the masses are still
waiting. Communism has been seen off, he accepts,
and possibly for good. But its demise has not for the
most part seen a viable capitalism kick-started in
those parts of the world where it was not already well
established. The ‘new world order’ thus looks very
much like the old one with North America, Burope,
and parts of Asia still in economic command. Every-
thing has changed, or so it seems, but the funda-
mentals remain the same.

De Soto’s bleak message that capitalism has tri-
umphed in the ‘West’ but failed nearly everywhere
else, is not one likely to be greeted with universal
approval by those more optimistic than he. Their
argument is not without some foundation. The
West, they point out, has tried to improve things and
in some instances succeeded. For example, it has
linked economic reform and structural adjustment

Box 6.11 Still the North-South divide

‘Today across the world, 1.3 billion people live on less
than one dollar a day; 3 billion live on under two dol-
lars a day; 3 billion have no access to clean water; 3
billion have no access ta sanitation; 2 billion have no
access to electricity, We talk of financial crises while in
Jakarta, in Moscaw, in sub-Saharan Africa, in the slums
of India and in the barrios of Latin America, the human
pain of poverty is all around us.’

(James D. Wolfensohn of the World Bank, quoted in The Reality
of Aid 2000 (London: Earthscan, 2000), 10)

to what it has termed ‘good governance’. In many
places—the Middle East and Southern Africa being
good examples—the end of the cold war has also cre-
ated a new context that has made possible the
settlement of long-standing disputes. In other
regtons too, like Central America, it made some form
of negotiated peace feasible. Vietnam and Cambodia
have also come in from the cold. Moreover, there are
winners in the ‘South’, as well as losers. India for
example is now experiencing a boom of sorts, while
Mexico is rapidly altering as a result of foreign
imvestment. It is not all doom and gloom.

" But it is difficult to be too sanguine. In sub-
Saharan Africa after all, a number of states have sim-
ply imploded from within, while in others—such as
Ethiopia and Eritrea—long-standing disputes
inherited from the old world continue. Nor should
we assume that these problems—amongst the many
others facing the ‘Third World’—can be kept outside
the citadels of power and wealth. Poor people fre-
quently move, and invarlably their point of destin-
ation is Western Europe and the United States. They
also grow drugs which then find their way inside the
walls of the West, often wreaking havoc on their
inner cities. And if things become too desperate,
they sometimes revolt {(as they did in Chiapas in
Mexico) and commit acts of ‘terrorism’. Uneven
development in the world economy will always
come back to haunt us all.

Key points

* Many experts now question the use of the term
‘Third World’,

¢ In the 1990s, poverty remains a reality for the
majority of people.

¢ The end of the cold war has produced contradict-
ory results in the less-developed countries.

e The political tensions caused by underdevelop-
ment cannot be isolated from the advanced
countries.
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Conclusion: a farewell to arms?

if the study of International relations has been
inspired by the horrors of war and the possibilities of
peace, then it should come as no surprise to discover
that in 1989—as before in 1918 and again in 1945—
many people, expert and lay-person alike, looked
forward to more peaceful times. Indeed, one of the
oft-expressed hopes was that with the end of the cold
war and a reduction in the tensions normally associ-
ated with the superpower conflict, the world would
become (as liberals expected) a more settied and less
dangerous place. Some went even further and pre-
dicted that in a world without ideological division,
the ‘swords’ of war would now be able to be turned
into the proverbial ‘plough-shares’, and that the vast
amounts of money that had once been expended on
weapons would be used for more peaceful and more
socially useful purposes. There was even a great deal
of talk in the immediate aftermath of the end of the
cold war that vast ‘peace dividends’ would be patd
out—dividends it was argued that could either be
redeployed to help the needy, or reinvested to make
the economies of the world more productive and
efficient.

How should we now judge such optimism? As the
liberal rantings of the deluded or a reasonable fore-
cast of what actually happened? The answer, quite
simply, is neither. As always the truth is complex,
and nowhere more so—as we have seen throughout
this chapter—when it comes to assessing the future
of war and the likelihood of peace in the modern
world.

Let us begin with the good news, and the best news
of all perhaps is that nuclear war is now far less of a
probability between the United States and post-
communist Russia, than it ever was between the US
and the former USSR. True, nuclear weapons have
not been abolished; we may even be living in the
‘second nuclear age’ as one realist has suggested, But
nuclear war is still far less likely to happen. More-
over, there have been what the experts call ‘nuclear
rollback’ in a number of countries including Brazil,
South Africa, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus. To
this extent, the international effort to control the
spread of nuclear weapons has been relatively suc-

cessful. Spending on the military has gone down t
since the end of the cold war—by quite substanti
amounts in many cases. Finally, casualty levels fro
conventional wars have actually fallen, or remaine
more or less the same.

Now for the bad news: and the first piece is th
some states seem determined either to remain or !
become nuclear capable—the two most significar
examples being India and Pakistan, who in M:
1998 both conducted important nuclear tests.
number of other countries like Iraq and North Kori
have also been trying (thus far without success) 1
develop nuclear weapons of their own. Wars ha
also increased in number—especially in Europe ar
Africa. Their character has also changed and wa
now tend to be fought within collapsing states fi
the control of specific areas rather than betwee
states. This is presumably why the victims of war a
increasingly likely to be civilians rather than sc
diers. Finally, though spending on arms has gor
down, it still remains very high around the worl
the arms trade also continues to flourish and will ¢
on doing so no doubt as long as there are sellers «
such weapons making a profit and buyers willing 1
purchase them.

But of even more significance, perhaps, is that tt
major states still continue to act, think, and plan as
war is still a possibility. The character of the wa

Box 6.12 New wars

Today the international security environment is far
more complex than it was in the cold war era of
bipolarity. The radically diminished threat of a world
war has been replaced by the reality of intra-state con-
flicts which undermine stability security at the
domestic and regional levels. A serious challenge for
the international system is the increasing number of
weak or even failed states and their inability to control
developments on their own territory . . .’

(Adam Daniel Rotfeld in SIPRI Yearbook 1928 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998), 1)
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they are planning to fight are certainly different
to those they planned to fight before 1989 when
there was a stalemate in Europe. They also do not
plan to fight each other, but rather those countries
like Iraq and North Korea referred to in the jargon as
‘rogue states’. But the planning goes on, to the
extent that the United States is now seriously con-
templating creating a defensive nuclear shield to
protect it from any likely attack from those they
deem to be enemies. Realists of course would argue
that such planning, and indeed planning for war
more generally, are simply the prudent actions taken
by statesmen and women living in the real world
rather than academic ivory towers. Moreover, that
by planning for the worst, the worst might never
happen. That, they say, is the lesson of twentieth-
century history. Their various opponents might
draw rather different conclusions. Wars don’t just

QUESTIONS

happen they believe; nor are they just facts of life,
Rather they are the results of mind-sets and beliefs,
and as long as there are those who think we have to
plan for the worst, then the worst will almost cer-
tainly happen. That is also a lesson we might draw
from that thing we call ‘history’.

Key points

e Many hoped there would be peace after the end of
the cold war.

e The end of the cold war made nuclear war less
likely and reduced military spending.

s The end of the cold war also increased the number

of wars and led to a proportionate rise in civilian
casualties.

1 Why do you think international relations has had such difficulties in anticipating

major events?

2 Have liberal theorists been too optimistic and realists too pessimistic about the

world after the cold war?

3 Has radical theory anything to tell us about the course of international history

since 19897

4 If capitalism has triumphed since the end of the cold war, why does it still have

jts critics?

5 Why did so many writers seem to get American decline wrong?

6 What are the main reasons for the failure of reform in Russia and should the West

be worried about it?

7 Should US policy-makers aim to engage with China or contain it?

8 Whatever happened to the Pacific Century?

9 Outline the main Issues facing Europe after the cold war.

10 Has capitalism failed the poor?

11 1s the world a safer or more dangerous place since the end of the cold war?
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they are planning to fight are certainly different
to those they planned to fight before 1989 when
there was a stalemate in Europe. They also do not
plan to fight each other, but rather those countries
like Iraq and North Korea referred to in the jargon as
‘Togue states’. But the planning goes on, to the
extent that the United States is now seriously con-
templating creating a defensive nuclear shield to
protect it from any likely attack from those they
deem to be enemies. Realists of course would argue
that such planning, and indeed planning for war
more generally, are simply the prudent actions taken
by statesmen and women living in the real world
rather than academic ivory towers. Moreover, that
by planning for the worst, the worst might never
happen. That, they say, is the lesson of twentieth-
century history. Their various opponents might
draw rather different conclusions. Wars don't just

QUESTIONS

happen they believe; nor are they just facts of life,
Rather they are the results of mind-sets and beliefs,
and as long as there are those who think we have to
plan for the worst, then the worst will almost cer-
tainly happen. That is also a lesson we might draw
from that thing we call ‘history’.

Key points

= Many hoped there would be peace after the end of
the cold war.

¢ The end of the cold war made nuclear war less
likely and reduced military spending.
» The end of the cold war also increased the number

of wars and led to a proportionate rise in civilian
casualties.

1 Why do you think international relations has had such difficulties in anticipating

major events?

2 Have liberal theorists been too optimistic and realists toa pessimistic about the

world after the cold war?

3 Has radical theory anything to tell us about the course of international history

since 1989?

4 If capitalism has triumphed since the end of the cold war, why does it still have

its critics?

5 Why did so many writers seem to get American decline wrong?

6 What are the main reasons for the failure of reform in Russia and should the West

be worried about it?

7 Should US policy-makers aim to engage with China or contain it?

8 Whatever happened ta the Pacific Century?

9 Outline the main issues facing Europe after the cold war.

10 Has capitalism failed the poor?

11 Is the world a safer or more dangerous place since the end of the cold war?
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Realism is the dominant theory of International Relations. Why? Because it provides the
most powerful explanation for the state of war which is the regular condition of life in the
international system. This is the bold claim made by realists in defence of their tradition, a
claim which will be critically examined in this chapter. The second section will ask whether
there is one Realism or a variety of Realisms? The argument presented below suggests that
despite important differences, particularly between historical realism and structural realism,
it is possible to identify a shared core which all realists subscribe to. Section three outlines
these common elements: self-help, statism, and survival. In the final section, we will return
to the question how far Realism is relevant for explaining or understanding our world?
Although it leaves many areas of the globalization of world politics uncharted, Realism's
emphasis upon material forces such as state power rernains an important dimension of
international relations after the cold war.

Introduction: the timeless wisdom of Realism

The story of Realism most often begins with amyth-  war scholars, focused much of their attention on
ical tale of the idealist or utoplan writers of the inter-  understanding the cause of war so as to find a rem-
war period (1919-39). Wiiting in the aftermath of  edy for its existence. Yet according to the realists, the
World War One, the ‘idealists’, a term that realist inter-war scholars’ approach was flawed in a number
writers have retrospectively imposed on the inter- of respects. They, for example, ignored the role of
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power, overestimated the degree to which human
beings were rational, mistakenly believed that
nation-states shared a set of common interests, and
were overly passionate in their belief in the capacity
of humankind to overcome the scourge of war. The
outbreak of World War Two in 1939 confirmed, for
the realists at least, the inadequacies of the inter-war
idealists’ approach to studying international politics.

A new approach, one based on the timeless

insights of Realism, rose from the ashes of the dis-
credited idealist approach.! Histories of the academic
field of International Relations describe a Great
Debate that took place in the late 1930s and early
1940s between the inter-war idealists and a new gen-
eration of realist writers, which included E. H. Carr,
Hans J. Morgenthau, Reinhold Niebuhr, Frederick
Schuman, George Kennan, and others, who all
emphasized the ubiquity of power and the competi-
tive nature of politics among nations. The standard
account of the Great Debate is that the realists
emerged victorious, and the rest of the International
Relations story is, in many respects, a footnote to
Realism.? It is important to note, however, that at its
inception, there was a need for Realism to define
itself against an alleged ‘idealist’ position. From 1939
to the present, leading theorists and policy-makers
have continued to view the world through realist
lenses. The prescriptions it offered were particularly
well suited to the United States’ rise to become the
global hegemon (or leader). Realism taught Ameri-
can leaders to focus on interests rather than ideol-
ogy, to seek peace through strength, and to recog-
nize that great powers can coexist even if they have
antithetical values and beliefs. The fact that Realism
offers something of a ‘manual’ for maximizing the
interests of the state in a hostile environment
explains in part why it remains ‘the central tradition
in the study of world politics’ (Keohane 1989a: 36).
This also helps to explain why alternative perspec-
tives (see Ch. 11) must of necessity engage with, and
attempt to go beyond, Realism.

The theory of Realism that became dominant after
World War Two, which we will describe as modern
realism (1939-79), is often claimed to rest on an
older, classical tradition of thought. The very idea of
the timeless wisdom of Realism suggests that mod-
ern realism has a number of intellectual antecedents,
which we will call classical realism (up to the twen-

tieth century). Indeed, many contemporary realist
writers often claim to be part of an-ancient tradition
of thought that includes such illustrious figures as
Thucydides (c. 460406 Bc), Niccolo Machiavelli
(1469-1527), Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), and
Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-78). The insights that
classical realism offered on the way in which state
leaders should conduct themselves in the realm of
international politics are often grouped under the
doctrine of raison d’état, or reason of state, Together,
writers associated with raison d'état are seen as pro-
viding a set of maxims to leaders on how to conduct
their forelgn affairs so as to ensure the security of the
state. Many successful leaders of the nineteenth
and twentieth century have claimed to follow the
timeless principles of classical realism.

According to the historian Friedrich Meinecke,
‘Raison d'état is the fundamental principle of inter-
national conduct, the State’s First Law of Motion. It
tells the statesman what he must do to preserve the
health and strength of the State’ (Meinecke 1957: 1).
Most importantly, the state, which is identified as
the key actor in international politics, must pursue
power, and it is the duty of the statesperson to
calculate rationally the most appropriate steps that
should be taken 5o as to perpetuate the life of the
state in a hostile and threatening environment. For
realists of all stripes, the survival of the state can
never be guaranteed, because the use of force cul-
minating in war is a legitimate instrument of state-
craft. As we will see, the assumption that the state is
the principal actor coupled with the view that the
environment in which states inhabit is a perilous
place help to define the essential core of Realism.
There is, however, one issue in particular that theor-
ists associated with raison d’état, and classical realism
more generally, were concerned with; that is, the
role, if any, that morals and ethics occupy in
international politics.

Realists are sceptical of the idea that universal
moral principles exist and, therefore, wamn state
leaders against sacrificing their own self-interests in
order to adhere to some indeterminate notion of
‘ethical’ conduct. Moreover, realists argue that the
need for survival requires state leaders to distance
themselves from traditional morality which attaches
a positive value to caution, piety, and the greater
good of humankind as a whole. Machiavelli argued

that these principles were positively harmful if
adhered to by state leaders. It was imperative that
state leaders learned a different kind of morality
which accorded not to traditional Christian virtues
but to political necessity and prudence. Proponents
of raison d'état often speak of a dual moral standard:
one moral standard for individual citizens living
inside the state and a different standard for the state
in its external relations with other states. Justifica-
tion for the two moral standards stems from the fact
that the condition of international politics often
make it necessary for state leaders to act in'a manner
(for example, cheating, lying, killing) that would be
entirely unacceptable for the individual. But before
we reach the conclusion that Realism is completely
immoral, it is important to add that proponents of
raison d’état argue that the state itself represents a
moral force, for it is the existence of the state that
creates the possibility for an ethical political com-
munity to exist domestically. Thus preserving the
life of the state and the ethical community it
envelops becomes a moral duty of the statesperson.
Although the advanced student might be able to
detect some subtle differences, it is fair to say that
there is a significant degree of continuity between
classical and modern realism. Indeed, the three core
elements that we identify with Realism-—statism,
survival, and self-help—are present in the work of a
classical realist such as Thucydides and a modern
realist such as Hans J. Morgenthau. We argue that
these ‘three Ss’ constitute the corners of the realist
triangle. While we will expand on the meaning of
these ‘three Ss’ later in the chapter, it is important to
be clear at the outset what these terms signify.
Realism identifies the group as the fundamental
unit of political analysis. During earlier times, such
as when Thucydides and Machiavelli were writing,
the basic unit was the polis or city-state, but since the
Treaty of Westphalia (1648) realists consider the'sov-
ereign state as the principle actor in international
politics. This is often referred to as the state-centric
assumption of Realism. Statism is the term given to
the idea of the state as the legitimate representative
of the collective will of the people. The legitimacy of
the state is what enables it to exercise authority
internally as manifest, for example, in the making
and enforcement of law. Yet outside the boundaries
of the state, realists argue that a condition of
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anarchy exists. By anarchy what is most often meant
is that international politics takes place in an arena
that has no overarching central authority above the
individual collection of sovereign states. Thus rather
than necessarily denoting complete chaos and law-
lessness, the concept of anarchy is used by realists to
emphasize the point that the international realm is
distinguished by the lack of a central authority. As
we will see, realists draw a variety of conclusions
about the effect that anarchy has on shaping the
basic character of international politics.

Following from this, realists draw a sharp distinc-
tion between domestic and international politics.
Thus while Hans J. Morgenthau argues that ‘inter-
national politics, like all politics, is a struggle for
power,’ he goes to great lengths to demonstrate the
qualitatively different result this struggle has on
international politics as compared to domestic polit-
ics (Morgenthau [1948]1955: 25). One major factor
that realists argue sets international politics apart
from domestic politics is that while the latter is able
to constrain and channel the power-seeking ambi-
tions of individuals in a less violent direction (for
example, the pursuit of wealth), the former is much
less able to do so. For realists, it is self-evident that
the incidence of violence is greater at the inter-
national than the domestic level. A prominent
explanation that realists provide for this difference
in behaviour relates to the different organizational
structure of domestic and international politics.
Realists argue that the basic structure of inter-
national politics is one of anaxchy in that each of the
independent soveréign states consider themselves to
be their own highest authority and do not recognize
a higher power above them. Conversely, domestic
politics is often described as a hierarchic structure in
which different political actors stand in various rela-
tions of super- and subordination.

1t is largely on the basis of how realists depict the
international environment that they conclude that
the first priority for state leaders is to ensure the sur-
vival of their state. Under anarchy, the survival of
the state cannot be guaranteed. Realists correctly
assume that all states wish to perpetuate their exist-
ence. Looking back at history, however, realists note
that the actions of some states resulted in other
states losing their existence (look at the results that
Germany achieved at the beginning of World War IT).
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This is partly explained in light of the power dif-
ferentials of states, Intuitively, states with more
power stand a better chance of surviving than states
with less power. Power is crucial to the realist lexi-
con and traditionally has been defined narrowly in
military strategic terms. It is the ability to get what
you want either through the threat or use of force.
Yet irrespective of how much power a state may pos-
sess, the core national interest of all states must be
survival. While states obviously have various inter-
ests, such as economic, environmental, and humani-
tarian, if their existence was to be jeopardized, then
these other interests would not stand a chance of
ever being realized. Like the pursuit of power, the
promotion of the national interest is an iron law of
necessity.

Self-help is the principle of action in an anarchical
system where there is no global government. Accord-
ing to Realism, each state actor is responsible for
ensuring their own well-being and survival. Unlike
domestic politics where a range of institutions and
mechanisms seek to ensure the welfare of the indi-
vidual citizen, these are either non-existent or
extremely weak in the international realm, Realists
do not believe it is prudent for a state to entrust its
safety and survival on another actor or international
institution such as the League of Nations or the
United Nations. For as Machiavelll recognized,
today’s friend can quickly become tomorrow’s
enemy. States, in short, should not depend on
others for their own security, Moreover, realists once
again turn to the historical record and note the
unfortunate fate of Ethiopia under the League of
Nations and Kuwait under the United Nations
and conclude that states should ultimately rely on
themselves for security.

You may at this peint be asking what options are
available to states to ensure their own security. Con-
sistent with the principle of self-help, if a state feels
threatened it should seek to augment its own power
capabilities by engaging, for example, in a military
arms build-up. Yet this may prove to be insufficlent
for a number of smaller states who feel threatened by
a much larger state. This brings us to one of the cru-
cial mechanisms that realists throughout the ages
have considered to be essential to preserving the lib-
erty of states—the balance of power. Although vari-
ous meanings have been attributed to the concept of

the balance of power, the most common definition
holds that if the survival of a state or a number of
weaker states is threatened by a hegemonic state or
coalition of stronger states, they should. join forces,
establish a formal alliance, and seek to preserve their
own independence by checking the power of the
opposing side. The mechanism of the balance of
power seeks to ensure an equilibrium of power in
which case no one state or coalition of states isin a
position to dominate all the others. The cold war
competition between the East and West, as insti-
tutionalized through the formal alliance system of
the Warsaw Pact and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), provides a prominent
‘example of the balance of power mechanism in
action.

Before continuing to engage with realist thought
in more detail, let us remind ourselves that the story
of the discipline of Intemational Relations, like all
texts, is open to multiple readings. Moreover, the
final chapters have yet to be written. An interesting
thought experiment is to ask whether Realism will
have the last word. When ‘the end of the world as we
know it’ is upon us, and the conclusion to the ‘book’
of International Relations is being hastily drafted,
will it be written by a realist? Many contemporary
theorists would argue that the discipline’s centre of
gravity is already shifting away from Realism
towards a new kind of Liberalism, a theory more
appropriate for the post-cold war era perhaps. Other
more radical voices argue that what is needed is
nothing less than a transformation in our political
imagination, in terms of widening our sense of
community beyond the confines of the sovereign
state which realists (and some Liberal thinkers) take
for granted (see Ch. 29). This is especially the case in
light of the arguments that some proponents of
globalizatlon are making about the state being tran-
scended by global economic forces. Although the
chapter does riot have the space to do justice to these
critical arguments, the ‘headlines’ are presented in
Box 7.3 in the hope that the reader will consult them
in their original form.

By way of a response to the critics, it is worth
reminding them that the death-knell of Realism has
been sounded a number of times already, by the sci-
entific approach in the 1960s and transnationalism
in the 1970s, only to see the resiurgence of a more

robust form of Realism in the late 1970s and 1980s
(commonly termed ‘neo-realism’). In this respect
Realism shares with Conservatism (its ideological
godfather) the recognition that a theory without the
means to change is without the means of its own
preservation. The question of Realism’s resilience
touches upon one of its central claims, namely, that
itis the embodiment of laws of international politics
which remain true across time (history) and space
(geopolitics). This argument is made by a leading
contemporary realist, Robert Gilpin, who cast doubt
on ‘whether or not twentieth-century students of
international relations know anything that Thucy-
dides and his fifth-century sc compatriots did not
know about the behaviour of states’ (1981: 227-8).

Thucydides was the historlan of the Pelopon-
nesian War, a conilict between two great powers in
the ancient Greek world, Athens and Sparta. Thucy-
dides’ work has been admired by subsequent gener-
ations of realists for the insights he raised about
many of the perennial issues of internationat polit-
lcs. Thucydides’ explanation of the underlying cause
of the war—‘the growth of Athenian power and
the fear which this caused in Sparta’ (1.23)—is con-
sidered to be a classic example of the impact that the
anarchical structure of international politics has on
the behaviour of state actors. On this reading, Thu-
cydides makes it clear that Sparta’s national interest,
like that of all states, was survival, and the changing
distribution of power represented a direct threat to
Its existence. Sparta was, therefore, compelled by
necessity to go to war in order to forestall being van-
quished by Athens. Thucydides also makes it clear
that Athens felt equally compelled to pursue power
in order to preserve the empire it had acquired. The
famous Athenian leader, Pericles, claimed to be act-
ing on the basis of the most fundamental of human
motivations: ambitlon, fear, and self-interest,

One of the significant episodes of the war between
Athens and Sparta is known as the ‘Melian dialogue’
and represents a fascinating illustration of a number
of key realist principles. Case Study 1 (Box 7.1)
reconstructs the dialogue between the Athenian
leaders who arrived on the island of Melos to assert
their right of conquest over the islanders, and the
Tesponse this provoked.

In short, what the Athenians are asserting over the
Melians is the logic of power politics. Because of
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their vastly superior military force, they are able to
present a fait accompli to the Melians: either submit
peacefully or be exterminated. The Melians for their
part try and ‘buck’ the logic of power politics, appeal-
ing in turn with arguments grounded in justice, God,
and their allies the Spartans. As the dialogue makes
clear, the Melians were forced to submit to the realist
iron law that ‘the strong do what they have the
power to do and the weak accept what they have to
accept’. Later realists would concur with Thucydides’
suggestion that the logic of power politics has uni-
versal applicability. Instead of Athens and Melos, we
could just as easily substitute, for example, Nazi
Germany and Czechoslovakia in 1939, the Soviet
Union and Hungary in 1956, or Indonesia and East
Timor in 1975. In each case, the weaker state had to
submit to the will of the stronger. Power trumps
morality, and the threat or use of force trtumphs over
legal principles such as the right to independence
(sovereignty). There are also alternative readings of
Thucydides that highlight what happens when
states act purely on the basls of self-interest without
any consideration of moral and ethical principles.
After all, Athens suffers epic defeat even while fol-
lowing the timeless tenets of Realism.

The question whether Realism does embody ‘time-
less truths’ about politics will be returned to in the
conclusion of the chapter. Could a scholar who
understood the history of international conflict in
the fifth century sc really apply the same conceptual
tools to global politics at the end of the second mil-
lennjum? In the following section we will begin to
unravel Realism in order to reveal the way in which
the tradition has evolved over the last twenty-five
centuries. After considering the main tributaries
which flow into the realist stream of thinking, the
third section will attempt to disinter a ‘core’ of realist
principles to which all realists could subscribe.

Key points

 Realism has been the dominant theory of world
politics since the beginning of academic Inter-
national Relations. '

e Outside of the academy, Realism has a much

longer history. Scepticism about the capacity of
human reason to deliver moral progress resonates




Box 7.1 Case Study 1: The Melian dialogue—Realism and the preparation for war

ATHENIANS, Then we on our side will use no fine phrases
saying, for example, that we have a right to our empire
because we defeated the Persians . . . And we ask you on
your side not to imagine that you will influence us by
saying that you, though a colony of Sparta, have not
joined Sparta in the war, or that you have never done us
any harm . . . you know as well as we do that, when these
matters are discussed by practical people, the standard
of justice depends on the equality of power to compel
and that in fact the strong do what they have the
power to do and the weak accept what they have to
accept.

MELIANS. Then in our view (since you force us to leave
justice out of account and to confine ourselves to self-
interest) . . . you should not destroy a principle that is to
the general good of all men—namely, that in the case of
all who fali into danger there should be such a thing as fair
play and just dealing.

ATHENIANS. We do not want any trouble in bringing you
into our empire, and we want you to be spared for the
goad both of yourselves and of ourselves.

MELIANS. And how could it -be just as good for us to be
the slaves as for you to be the masters?

ATHENIANS. You, by giving in, would save yourselves
from disaster; we by not destroying you, would be able to
profit from you.

MELIANS. 50 you do not agree to our being neutral,
friends instead of enemies, but allies of neither side?

ATHENIANS. No. .. if we were on friendly terms with you,
our subjects would regard that as a sign of weakness in us,
whereas your hatred is evidence of our power . . . . So that
by conquering you we shall increase not only the size
but the security of our empire.

MELIANS. But do you thirk there is no security for you in
what we suggest? For here again, since you will not let us
mention justice, but tell us to give in to your interests, we,
too, must tell you what our interests are and, if yours and
ours happen to coincide, we must try to persuade you of
the fact. Is it not certain that you will make enemies of all
states who are at present neutral, when they see what is
happening here and naturally conclude that in course of
time you will attack them too? ... Yet we know that in
war, fortune sometimes makes the odds more level.

ATHENIANS. Hope, that comforter in danger!

MELIANS. We trust that the gods will give us fortune as
good as yours, because we are standing for what is right
against what is wrong; and as for what we lack in power,
we trust that it will be made up for by our alliance with the

Spartans, who are bound, if for no other reason, then for
honour's sake, and because we are their kinsman, to come
to our help.

ATHEMIANS. So far as the favour of the gods is concerned,
we think we have as much right to that as you have. ...
Qur opinjon of the gods and our knowledge of men lead
us to conclude that it is a general and necessary law of
nature to rule whatever one can, This is not a law that
we made ourselves, nor were we the first to act upon it
when it was made. We found it already in existence, and
we shall leave it to exist forever among those who come
after us. We are merely acting in accordance with it, and
we know that you or anybody else with the same power as
ours would be acting in precisely the same way. And
therefore, so far as the gods are concerned, we see no
good reason why we should fear to be at a disadvantage.
But with regard to your views about Sparta and your con-
fidence that she, out of a sense of honour, will come to
your aid, we muist say that we congratulate you on your
simplicity but do not envy you your folly . . . of all people
we know the Spartans are most conspicuous for belleving
that what they like doing is honourable and what suits
their interests is just.

MELIANS. But this is the very point where we can feel
most sure. Their own self-interest will make them refuse to
betray their own colonists, the Melians.

ATHENIANS. You seem to forget that if one follows one’s
self-interest one wants to be safe, whereas the path of
justice and honour involves one in danger .... Do
not be led astray by a false sense of honour. . . . You, if you
take the right view, will be careful to avoid this. And, when
you are allowed to choose between war and safety, you
will not be so insensitively arrogant as to make the wrong
choice. You will see that there is nothing disgraceful in
giving way to the greatest city in Hellas when she is offer-
ing you such reasonable terms—alliance on a tribute-
paying basis and liberty to enjoy your own property. This
is the safe rule—to stand up to one’s equals, to
behave with deference to one’s superiors, and to treat
one’s Inferiors with moderation.

MELIANS. Our decision, Athenians, is just the same as it

was at first. We are not prepared to give up in a short

moment the liberty which out city has enjoyed from its

foundation for 700 years.

ATHENIANS. You seem to us ... to see uncertainties as

realities, simply because you would like them to be so.
(This is an edited extract from Thucydides,
The Peloponnesian War, trans. Rex Warner
(London: Penguin Classics, 1954), 360-5)

through the work of classical political theorists
such as Thucydides, Machiavelli, Hobbes, and
Rousseau.

» In ‘The Melian dialogue’, one of the episodes of
the Peloponnesian War, Thucydides uses the
words of the Athenians to highlight the realist
view of a number of key concepts such as self-
interest, alliances, balance of power, capabilities,
and insecurity. The people of Melos respond in

One Realism, or many?

The intellectual exercise of articulating a unified
theory of Realism has been criticized by writers who
are both sympathetic and critical of the tradition
(Doyle 1997; M. J. Smith 1986). In the words of a
leading critic of Realism, ‘there is no single tradition
of political realism, but rather a knot of historically
constituted tensions, contradictions and evasions’
(Walker 1993: 106), Consistent with the argument
that there is not one Realism, but many, is the
attempt to delineate different types of Realism. The
most simple distinction is a form of periodization
that we introduced in the preceding section: classical
realism (up to the twentieth century), modern real-
ism (1939-79), and neo-realism (1979 onwards).
These different periods do not, however, overcome
the problem of diversity. For example, not all clas-
sical realists agree on the causes of war, or whether
the balance of power is a natural state or one that
must be created.

An alternative form of classification is thematic (a
summary of the varieties of realism outlined below is
contained in Table 7.1). One of the most convincing
of these is R. B. J. Walker's distinction between-his-
torical realism and structural realism (1993: 108-22)
which the following classification builds on.? Machi-
avelli is the leading classical exponent of historical
realism in that he recognized the difficulties of
devising universal maxims of state conduct that
could be used at all times and places to ensure the
survival of the state. Machiavelli recognized the flux
of political life and appreciated the point that
change 1s a continuous process. Therefore he warned
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idealist verse, appealing to justice, fairness, luck,
the gods, and .in the final instance, to common
interests.

At the end of the millennium, Realism continues
fo attract academicians and inform policy-makers,
although the passing of the cold war has seen a
revival in the fortunes of Liberalism, and a variety
of more critical approaches grouped under the
banner of post-positivism.

state leaders always to hedge their bets and, rather
than propounding timeless truths, Machiavelli
offered what can be termed ‘situation-bound know-
ledge’ that always had to take the immediate context
into consideration. E. H. Carr is the modern Machi-
avelli, advocating a foreign policy which recognizes
the interplay of power and morality, consent and
coercion, and force and appeasement. Carr con-
cluded that the fundamental problem of inter-
national politics was how to foster peaceful change
in the relations between satisfied and non-satisfied
powers without the need to resort to war.

The structural realism lineage begins with Thu-
cydides’ representation of power politics as a law of
human behaviour, The drive for power and the will
to dominate are held to be fundamental aspects of
human nature. The behaviour of the state as a self-
seeking egoist is understood to be merely a reflection
of the characteristics of the people that cornprise the
state. It is human pature that explains why inter-
national politics is necessarily power politics, This
reduction of Realism to a condition of human nature
is one which frequently reappears in the leading
works of the realist canon, most famously in the
work of the high priest of post-war Realism, Hans J.
Morgenthau. It can usefully be thought of as a ‘struc-
tural’ theory--structural realism I—because human
nature is viewed by realists as the determining struc-
ture, one which stands outside of history and cannot
be transcended.. Morgenthau notes, ‘politics, like
soclety in general, is governed by objective laws that
have their roots in human nature’ (Morgenthau
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[1948]1955: 4). The important point for Morgenthau
is, first, to recognize that these laws exist and second,
to devise the most appropriate policies that are con-
sistent with the basic fact that human beings are
flawed creatures. For both Thucydides and Mor-
genthau, the essential continuity of the power-
seeking behaviour of states is rooted in the biological
drives of human beings.

The more frequent use of the term ‘structural’ in
the literature—structural realism II'—is to denote
the form of realist argument which attributes the
cause of conflict to the anarchic structure of the
international system. This form of structural realism
is most often associated with Kenneth Waltz’s land-
mark book, Theory of International Politics (1979).
According to Waltz, anarchy prevents states from
entering into co-operative agreements to end the
state of war. The condition of anarchy—that is, the
fact that there is no ‘higher power’ to ensure the
peace among sovereign states—is often viewed as
synonymous to a state of war. By the state of war,
structural realists do not intend to convey the
impression that large-scale war is a daily occurrence
in international politics, but rather the possibility
that a particular state may resort to force indicates
that the outbreak of war is always a likely scenario in
an anarchical environment. Thus, the structure of
the system can drive states to war even if state leaders
desire peace (Butterfield 1951: 21). Structural realists
insist that the type of state, for example a democracy
or totalitarian state, or the personality of the leader is
less important in accounting for the phenomena of
war than the fact that action takes place within the
context of an anarchical realm. But as a number of
scholars have pointed out, contemporary realists like

" Waltz who have tried to construct a realist theory

without relying on an assumption about human
nature often ‘smuggle’ into their idea of a ‘system’
behavioural assumptions about states as competitive
and egoistic entities. Moreover, in the work of con-
temporary structural realists, these traits appear to be
prior to the interactions of states as though they
existed before the game of power politics began.

The fourth and final type of realism develops out
of a reading of Thomas Hobbes. Although his great
work Leviathan is often cited by realists for its graph-
ically pessimistic portrayal of human nature, Hobbes
can more usefully be deployed in support of liberal

realism. His analogy between individuals in a state
of nature and sovereigns in a state of war suggests a
kind of permanent cold war where states are con-
stantly living in fear of being attacked. But crucially,
Hobbes believed that states are less vulnerable than
individuals in the state of nature, and are therefore
able to coexist with other sovereigns. As elementary
rules of coexistence are formulated, such as the prin-
ciples of sovereignty and non-intervention, the
anarchical system becomes an anarchical sodety,
and Realism metamorphoses into a form of liberal
realism. This liberal wing of realism has appealed in
particular to British international relations theorists,
who have, as John Vincent put it, ‘flattered Hobbes
by imitating him’ (1981: 96-101).°

Given the varieties of Realism that exist, it is
hardly surprising that the overall coherence of Real-
ism as a tradition of inquiry into international rela-
tions has been questioned (Forde 1992: 62), The
answer to the question of ‘coherence’ is, of course,
contingent upon how strict the criteria are for judg-
ing the continuities which underpin a particular
theory. Here it is perhaps a mistake to understand
traditions as a single stream of thought, handed
down in a neatly wrapped package from one gener-
ation of realists to another. Instead it is preferable to
think of living traditions like Realism as the
embodiment of both continuities and conflicts. For
this reason it is important for students to read realists
in their historical and political contexts, to try and
understand the world they were speaking to-and the
forces they were reacting against.

While recognizing the danger of imposing a
‘mythology of coherence’ (Skinner 1988: 39) on the
various theorists and practitioners identified with
Realism, there are good reasons for attempting to
identify a shared core of propositions which all real-
ists subscribe to (see section below, ‘The essential
Realism’). In the first instance, there is virtue in sim-
plicity; complex ideas can be filtered, leaving a
residual substance which may not conform to any
one of the ingredients but is nevertheless a virtual
representation of all of them. A second reason
for attempting to arrive at a composite Realism is
that, despite the different strands running through
the tradition, there is a sense in which all realists
share a common set of propositions. These will be
considered in the third section of this chapter.

Table 7.1 A taxonomy of realisms
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Type of Realism

Key thinkers
(classical and modern)

Key texts

‘Big idea’

Structural realism |
(Human Nature)

Historical or practical
realism

Structural realism Il
(international system)

Liberal realism

Thucydides
(c.430-400 sC)

Morgenthau (1948)
Machiavelli (1532)

Carr (1939)

Rousseau (¢.1750)

Waltz (1979)

Hobbes (1651)

Bull (1977)

The Peloponnesian War

Politics Among Nations
The Prince

The Twenty Years’
Crisis 1919-1938

The State of War

Theory of International
Politics
Leviathan

The Anarchical Society

Iinternational politics is driven by an endiess
struggle for power which has its roots in
human nature. Justice, law, and society have
either no place or are circumscribed.

Political realism recognizes that principles are
subordinated to policies; the ultimate skill of
the state leader is to accept, and adapt to, the
changing power political configurations in
world politics.

Itis not human nature, but the anarchical
system which fosters fear, jealousy, suspicion,
and insecurity. Conflict can emerge even if the
actors have benign intent towards each other.

The international anarchy can be cushioned by
states who have the capability to deter other
states from aggression, and who are able to
construct elementary rules for their
coexistence.

Key points

o There is a lack of consensus in the literature as to
whether we can meaningfully speak about Realism

as a single coherent theory.

realists).

realism II).

There are good reasons for delineating different
types of Realism. The most important cleavage is
between those who see Realism as a licence to
take any course of action necessary to ensure
political survival (historical realists) and those
who see it as a permanent condition of conflict
or the preparation for future conflicts (structural

Structural realism divides Into two wings: those
writers who emphasize human nature as the
structure (structural realism I) and those who
believe that anarchy is the structure which shapes
and shoves the behaviour of states (structural

+ At the margins of Realism we find a form of liberal
realism which rejects the pessimistic picture of his-

torical and structural realists, believing that the
state of war can be mitigated by the management

of power by the leading states in the system and

the development of practices such as diplomacy
and customary international law.

The question whether it is legitimate to speak of a
coherent tradition of political realism touches
upon an important debate conducted by histor-
ians of ideas. Most classical realists did not con-
sider themselves to be adherents of a particular

tradition, for this reason Realism, like all other

traditions, is something of an invention.

Once we admit to a variety of realisms, we are in
danger of exaggerating the particular character-
istics of each thinker and the context within
which they wrote, at a cost of gleaning a better

understanding of Realism as a whole.
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The essential Realism

The previous paragraphs have argued that Realism is
a theoretical broad church, embracing a variety of
authors and texts. Despite the numerous denomin-
ations, we argue that all realists subscribe to the fol-
lowing ‘three Ss': statismn, survival, self-help.® Each of
these elements is considered in more detail in the
subsections below.

Statism

For realists, the state is the main actor and sover-
eignty is its distinguishing trait. The meaning of the
sovereign state is inextricably bound up with the use
of force. In terms of its internal dimension, to illus-
trate this relationship between violence and the state
we need to look no further than Max Weber's famous
definition of the state as ‘the monopoly of the legit-
imate use of physical force within a given territory’.”
Within this territorial space, sovereignty means that
the state has supreme authority to make and enforce
laws. This is the basis of the unwritten contract
between individuals and the state. According to
Hobbes, for example, we trade our liberty in retun
for a guarantee of security. Once security has been
established, civil society can begin. But in the
absence of security, there can be no art, no culture,
no society. All these finer aspects of social life are
secondary in importance, The first move, then, for
the realist is to organize power domestically. In this
respect, ‘every state is fundamentally a Machstaat’ or
power state (Donelan 1990: 25). Only after power
has been organized, can community begin.

Realist international theory appears to operate
according to the assumption that, domestically, the
problem of order and security is solved. The presence
of a sovereign authority domestically implies that
individuals need not worry about their own security,
since this is provided for them in the form of a sys-
tem of law, police protection, prisons, and other
coercive measures. This allows members of the polit-
ical community living ‘inside’ the state to pursue the
good life. However, on the ‘outside’, in the relations
among independent sovereign states, insecurities,

dangers, and threats to the very existence of the state
loom large. Realists largely explain this on the basis
that the very condition for oider and security—
namely, the existence of a sovereign—is missing
from the international realm. Yet it is worthwhile to
evaluate critically the assumptions that are being
made here. Is it really the case that you always feel
secure inside your own state? Is a central authority a
prerequisite for peace and order? Is the inside/
outside distinction that realists draw between peace
and security on the one hand, and violence and
insecurity on the other hand defensible?

Realists claim that in anarchy, states compete with
other states for security, markets, influence, and so
on. And the nature of the competition is often
viewed in zero-sum ferms; in other words, more for
one actor means less for another. This competitive
logic of power politics makes agreement on universal
principles difficult, apart from the principle of non-
intervention in the internal affairs of other sovereign
states. This international legal aspect of sovereignty
functions as a ‘no trespass sign’ placed on the border
between states. But even this principle, designed to
facilitate coexistence, is suspended by realists who
argue that in practice non-intervention does not
apply in relations bétween great powers and their
‘near abroad’.

Given that the first move of the state is to organize
power domestically, and the second is to accumulate
power internationally, it is self-evidently important
to consider in more depth what realists mean by
their ubiquitous fusion of politics with power. It is
one thing to say that international politics is a strug-
gle for power, but this merely begs the question of
what realists mean by power. Morgenthau offers the
following definition of power: ‘man's control over
the minds and actions of other men’ ([1948]1955:
26). There are two important points that realists
make about the elusive concept of power First,
power is a relational concept; one does not exercise
power in a vacuum, but in relation to another
entity. Second, power is a relative concept; calcula-
tions need to be made not only about one’s own
power capabilities, but about the power that other

state actors possess. Yet the task of accurately assess-
ing the power of states is infinitely complex, and
often is reduced to counting the number of troops,
tanks,; aircraft, and naval ships a country possesses
in the belief that this translates in the ability to get
other- actors to do something they would not
otherwise do. There have been, however, a number
of criticisms made of classical and modern Realism’s
over-reliance on this one-dimensional view of
POWET .

There are two important exceptions to this ten-
dency. First, the more. liberal wing of realism has
long noted the importance of more subtle under-
staniding of power as prestige; in other words, the
ability to get what you want without either the
threat or the use of force but through diplomatic
influence- or authority. Second, E. H. Carr grafted
economic and ideological dimensions onto the trad-
itlonal realist equation of power ‘equals’ military
force. Despite these revisions, Realism has been pur-
chased at a discount precisely because its currency,
power, has remained under-theorized and inconsis-
tently used. Simply by asserting that states seek
power provides no answer to crucial questions. Why
do states struggle for power? Why is the accumula-
tion of power, as Morgenthau argued, ‘always the
immediate aim’? Surely power is a means to an end
rather than an end in itself?

Contemporary structural realists have in recent
years sought to bring more conceptual clarity to bear
on the meaning of power in the realist discourse.
Kenneth Waltz tries to overcome the problem by
shifting the focus from power to capabilities, He
suggests that capabilities can be ranked according to
their strength in the following areas: ‘size of popula-
tion and. territory, resource endowment, economic
capability, military strength, political stability and
competence’ (1979: 131). The difficulty here is that
resource strength does not always-lead to military
victory. For example, in the 1967 Six Day War
between Israel and Egypt, Jordan, and Syria, the dis-
tribution of resources clearly favoured the Arab coali-
tion and yet the supposedly weaker side annihilated
its enemies’ forces and seized their territory. The def-
inition of power.as capabilities is even less successful
at explaining the relative economic success of Japan
over China. A more sophisticated understanding of
power would focus on the ability of a state to control
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or influence its environment in situations that are
not necessarily conflictual.

An additional weakness with the realist treatment
of power concerns its exclusive focus upon state
power. For realists, states are the only actors that
really ‘count’. Transnational corporations, inter-
national organizations, and religious. denomin-
ations, like all other ideologies, rise and fall but the
state is the one permanent feature in the landscape
of modern global politics. Moreover, it is not clear
that these non-state actors are autonomous from
state power, whether this be Italy in the case of the
papacy or the US in the case of corporations like
Microsoft. The extent to which non-state actors bear
the imprint of a statist identity is further endorsed by
the fact that these actors have to make their way in
an international system whose rules are made by
states. There is no better example of this than the
importance of American hegemonic power ‘under-
writing’ the Bretton Woods trading system which
has set the framework for international economic
relations in the post-1945 period. The motivation
for this was not altruism on the part of the USbut the
rational calculation that it had more to gain from
managing the international system than to lose by
refusing to exercise leadership. Moreover, realists
argue that an open, free-trade economic system,
such as what was established at Bretton Woods,
depends on the existence of a2 hegemon who is will-
ing to shoulder the financial burdens of managing
the system. This realist argument, popularly known
as hegemonic stability theory, maintains that
international economic order is dependent on the
existence of a dominant state.

Survival

The second principle which unites most realists of all
persuasions is the assertion that, in international
politics, the pre-eminent goal is survival. Although
there is an ambiguity in the works of the realists as to
whether the accumulation of power is an end in
itself, one would think that there is no dissenting
from the argument that the ultimate concern of
states is for security. Survival is held to be a precondi-
tion for attaining all other goals, whether these
involve conquest or merely independence. According
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to Waltz, ‘beyond the survival motive, the aims of
states may be endlessly varied’ (1979: 91). Yet a
recent controversy among realists has arisen over the
question of whether states are in fact principally
security or power maximizers. This controversy pits
defensive against offensive realists, and has a number
of significant implications for how we view the pro-
spects of international security and co-operation.
Defensive realists such as Waltz and Joseph Grieco
(1997) argue that states have security as thelr princi-
pal interest and therefore only seek the requisite
amount of power to ensure their own survival,
According to this view, states are profoundly defen-
sive actors and will not seek to gain greater amounts
of power if that means jeopardizing their own secur-
ity. Offensive realism, as put forth by john Mearshe-
imer (1994/5), argues that the ultimate goal of all
states is to achieve a hegemonic position in the
international system. States, according to this view,
always desire more power and are willing, if the
opportunity arises, to alter the existing distribution
of power even if such an action may jeopardize their
own security. In terms of survival, defensive realists
hold that the existence of status quo powers lessens
the competition for power while offensive realists
argue that the competition is always keen because
revisionist states and aspiring hegemons are always
willing to take risks with the alm of improving the
position in the international system. : :
Niccolo Machiavelll tried to make a ‘sclence’ out of
his reflections on the art of survival. His short and
engaging book, The Prince, was written with the
explicit intention of codifying a set of maxims which
will enable leaders to maintain their hold on power.
Machiavelli derived these maxims from his experi-
ence as a diplomat and his studies of ancient history.
For instance, he was full of admiration for the
Roman empire which annexed all potential enermies
through conquest and imperial domination. Ergo,
the lesson that Princes or Sovereigns must be pre-
pared to break thelr promises if it is in their interests,
and to conquer neighbouring states before they
(inevitably) attack you. There are a number of ethical
and practical difficulties associated with Machiavel-
li's recommendations, particularly when relating
these to contemporary international - politics.
Indeed, it is the perceived moral bankruptcy of Real-
ism which has provoked a number of the most

influential criticisms of the theory, summarized in
Box 7.3.

In important respects, we find two related Machia-
velllan themes recurring in the writings of modern
realists, both of which derive from the idea that the
realm of international politics requires different
motal and political rules than those which apply in
domestic politics. The task of understanding the real
nature of international politics, and the need to pro-
tect the state at all costs (even if this may mean the
sacrifice of one’s own citizens) places a heavy burden
on the shoulders of state leaders. In the words of
Hénry Kissinger, the academic realist who became
Secretary of State during the Nixon Presidency, ‘a
nation’s survival is its first and ultimate responsibil-
ity; it cannot be compromised or put to risk’ (1977:
204). Their guide must be an ethic of responsibility:
the careful weighing up of consequences; the realiz-
ation that individual acts of an immoral kind might
have to be taken for the greater good. By way of an
example, think of the ways in which governments
frequently suspend the legal and political rights of
‘suspected terrorists’ in view of the threat they pose
to ‘national security’. A realist would argue that let-
ting a suspected terrorist out of prison because there
is insufficient evidence for prosecution would be an
irresponsible act which might jeopardize the lives of
innocent civilians. An ethic of responsibility is fre-
quently used as a justification for breaking the laws
of wat, as in the case of the United States decision to
drop nuclear bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasak{ in
1945. The principle difficulty with the realist formu-
lation of an ‘ethics of responsibility’ is that, whilst
instructing leaders to consider the consequences of
their actions, it does not provide a guide to how state
leaders should weigh the consequences (M. J. Smith
1986: 51).

Not only does Realism provide an alternative
moral code for state leaders, it suggests a wider objec-
tion to the whole enterprise of bringing ethics into
international politics. Starting from the assumption
that each state has its own particular values and
beliefs, realists argue that the state is the supreme
good and there ¢an be no community beyond bor-
ders. Without a common culture, and common
institutions, the idea of an ‘international com-
munity’, so frequently articulated by journalists, is
seriously premature. E. H. Carr tumed scepticism

about moral universals into a ‘critical weapon’ which
he wielded in order to reveal how the supposedly
universal principles adumbrated by the Great Powers
(such as the virtue of free trade or self-
determination) were really ‘unconscious reflexions
of national policy’ (Carr 1946: 87). This moral rela-
tivism has generated a substantial body of criticism,
particularly from liberal theorists: if all values are
relative, how can we judge the actions of state-
leaders? Are there not some policies which are wrong
irrespective of which states commit them, such as
torture or the denial of civil rights? Whilst the intui-
tive answer to these questions is ‘yes’, the argument
gets more murky when other states with non-
Western cultures argue that what we call “torture’
they call a ‘rite of passage’ (as in the case of fernale
genital mutilation in certain African states). More-
over, many developing states argue that civil rights
undermine social cohesion by privileging the indi-
vidual's rights over the collective good. A realist
would therefore see the pursuit of human rights in
foreign policy as the imposition of one state’s moral
principles on another (Morgenthau 1978: 4).

Self-help

Kenneth Waltz's path-breaking work Theory of Inter-
national Politics brought to the realist tradition a
deeper understanding of the international system
within which states coexist. Unlike many other real-
Ists, Waltz argued that international politics was not
unique because of the regularity of war and conflict,
since this was as familar in domestic politics. The
key difference between domestic and international
orders les in their structure. In the domestic polity,
citizens do not have to defend themselves. In the
international systemn, there is no higher authority to
prevent and counter the use of force. Security can
therefore only be realized through self-help. In an
anarchic structure, ‘self-help is necessarily the prin-
ciple of action’ (Waltz 1979: 111). But in the course
of providing for one’s own security, the state in ques-
tion will automatically be fuelling the insecurity of
other states, )

The term given to this spiral of insecurity is the
security dilemmna.® According to Wheeler and
Booth, security dilemmas exist ‘when the military
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preparations of one state create an unresolvat
uncertainty in the mind of another as to wheth
those preparations are for “defensive” purposes on
(to enhance its security in an uncertain world)
whether they are for offensive purposes (to chan,
the status quo to its advantage)' (1992: 30). Tt
scenario suggests that one state’s quest for security
often another state's source of insecurity. States fir
it very difficult to trust one another and often vie
the intentions of others in a negative light. Thus tt
military preparations of one state are likely to 1
matched by neighbouring states. The irony is that .
the end of the day, states often feel no-more secu:
than before they undertook measures to enhanc
their own security.

Is there any escape from the security dilemme
There is a divergence in the realist camp betwee
structural realists who believe the security dilernm
to be a perennial condition of international politic
and historical realists who believe that, even in a sel
help system, the dilemma can be mitigated. Th
principle mechanism by which it may be mitigated:
through the operation of the balance of powe
Maintaining a balance of power therefore became
central objective in the foreign policies of the Grea
Powers; this idea of a contrived balance is well illus
trated by the British foreign office memorandun
quoted in Box 7.2.

In a self-help system, structural realists argue tha
the balance of power will emerge even in the absenc
of a conscious policy to maintain the balance (i€
prudent statecraft), Waltz argues that balances o
power result irrespective of the intentions of any par
ticular state. In an anarchical system populated br
states who seek to perpetuate themselves, alliance
will be formed that seek to check and balance th
power against threatening states. A fortuitous bal
ance will be established through the interactions o
states in the same way that an equilibrium is estab.
lished between firms and consumers in a fre
economic market (according to classical libera
economic theory). Liberal realists are more likely tc
emphasize the crucial role state leaders and diplo-
mats play in maintaining the balance of power. In

other words, the balance of power is not natural o
inevitable, it must be constructed.

All varieties of Realism are united in the view that
the balance of power is mot a stable condition.
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Box 7.2 British foreign policy and the
balance of power

History shows that the danger threatening . the
independence of this or that nation has generally
arisen, at least in part, out of the momentary pre-
dominance of a neighbouring State at once militarily
powerful, economically efficient, and ambitious to
extend its frontiers or spread its influence . . . The only
check on the abuse of political predominance derived
from such a position has always consisted in the
opposition of an equally formidable rival, or a combin-
ation of several countries forming leagues of defence.
The equilibrium established by such a grouping of
forces is technically known as the balance of power,
and it hias become aimost an historical truism to iden-
tify England’s secular policy with the maintenance of
this balance by throwing her weight now in this scale
and now in that, but ever on the side opposed to the
political dictatorship of the strongest single State or
group at a given time,
Memorandum by Sir Eyre Crowe on the Present State of British
Relations with France ond Germany, 1 Jonuary 1907
(Viotti and Kauppl 1993: 50).

Whether it is the contrived balance of the Concert of
Europe in the early nineteenth century, or the more
fortuitous balance of the cold war, balances of power
are broken—either through war or peaceful
change—and new balances emerge. What the per-
ennial collapsing of the balance of power demon-
strates is that states are at best able to mitigate the
worst consequences of the security dilemma but are
not able to escape it. The reason for this terminal
condition is the absence of trust in international
relations.

Historically realists have illustrated the lack of
trust among states by reference to the parable of the
‘stag hunt’, In Man, the State and War, Kenneth Waltz
revisits Rousseau’s parable:

Assume that five men who have acquired a rudimentary abil-
ity to speak and to understand each other happen to come
together at a time when all of them suffer from hunger. The
hunger of each will be satisfied by the fifth part of a stag, so
they ‘agree’ to co-operate in a project to trap one. But also
the hunger of any one of them will be satisfied by a hare, so,

as a hare comes within reach, one of them grabs it. The
defector obtains the means of satisfying his hunger but in
doing so permits the stag to escape. His immediate interest
prevails over consideration for his fellows. (1959: 167-8)

Waltz argues that the metaphor of the stag hunt pro-
vides not only a justification for the establishment of
government, but a basis for understanding the prob-
lem of co-ordinating the interests of the individual
versus the interests of the common good, and the
pay-off between short-term interests and long-term

interests. _ In the self-help system of international -

politics, -the logic of self-interest mitigates against
the provision of collective goods such as ‘security’ or
‘free trade’. In the case of the latter, according to the
theory of comparative advantage, all states would be
wealthier in a world that allowed freedom of goods
and services across borders. But individual states, or
groups of states like the European Union, can
increase their wealth by pursuing protectionist pol-
icies praviding other states do not respond in kind.
Of course the logical outcome is for the remaining
states to become protectionist, international trade
collapses; and a world recession reduces the wealth
of each state.

The contemporary liberal solution to this problem
of collective action in self-help systems is through
the construction of regimes (see Ch. 14). In other
words, by establishing patterns of rules, norms and
procedures, such as those embodied in the World
Trade Organization (WTO), states are likely to be
more confident that other states will comply with
the rules and that defectors will be punished. Con-
temporary structural realists agree with liberals that
regimes can facilitate co-operation under certain cir-
cumstances, although realists believe that in a self-
help system co-operation is ‘harder to achieve, more
difficult to maintain, and more dependent on state
power’ (Grieco, in Baldwin 1993: 302). One reason
for this is that structural realists argue that states are
more concerned about relative than absolute gains.
Thus the question is not whether all will be better off
through co-operation, but rather who will likely gain
more than another. It is because of this concem with
relative gains issues that realists argue that co-
operation is difficult to achieve in a self-help system
(see Ch. 9).

A more thoroughgoing challenge to the way in
which realists have set up the problem of collective

action in a self-help system comes from construc-
tivsm (see Ch. 11).° Although this is a complex
argument, the key move in the critique is to argue
that anarchy need not imply a self-help system. His-
torically, anarchy has accommodated varieties of
inter-state practices. In the eighteenth century,
philosophers and lawyers portrayed the European
states-system as 'a commonwealth, a family of
nations, with common laws and customs. In the
twentieth century, the decentralized international
system has witnessed a diverse pattern of inter-

" actions, from a literal state of war to brief periods of

collective security to examples of regional integra-
tion. Only the first of these three conditions could be
described in terms of self-help. As Alexander Wendt
puts it: ‘Self-help presupposes self-interest; it does
not explain it. Anarchy is what states make of it’
(1994: 388).

Key points

e Statism is the centrepiece of Realism. This
involves two claims. First, for the theorist, the state
is the pre-eminent actor and all other actors in
world politics are of lesser significance. Second,
state ‘sovereignty’ signifies the existence of an
independent political community, one which has
juridical authority over its territory.

¢ Key criticism: Statism is flawed both on empirical
(challenges to state power from ‘above’ and
‘below’) and normative grounds (the inability of
soverelgn states to respond to collective global
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problems such as famine, environmental degrad-
ation, and human rights abuses).

o Survival: The primary objective of all states is sur-
vival; this is the supreme national interest to
which all political leaders must adhere. All other
goals such as economic prosperity are secondafry
(or low politics’). In order to preserve the security
of their state, leaders must adopt an ethical code
which judges actions according to the outcome
rather than in terms of a judgement about whether
the individual act Is right or wrong. If there are any
moral universals for political realists, these can
only be concretized in particular communities.

o Key criticism: Are there no limits to what actions
a state can take in the name of necessity?

« Self-help: No other state can be relied upon to
guarantee your survival. In international politics,
the structure of the system does not permit friend-
ship, trust, and honour; only a perennial condi-
tion of uncertainty generated by the absence ofa
global government. Coexistence is achieved
through the maintenance of the balance of power,
and limited co-operation is possible in interactions
where the realist state stands to gain more than
other states.

e Key criticism: Self-help is not an inevitable con-
sequence of the absence of a world government;
self-help is the game which states have chosen to
play. Moreover, there are historical and con-
temporary examples where states have preferred
collective security systems, or forms of regional
{ntegration, in preference to self-help.

Conclusion: Realism and the globalization

4

of world politics

The chapter opened by considering the often
repeated realist claim that the pattern of international
politics—wars interrupted for periods characterized
by the preparation for future wars—have remained
constant over the preceding twenty-five centuries.
Realists have consistently held that the continuities

in international relations are more important than
the changes, but many find this to be problematic in
the present age of globalization. In the concluding
paragraphs below, we will briefly evaluate whether
Realism can speak to our world, or has become, as its
critics suggest, an anachronistic theory.
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Box 7.3 What the critics say

R. AsHLev: Structural realists portray the structure of the
intemational system as thaugh there Is only one structure
(that of power) and its existence is independent of states
(rather than constructed by them). For this reason, con-
temporary structural realism Is a static, ‘conservative
theory (1984).

C. BEITz: The analogy between individuals in a state of
nature and states in international anarchy is misplaced for
four reasons. States are not the only actors; the power of
states is massively unequal; states are not independent of
each other; patterns of co-operation exist (even if motiv-
ated by self-interest) despite the absence of a global
government capable of enforcing rule (1979).

K. BoOTH: Realism cannot speak to our world. Survival for
the maijority of individuals in global politics is threatened
not by armies of foreign’ states but more often by their
own governments, or more broadly, structures of global
capitalism which produce and reproduce the dally round
of ‘human wrongs’ such as malnutrition, death from pre-
ventable diseases, slavery, prostitution, and exploitation
(1995h).

C. Brown: The strongest argument against Realism's
. moral scepticism is that states employ.a moral language of
rights and duties in their relations with each other (1992).

J. BURTON: Interactions of states is only one of many
levels of interaction in world soclety. Rather than an
image of states as billiard balls impacting on each other at
random, Burton argues we should think about inter-
national relations as a ‘cobweb model of interactions and
linkages between multiple actors ‘(firms, individuals,
groups, etc.) (1990).

R. Cox: Realism is problem-solving theory. it accepts the
prevailing order, and seeks only to isolate aspects of the
system in order to understand how it works. The idea of
theory serving an emancipatory purpose—Le. contem-
plating alternative world orders—is not in the structural
realist's vocabulary (1986). )

F. HALLIDAY: The realist conception of the state in inter-
national politics (where states are equal, ‘they are In
control of their territory, they coincide with nations, and
represent their peoples) is very unrealistic. A more
adequate interpretation of the state is provided by soci-
olagy, which makes an analyticat distinction between the
state and society, the state and govemment, and the state
and nation (1994).

M. Hotus and S. SMiTH: Realism assumes that the
methods of the natural sciences can be employed to
explain the social world (of which intemnational relations is

part). Realism can therefore be equated with a form of
positivism which seeks to uncover causal laws that can
both explain and predict the occurrence of events in
world politics (1990).

F. Kratochwii: Contrary to the expectations of con-
temporary structural realism, the end of the cold war was
not brought about by any radical shift in the distribution
of power in the internatlonal system, and moreover, this
shift occurred without a major war (1993),

A LINKLATER: We must go beyond the structural realist
emphasis upon constraints, and the liberal realist predilec-
tion for order, in order to develop an emancipatory form of
theory which seeks to deepen the sense of solidarity, and
widen the bonds of community in glabal politics (1990b).

V. SpKe PeTerson: The realist emphasis upon national
security Is contradictory for women, since it masks over
‘women's systemic insecurity’. Taking feminism seriously
requires a radical rethink of the way in which security is
framed by a form of soverelgnty which legitimizes vio-
lence against women and gendered divislons of resources
and identities (1992).

J. ROSENBERG: Realism is a conservative ideclogy. Fun-
damental to this conservatism s the autonomy realists
accord to the international realm. ‘The borders and land-
scapes of this environment are set and pollced by the twin
concepts of sovereignty and anarchy’ (1994: 30).

M. ]. SMITH: Despite the argument that values should not
impact objective policy formulation, Realism too often
appears as nothing more than the (traditional) values and
beliefs of the author in question, leaving the suspicion
that it is conservative intuitionism masquerading as an
international political theory (1986).

C. SywvesTeER: From Machiavelli to the early twenty-first
century, the qualities ‘men’ have ascribed to ‘women’~

such as irrationality, Intuition, temptation—have been

regarded as a danger to international affairs. For this rea-
son, historical realists argue that statecraft should remain
‘'mancraft’ (1994).

|. VASQUEZ: A statistical analysis of International Relations
literature In the 1950s and 1960s underscores the domin-
ance of the realist paradigm in terms of the overwhelming
reliance on the core assumptions of Realism. However,
although Realism dominated the field, it did not
adequately explain intemational politics from a social sci-

ence perspective. For example, of 7,044 realist hypoth-.

eses tested in the fleld, only 157 of these fail to be fafsifled
(1998: 149).

It has often been argued that the end of the cold
war dealt a fatal blow for Realism. Despite its sup-
porters’ faith in the capacity of Realism to predict
changes in the international system, most con-
temnporary structural realists predicted the continu-
ity of a stable bipolar (or two superpowers) system
well into the twenty-first century (Waltz 1979: 210).
It would therefore appear that the peaceful conclu-
sion of the cold war, which represents one of the
most significant changes in the contemporary inter-
national system, raises some serious problems for
Realism. Critics of structural realism were right in
objecting to its inability to theorize changes in the
international system, and some questioned whether
the reign of Realism might not be coming to an end.
(Although, in fairness to Realism, none of the other
paradigms of international politics managed to pre-
dict the disintegration of the cold war system with
the clarity of many Central and East European intel-
lectuals and dissidents.) Yet various realists have
provided explanations to account for the end of the
cold war and do not find the events that culminated
in the collapse of the Soviet Union to represent a
major anomaly for realism, see Case Study 2 (Box
7.4).

Moreover, the understandable idealism which
greeted the end of the Soviet empire has become
more muted in the last few years as the world has
witnessed some of the most horrific conflicts of the
twentieth century. In the former Yugoslavia we have
seen war crimes committed by all of the protagon-
ists, crimes that Europe thought had been banished
by the defeat of Nazism. Whilst it would be too
stronig to claim that the Balkan war was a realist war
(because of the multiplicity of complex causes) its
origins in the fear engendered by the collapse of the
Yugoslav state allled to the contagion of a form of
nationalism defined by the fiction of a pure ethnic
identity, bear a resemblance to an atavistic realism of
blood and belonging. War in Africa, rising tensions
between India and Pakistan, conflict in the Middle
East, and concern about the intentions of China
continue to confirm the relevance of Realism. There
seems little doubt that realist ideas will be drawn
upon in the future by state leaders who believe the
use of force is the only instrument left to insure their
survival.

This is not to suggest that Realism is only useful as

{
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Box 7.4 Case study 2: After the cold l‘
war—Realism’s eternal return?

» Leading non-realist theorists have argued that the
end of the cold war represents a failure for Realism in
general, and neo- or structural realism in particular.
Why? First, Waltz's 1979 boak Theary of International
Politics aligns structural realism with positivism, and
the objective of all positivist theories is to predict. Des-
pite this clear scientific objective, most realists were
unwilling to specify when and how the international
system was going to change although Waltz believed
it was likely to last well into the twenty-first century.
This in itself suggests that Realism is a conservative
theory, privileging an explanation of continuity over
theorizing alternative future orders.

« While realists could claim that all branches of IR the-
ory were caught out by the collapse of bipolarity at the
end of the 1980s, there is a second and more weighty
criticism of Realism and that concerns its failure to
explain the end of the cold war. The most common
realist reply is to argue that a state in decline will try
to reverse this process by curtailing its external com-
mitments. In other words, the Soviet Union retreated,
and in this sense, was defeated. The problem here
is that, when they did make general predictions,
contemporary realists expected the opposite.

e Again, we find that Realism lends itself to any
number of possible consequences. Realism can lend
itself to an expansionist foreign policy or to appease-
ment; to a retreat from empire or to expanding the
frontier for security reasons. The ‘ambiguity of this
point is put very succinctly by John Vazquez (in his
excellent critique of neo-realism and the end of the
cold war): ‘The great virtue of realism is that it can
explain almost any foreign policy event. Its great
defect is that it tends to do this after the fact, rather
than before’ (Vazquez, 1998: 324).

a guide to understanding the origins and settlement
of wars. It will continue to serve as a critical weapon
for revealing the interplay of national interests
beneath the rhetoric of universalist sentiments.
There is no more powerful example of this than
Realism’s potential to deconstruct a Marxist or a
Liberal progressivist view of history which sees the
gradual triumphing of European ideas and values
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anarchy

anarchic
system

balance of
power

capabilities

dual moral
standards

ethic of re-
sponsibility

idealism

inter-

dependence

hegemony

hegemonic
stability
theory

Box 7.5 Key concepts in realist thought

Does not imply chaos, but the absence
of political authority.

The “ordering principle’ of international
politics, and that which defines its
structure,

Refers to an equilibrium between states;
histarical realists regard it as the product
of diplomacy (contrived balance)
whereas structural realists regard the
system as having a tendency towards a
natural equilibrium (fortuitous balance).

Population and size of territory,
resources, economic strength, military
capability, and competence (Waltz
1979:131)

The idea that there are two principles or
standards of right and wrong: one for
the individual citizen and different one
for the state.

For historical realists, an ethic of
responsibility 1s the limits of ethics in
international politics; it involves the
weighing up of consequences and the
realization that positive outcomes may
result from amoral actions.

Holds that ideas have important causal
effect on events in intemational polit-
ics, and that ideas can change. Referred
to by realists as utoplanism since it
underestimates the logic of power polit-
ics and the constraints this imposes
upon political action.

A condition where the actions of one
state impact upon other states (can be
strategic interdependence or eco-
nomic). Realists equate interdepend-
ence with vulnerability.

The influence a great power is able to
establish on other states in the system;
extent of influence ranges from leader-
ship to dominance.

A realist based explanation for co-
operation that argues that a dominant
state is required to ensure a liberal, free-
trade international political economy,

inter-
national
system

national
interest

power

self-help

sovereignty

state

statism

state of war

structure

survival

A set of interrelated parts connected to
form a whole. Systems have defining
principles such as hierarchy (in
domestic politics and anarchy (in inter-
national politics).

Invoked by realists and state leaders to
signify that which is most important to
the state—survival being at the top of
the list.

The ability to control outcomes e.g.
state A is able to get state Bto actin a
way which maximizes the Interests of A.

In an anarchical environment, states
cannot assume other states will come
to their defence even if they are allies.
The state has supreme authority do-
mestically and Independence Inter-
nationally

A legal territorial entity composed of a
stable population and agovernment; it
possesses a monopoly over the fegitim-
ate use of force; its sovereignty is
recognized by other states in the inter-
national system.

The ideclogy which supports the
organization of humankind into par-
ticular communities; the values and
beliefs of that community are protected
and sustained by the state.

The conditions (often described by clas-
sical realists) where there is no actual
conflict, but a permanent cold war that
could become a ‘hot’ war at any time.

In the philosophy of the social sciences
a structure is something which exists
independently of the actor (e.g. social
class) but is an Important determinant
in the nature of the action (e.g. revolu-
tion). For contemporary structural real-
ists, the number of great powers in the
international system constitutes the
structure.

The first priority for state leaders,

emphasized by historical reallsts such as
Machiavelli, Meinecke, and Weber.

throughout the world. A realist has no problem
understanding aspects of the globalization of world
politics—indeed structural realists could claim to
have theorized more completely the nature of the
international system than any other paradigm on
offer. What is interesting about a realist theory of

.globalization is the acceptance of the militarization

of the international system, and the patterns of
political control and domination which extend
beyond borders (such as hegemonic control or
spheres of influence), but a concomitant rejection
of the idea that globalization is accompanied by a
deepening sense of community. From Rousseau to
Waltz, realists have argued that interdependence
brought about through intimate contact with mod-
ernity is as likely to breed ‘mutual vulnerability’ as
peace and prosperity. And while questioning the
extent to which the world has become ‘interdepend-
ent’, realists insist that the state is not going to be
eclipsed by global forces operating either below or
above the nation-state.

There are good reasons for thinking that the
twenty-fizst century will be a realist century. The
Western sense of immortality, fuelled by the
Enlightenment discoveries of reason and democracy,
was dealt a fatal blow by the Holocaust. Despite the
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efforts of federalists to rekindle the idealist flame,
Europe continues to be divided by interests and not
united by a common good. Outside of Europe and
North America, many of the assumptions which
underpinned the post-war international order, par-
ticularly those associated with human rights, are
increasingly being seen as nothing more than a
Western idea backed by economic dollars and mili-
tary ‘divisions’. As the axis of world politics shifts to
the Asia-Pacific region, this model of democratic
individualism which the liberal West has tried to
export to the rest of the world is being revealed as
culturally contingent and economically retarded.
This comes as no surprise to realists who understand
that words are weapons and that internationalist
ideas are the continuation of statism by other means.
Here we find an alliance between Realism and many
non-Western states’ leaders who recognize that
values are shared within particular communities and
not between them, that knowledge is contingent
and not grounded in universal reason, that global
cultures are fragmented and contested. Rather than
transforming global politics in its own image, as lib-
eralism has sought to do in this century, the West
may need to become more realist in order to survive
the next,

1 How does the Melian dialogue represent key concepts such as self-interest, the balance
of power, alliances, capabilities, empires and justice?

2 Do you think there is one Realism, or many?

3 Do you know more about international relations than an Athenian student during

The Peloponnesian War?

4 s the practice of international politics realist? How.does Realism inform state practice?
Through what channels or processes does it shape foreign policy?

5 Do realists confuse aflescription of war and conflict, for an explanation of why

it accurs?

6 How can the security dilernma be escaped or mitigated?

Is Realism any more than the ideology of powerful, satisfied states?

8 How far do the critics of Realism overlook the extent to which the theory is grounded
in an ethical defence of the state?

9 How would reallsts try to explain the continuing instability in the Balkans?
Do you find their arguments convincing?
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10 Will the West have to learn to be more realist, and not less, if its civilization is to survive
in the twenty-first century?

GUIDE TO FURTHER READING

The most comprehensive book on twentieth-century Realism is Michael Joseph Smith, Realist
Thought from Weber to Kissinger (Baton Rouge: Loulsiana State University Press, 1986). For an
effective single chapter survey, particularly on structural realism, see Martin Hollls and Steve
Smith, Explaining and Understanding International Relations (Oxford: Clarendon, 1990), chapter
5. The Paul Viotti and Mark Kauppi, International Relations Theory: Realism, Pluralism, Globalism
(New York: Macmillan, 1993) textbook has an extensive treatment of Realism in chapter 2,
including important excerpts from tﬂé classical precursors.

The best single work on historical realism is N. Machiavelil, The Prince, ed. Q. Skinner (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988). E. H. Cam, The Twenty Years’ Crisls 1919-1939: An
Introduction to the Study of International Relations (London: Macmillan, 1946} is a hugely import-
ant and thought-provoking work which brings historical Realism into the twentieth century,

see especially chapters 5 and 6. The bible for liberal realism is Hedley Bull, The Anarchical’

Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (London: Macmillan, 1977). Structural realism I, with
its emphasis upon laws of human nature, is exemplified in Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics among
Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace New York: Knopf, 1978), chapter 1. Kenneth Waltz,
Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979) Is the exemplar for stzuc-
tural Realism 11, see in particular, chapters 1 and 6. Alongside this work, the student should
consult Robert Keohane, Nearealism and its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986).
This collection of essays includes key chapters by Waltz, an interesting defence of Realism by
Robert Gilpin, and powerful critiques by Richard Ashley, Robert Cox, and J. G. Ruggle. A more
recent collection which takes the debate further Is David A. Baldwin, Neorealism and Neoliberal-
ism: The Contemporary Debate (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993). For the more
penetrating constructivist challenge to Realism, see A. Wendt in International Organization, 46:2
(1992), 395-421; and American Political Science Review, 88:2 (1994), 384-96.

NOTES

-

- Realism, realpolitik, and raison d’état are broadly Interchangeable. In this chapter, Realism
with an upper case ‘R’ will be used to signify the general tradition. When discussing
particular realists, or types of realism (such as historical realism), lower case ‘r’ will be used.

2. Anumber of critical histories of the field of International Relations have recently challenged
the notion that the inter-war period was essentially ‘idealist’ in character. Both Peter Wilson
(1998) and Brian C. Schmidt (1998) argue that it is simply a myth that an idealist paradigm
dominated the study of international relations during the interwar period of the field’s
history.

3. The other ‘critical’ distinction is made by Richard Ashley who contrasts the ‘practical
realism’ of Machiavelli and Carr with the ‘technical realism’ of Gilpin and Waltz (1981: 221).

4. What we have termed ‘structural realism II is often referred to in the literature as Neo-
Realism. Robert Keohane argues that Neo-Realism differs from earlier forms of Realism ‘in
that it does not rest on the presumed Iniguity of the human race’ (1989b: 40). Although
Keohane is right to note the shift in causation from human nature to anarchy, he is wrong to
believe that this is anything other than a change from one kind of structure to another
(hence the use in the chapter of ‘structural realism I’ and ‘I¥').

o

~

D

. The extent to which British liberal realism, found in the work of Martin Wight and Hed ey
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Bull constitues a break from Realism, is a matter of some debate in the literature. For
contrasting answers, compare Booth (19954) and Dunne (1998). This is not to suggest that
the category liberal realism does not also apply to certain American thinkers, notably Herz
(1981).

There are a number of similar versions of this idea of a ‘shared core’ to Realism in the
literature. Keohane distils the core into: state as actor, state as rational, state-as power
maxirmizer (Keohane 1989b: 39) and (Gilpin 1986: 304-5) are two examples among many.

. M. ]. Smith, 23. Weber is rightly regarded by Smith as the theorist who has shaped twentieth

century realist thought, principally because of his fusion of politics with power.

. Itis important to note that not all conilict results from the security dilemma (since both

parties have benign intent); historically, more conflicts have been caused through predator
states.

. Alex Wendt defines constructivism in the following terms: ‘Constructivism is a structural

theory of the international system which makes the following core claims (1) states are the
principal units of analysis for international political theory; (2) the key structures in the
states system are intersubjective, rather than material; and (3) state identities and interests
are in important part constructed by these social structures, rather than given exogenously
to the system by human nature or domestic politics’ (1994: 385).
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The practice of international relations has not been accommodating to Liberalism. Whereas
the domestic political realm in many states has witnessed an impressive degree of progress
with institutions providing for order and justice, the international realm in the era of thc;
modern states system has been characterized by a precarious order and the absence of
Justice. In the introductory section, the chapter will address this dilemma of Liberalism’s
false promise as well as considering the moments in history when Liberalism has impacted
significantly on the theory and practice of international relations. Like alt grand theory,
Liberalism is an aggregation of a number of different ideas. Section two seeks to uncover
the most Important variations on the Liberal theme, beginning with the visionary liberal
internationalism of the Enlightenment, through to the liberal idealism of the inter-war
period, and ending with the liberal institutionalism which became popular in the immedi-
ate post-war years. This discussion begs two important questions, dealt with in section
three. What has become of these three historic elernents in liberal thinking on international
relations? And how have contemporary writers situated in these various strands sought to
cope with globalization? The final section summarizes the arguments that have gone

before, as well as reflecting more broadly on the fate of liberalism in international relations
at the end of the millennium.

Introduction

Although Realism is regarded as the dominant the-
ory of international relations, Liberalism' has a
strong claim to being the historic alternative. Rather
like political parties, Realism is the ‘natural’ party of
government and Liberalism is the leader of the
opposition, whose main function is to hound the
talking heads of power politics for their remorseless
pessimism. And like historic parties of ‘opposition’,
Liberalism has occasionally found itself in the
ascendancy, when its ideas and values set the agenda
for international relations. In the twentieth cen-
tury, Liberal thinking influenced policy-making
élites and public opinion in a number of Western
states after the First World War, an era often referred
to in academic International Relations as Idealism.
There was a brief resurgence of liberal sentiment at
the end of World War II, with the birth of the
United Nations, although these flames of hope were
soon extinguished by the return of cold war power
politics. The end of the cold war has seen a
resurgence of Liberalism as Western state leaders
proclaimed a ‘New World Order’ and liberal intel-
lectuals provided theoretical justifications for the
inherent supremacy of Liberalism over all other
competing ideologies.

One of the most respected contemporary theorists
in the field, Stanley Hoffmann, once famously wrote
that ‘international affairs have been the nemesis of
liberalism’. ‘The essence of liberalism’, Hoffmann
continues, ‘is self-restraint, moderation, comprom-
ise and peace’ whereas ‘the essence of international
politics is exactly the opposite: troubled peace, at
best, or the state of war’ (Hoffmann 1987: 396). This
explanation comes as no surprise to realists, who
argue that there can be no progress, no law, and no
justice, where there is no common power. The fact
that historically international politics has not been
hospitable to liberal ideas should not be interpreted
as a surrender by liberals to the logic of power polit-
fcs. Liberals argue that power politics itself is the
product of ideas, and crucially, ideas can change. So,
even if the world hasn’t been accommodating to lib-
eralism to date, this does not mean that it cannot be
made into a liberal world order. Given this dis-
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position, it is not surprising that Liberalism is
described in the literature as the ‘tradition of
optimism’ (Clark 1989: 49-66).

While the belief in the possibility of progress is
one identifier of a liberal approach to politics, there
are other general propositions that unite the vari-
ous strands of liberalism. Perhaps the appropriate
way to begin this discussion is with a three-
dimensional definition. Liberalism is an ideology
whose central concern is the liberty of the indi-
vidual; liberals see the’ establishment of the state as
a necessary part of preserving liberty -either from
harm by other individuals or by states; the state
must always be the servant of the collective will,
not the master, and democratic institutions are the
means of guaranteeing this. Here it is important to
note that Liberalism is primarily a theory of
government, one that seeks to reconcile order
(security) and justice (equality) within a particular
community. But as we will see in the course of the
chapter, many advocates of this tradition have rec-
ognized that providing order and justice on the
‘inside’ may not be possible without reform of the
‘outside’. The argument being made here is a cru-
cial one. As long as states continue to exist in rela-
tion to one another as individuals did in the state
of nature, the liberal project of providing peace and
progress will forever be undermined.

As is often the case with general theories of inter-
national politics, we quite quickly move from
identifying assumptions shared by all liberals to
the realization that there are fundamental
disagreements. As Box 8.1 demonstrates, liberals
offer radically different answers to what they take to
be the pre-eminent dilemma in international rela-
tions, namely, why wars occur: are they caused by
imperialism, the balance of power, or undemocratic
regimes? Furthermore, liberals diverge on whether
peace is the goal of world politics, or order? And how
should this be established, through collective
security, commerce, or world government? Finally,
liberals are divided on the issue of how liberal states
should respond to non-liberal states (or civiliza-
tions), by conquest, conversion, or toleration?
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One of the most useful analytical tools for thinking about
differences between individual thinkers or particular vari-
ations on a broad theme such as Liberalism, is to differen-
tiate between levels of analysis, For example, Kenneth
Waltz's Man, The State and War examined the causes
of conflict operating at the level of the individual, the state,

Box 8.1 Liberalism and the causes of war, determinants of peace

and the international system itself. The table below turns
Waltz on his head, as it were, in order ta show how differ-
ent [iberal thinkers have provided competing explan-
ations (across the three levels of analysis) for the causes of
war and the determinants of peace,

‘images’ of Public figure/
Liberalism period

Causes of conflict

Determinants of peace
r

Richard Cobden
(mid-19th c.)

First image:
(Human nature)

Second Image: Woodrow Wilson

Interventions by governments
domestically and interationally
disturbing the natural order

Underocratic nature of

Individual liberty, free trade,
prosperity, interdependence

National self-determination; open

(The state) (early 20th c.) international politics; especially governments responsive to public
foreign policy and the balance of opinion; collective security
power
Third image: J. A. Hobson The balance of power system A world government, with
(The structure of (early 20th c.) powers to mediate and enforce
the system) decisions
Key points » The high-water mark of liberal thinking in inter-

e Liberalism is fundamentally anchored around the
liberty of the individual. Domestic and inter-
national institutions are to be judged according to

. whether they further this alm. But note that this
basic principle allows for significant variations, for
example, those who believe that freedom needs to
be constrained for the greater good.

» From the eighteenth century onwards, Liberalism
has exerted a strong influence on the practice of
world politics.

Varieties of Liberalism

Liberal thinking on international relations can be
dimly perceived in the various plans for peace articu-
lated by philosophers (and theologlans) from the
sixteenth century onwards. Such thinkers rejected

national relations was reached in the inter-war
period in the work of idealists who believed that
warfare was an unnecessary and outmoded way of
settling disputes between states.

In view of the significant divergences within the
Hberal tradition--on issues such as human nature,
the causes of wars, and the relative importance dif-
ferent kinds of liberals place on the individual, the
state, and international institutions in delivering
progress—it is perhaps more appropriate to think
of not one Liberalism, but contending liberalisms.

the idea that conflict was a natural condition for
relations between states, one which could only be
tamed by the careful management of power through
balance of power policies and the construction of

alliances against the state which threatened inter-
nattonal order. In 1517 Erasmus first iterated a famil-
iar liberal theme; war is unprofitable. To overcome it,
the kings and princes of Europe must desire peace,
and perform kind gestures in relations with fellow
sovereigns in the expectation that these will be
reciprocated. Other early liberal thinkers placed an
emphasis upon the need for institutional structures
to constrain international ‘outlaws’. Towards the
end of the seventeenth century, William Penn advo-
cated a ‘Diet’ (or Parliament) of Europe. Indeed,
there are some remarkable parallels between Penn’s
ideas and the institutions of the European Union
today. Penn envisaged that the number of delegates
to the Parliament should be proportional to the
power of the state, and that legislation required a
kind of ‘qualified majority voting’, or as Penn put it,
the support of 75 per cent of the delegates.

These broad sketches of ideas from some of the
progenitors of liberal thinking in international rela-
tions show how, from Penn’s plans for a ‘Diet’ in
1693 to the Treaty on European Union in 1992, there
are common themes underlying Liberalism; in this
instance, the theme is the importance of submitting
the separate ‘wills’ of individual states to a general
will agreed by states acting collectively (see, for
example, Kant's ‘third definitive article’ in Box 8.2.
Yet it would be wrong to suggest that the develop-
ment of liberal thinking on international affairs has
been lnear. Indeed, it is often possible to portray
current political differences in terms of contrasting
liberal principles. To return to the Treaty on Euro-
pean Union mentioned above, the debate which
raged in many Furopean countries could be pre-
sented as one in which the liberal principle of inte-
gration was challenged by another liberal principle
of the right of states to retain sovereignty over key
aspects of social and economic policies.

How should we understand this relationship
between autonomy and integration which is
embodied in Liberalism? One way might be to apply
a historical approach, providing detailed accounts of
the contexts with which various philosophers,
politicians and international lawyers contributed to
the elaboration of key liberal values and beliefs.
Although the contextual approach has merit it tends
to downplay the dialogue between past and present,
closing off the parallels between Immanuel Kant (an
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eighteenth-century philosopher-king from Konigs-
berg) and Francis Fukuyama (the late twentieth-
century political thinker and former employee of the
US State Department). An alternative method, which
is favoured in this chapter, is to lay bare the variety of
liberalisms thematically rather than historically. To
this end, the following section identifies three pat-
terns of thought as the principal constituents of Lib-
eralism: liberal internationalism, idealism, and
liberal institutionalism.

As Box 8.2 demonstrates, many of the great liberal
figures such as Immanuel Kant believed that human
potentiality can only be realized through the trans-
formation of individual attitudes as well as the bind-
ing of states together into some kind of federation.
In this sense, Kant combines a commitment to
international institutions (embodied in both ideal-
ists and Hberal institutionalists) as well as the liberal
internationalists’ belief that democratic forms of
government are inherently superior. Like Kant, the
thinking of many other great liberal thinkers reaches
beyond the boundaries of any single category. For
this reason it is important not to use the categories as
labels for particular thinkers, but as representations
of a discernible strand in the history of liberal
thinking on international relations.

Liberal internationalism

Immanuel Kant and Jeremy Bentham were two of
the leading lberal internationalists of the
Enlightenment. Both were reacting to the barbarity
of international relations, or what Kant graphically
described as ‘the lawless state of savagery’, at a time
when domestic politics was at the cusp of a new age
of rights, citizenship, and constitutionalism, Their
abhorrence of the lawless savagery led them indi-
vidually to elaborate plans for ‘perpetual peace’.
Although written over two centuries ago, these
manifestos contain the seeds of key liberal inter-
nationalist ideas, in particular, the belief that
reason could deliver freedom and justice in
international relations. For Kant the imperative to
achieve perpetual peace required the transformation
of individual consciousness, republican consti-
tutionalism and a federal contract between states to
abolish war (rather than to regulate it as liberal




166 TIM DUNNE

First Definitive Article: The Civil Constitution of Every
State shall be Republican

‘if, as is inevitably the case under this constitution, the
consent of the citizens is required to decide whether or
not war is to be declared, it is very natural that they will
have great hesitation in embarking on so dangerous an
enterprise . . . . But under a constitution 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 a war will not force him to make the slightest sacrifice
so far as his banquets, hunts, pleasure palaces and court
festivals are concerned . . . ‘ (Kant 1991: 99-102)

Second Deflnitive Article: The Right of Nations shall be
based on a Federation of Free States

‘Each nation, for the sake of its own security, can and
ought to demand of the others that they should enter
along with it into a constitution, similar to a civil one,
within which the rights of each could be secured . . . . But

Box 8.2 immanuel Kant’s ‘Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch’

peace can neither be inaugurated nor secured without a
general agreement between the nations; thus a particular
kind of league, which we will call a pacific federation is
required. It would be different from a peace treaty in that
the latter terminates one war, whereas the former would
seek to end alf wars for good. . . . It can be shown that this
idea of federalism, extending gradually to encompass all
states and thus leading to perpetual peace, is practicable
and has objective reality’ (Kant 1991: 102-5).

Third Definitive Article: Cosmopolitan Right shall be
limited to Conditions of Universal Hospitality

‘The peoples of the earth have thus entered in varying
degrees into a universal comrmunity, and it has developed
to the point where a violation of rights in one part of the
world is felt everywhere. The idea of a cosmopolitan right
is therefore not fantastic and overstrained; it is a necessary
complement to the unwritten code of political and inter-
national right, transforming it into a universal right of
humanity’ (Kant 1991: 105-8).

realists such as Hugo Grotius had argued). This
federation can be likened to a permanent peace
treaty, rather than a ‘superstate’ actor or world
government.

Jeremy Bentham tried to address the specific prob-
lem of the tendency among states to resort to war as
a means of settling international disputes. ‘But,
establish a common tribunal’, Bentham argued, and
‘the necessity for war no longer follows from a differ-
ence of opinion’ (Luard 1992: 416). Like many liberal
thinkers after him, Bentham showed that federal
states such as the German Diet, the American Con-
federation, and the Swiss League were able to trans-
form their identity from one based on conflicting
interests to a more peaceful federation. As Bentham
famously argued, ‘between the interests of nations
there is nowhere any real conflict’. Note that these
plans for a permanent peace imply an extension of
the social contract between individuals in domestic
society to states in the international system, in other
words, subjecting the states to a system of legal rights
and duties, But crucially, liberal internationalists—
unlike the idealists of the inter-war period—believed

that a law-governed international society could
emerge without a world government.

The idea of a natural order underpinning human
society is the cornerstone of liberal internationalism.
For the clearest statement of this position, we must
turn to the Scottish political economist and moral
philosopher, Adam Smith. By pursuing their own
self-interest, individuals are inadvertently promot-
ing the public good. The mechanism which inter-
venes between the motives of the individual and
‘ends’ of society as a whole, is what Smith referred to
as ‘an invisible hand’. Although Smith believed that
the natural harmony between individual and state
did not extend to a harmony between states (Wyatt-
Walter 1996: 28) this is precisely what was
emphasized by liberal internationalists in the nine-
teenth century like Richard Cobden. In common
with many key figures in the Liberal tradition,
Cobden was a political activist as well as a writer and
commentator on public affairs. He was an eloquent

~opponent of the exercise of arbitrary power by gov-

ernments the world over. ‘The progress of freedom’,
he compellingly argued, ‘depends more upon the

maintenance of peace, the spread of commerce, and
the diffusion of education, than upon the labours of
cabinets and foreign offices’ (Hill 1996: 114). For
Cobden, politics was too important to be left to
politicians.

It was primarily this liberal idea of a natural ‘har-
mony of interests’ in international political and eco-
nomic relations which E. H. Carr attacked in his
polemical work The Twenty Years’ Crisis. Although
Carr’s book remains one of the most stimulating in
the field, one ‘which leaves us nowhere to hide’
(Booth 1995b: 123), it could be argued that Carr incor-
rectly targets idealists of the interwar period as the
object of his attack instead of the liberal inter-
nationalists of the nineteenth century. As we will see
in the following section, rather than relying on a
natural harmony to deliver peace, idealists fervently
believed that a new international order had to be
constructed, one which was managed by an inter-
national organization. This line of argument repre-
sents-a significant shift from the nineteenth-century
liberal internationalism to the idealist movement
in the early part of the twentieth century.

Idealism

Like liberal internationalism, the era of idealism
(from the early 1900s through to the late 1930s) was
motivated by the desire to prevent war. However,
many idealists were sceptical that laissez faire eco-
nomic principles, like free trade, would deliver
peace. Idealists, like J. A. Hobson, argued that
imperialism—the subjugation of foreign peoples and
thelr resources—was becoming the primary cause of
conflict in international politics. For Hobson,
imperjalism resulted from underconsumption
within developed capitalist societies. This led capital-
Ists to search for higher profits overseas, which
became a competitive dynamic between states and
the catalyst for militarism, leading to war. Here we
see a departure from the liberal internationalist
argument that capitalism was inherently pacific. The
fact that Britain and Germany had highly inter-
dependent economies before the Great War (1914~
18), seemed to confirm the fatal flaw in the liberal
Internationalist association of interdependence
with peace. From the turn of the century, the
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contradictions within European civilization, of pro-
gress and exemplarism on the one hand and the
hamnessing of industrial power for military purposes
on the other, could no longer be contained. Europe
stumbled into a horrific war killing fifteen million
people. The war not only brought an end to three
empires it was also a contributing factor to the
Russian Revolution of 1917.

The First World War shifted liberal thinking
towards a recognition that peace is not a natural
condition but is one which must be constructed. Ina
powerful critique of the idea that peace and prosper-
ity were part of a latent natural order, the publicist
and author Leonard Woolf argued that peace and
prosperity required ‘consciously devised machinery’
(Luard 1992: 465). But perhaps the most famous
advocate of an international authority for the man-
agement of international relations was Woodrow
Wilson. According to the US President, peace could
only be secured with the creation of an international
institation to regulate the international ‘anarchy.
Security could not be left to secret bilateral diplo-
matic deals and a blind faith in the balance of power.
Like domestic society, international society must
have a system of governance which has democratic
procedures for coping with disputes, and an inter-
national force which could be mobilized if negoti-
ations failed. In this sense, liberal idealism rests on a
domestic analogy (Suganami 1989: 94-113).

In his famous ‘fourteen points’ speech, addressed
to Congress in January 1918, Wilson argued that ‘a
general association of nations must be formed’ to
preserve the coming peace (see Box 8.3). The League
of Nations, was of course, the general association
which idealists willed into existence. For the League
to be effective, it had to have the military power to
deter aggression and, when necessary, to use a pre-
ponderance of power to enforce its will. This was the
idea behind the collective security system which
was central to the League of Nations. Collective
security refers to an arrangement where ‘each state in
the system accepts that the security of one is the
concern of all, and agrees to join in a collective
response to aggression’ (Roberts and Kingsbury
1993: 30). It can be contrasted with an alliance sys-
tem of security, where a number of states join
together usually as a response to a specific external
threat (sometimes known as collective defence). In
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—

. Open covenants openly arrived at.

. Freedomn of the seas alike in peace and war.

. The removal of all economic barriers to trade . . .
. Reduction of national armaments.

. Areadjustment of all colonial claims . . .

[ Y

. The evacuation of Russian territary and the
independent determination by Russia of her own
political development and national policy.

7. The evacuation and restoration of Belgium.

8. The evacuation and restoration of France and the
return of Alsace-Lorraine.

9. A readjustment of the frontiers of Italy along national
tines.

10. Self-determination for the peoples of Austria-
Hungary.

11. Aredrawing of the boundaries of the Balkan states
along historically established lines of nationality.

12. Self-determination for the peoples under Turkish
rule. ..

13. The independence of Poland with free access to the
sea guaranteed by international covenant.

Box 8.3 Woodrow Wilson’s ‘Fourteen Points’ and the realism of idealism

14. The formation of a general association of nations
under specific covenants for the purpose of
affording mutual guarantees of political
independence and territorial integrity to great and
small states alike.

These ‘14 points’ contain many idealist principles, in par-
ticular the importance of self-determination from colonial
rule as well as the need for an international organization
to mfaintain peace and security. But a close reading not
just of the 14 points, but of the political context of the
time, suggests that there was more than a twist of realism
to the idealist principles articulated by Woodrow Wilson.
This comes through strongly in the following passage. ‘As
a number of historians have shown, Wilson advanced his
Fourteen Points for many reasons, but one, obviously, was
a shrewd appreciation that liberal democracy was the best
antidote to Bolshevism and reaction in a world turned
upside down by global war. Even his support for self-
determination was as much a strategic ploy as a moral
demand. As the record reveals, the ultimate purpose of
the slogan was not to free all nations, but rather to
undermine the remaining empires on the European con-
tinent and win America friends in east and central Europe.
Wilson understood, even if his later realist critics did not,
the power of values and norms in International relations’
(Cox, 2000: 6-7).

the case of the League of Nations, Article 16 noted
the obligation that, in the event of war, all member
states must cease normal relations with the offend-
ing state, impose sanctions, and if necessary, commit
their armed forces to the disposal of the League
Council should the use of force be required to restore
the status quo.

The experience of the League of Nations was a
disaster. Whilst the moral rhetoric at the creation of
the League was decidedly idealist, in practice states
remained imprisoned by self-interest. There is no
better example of this than the United States’ deci-
sion not to join the institution it had created. With
the Soviet Union outside the system for ideological
reasons, the League of Nations quickly became a
talking shop for the ‘satisfied’ powers. Hitler's deci-
sion in March 1936 to reoccupy the Rhineland, a
designated demilitarized zone according to the

terms of the Treaty of Versailles, effectively pulled
the plug on the League’s life-support system (it
had been put on the ‘critical’ list following the
Manchurian crisis in 1931 and the Ethioplan crisis in
1935). Indeed, throughout the 1930, the term crisis
had become the most familiar one in international
affairs.

Although the League of Nations was the principal
organ of the idealist inter-war order, it is important
to note other ideas which dominated liberal think-
ing in the early part of the twentieth century. Educa-
tion became a vital addition to the liberal agenda,
hence the origins of the study of International Rela-
tions as a discipline in Aberystwyth in 1919 with the
founding of the Woodrow Wilson professorship.
One of the tasks of the Wilson Professor was to pro-
mote the League of Nations as well as contributing to
‘the truer understanding of civilizations other than

our own' (John et al. 1972: 86). It is this self-
consciously normative approach to the discipline of
International Relations, the belief that scholarship is
about what ought to be and not just what is, that sets
the idealists apart from the institutionalists who
were to carry the torch of Hberalism through the
early post-1945 period.

Qutside of the military—security issue area, liberal
ideas made an important contribution to global
politics even during the cold war. The principle of
self-determination, championed by liberal inter-
nationalists for centuries, signalled the end of
empire. The protection of individuals from human
rights abuses was enshrined in the three key stand-
ard setting documents: the 1948 Universal Declar-
atlon, the Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cul-
tural Rights, and the Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights. Even the more radical calls in the mid-1970s
for a ‘New International Economic Order’ emanating
from poorer post-colonial states contained within it
the kernel of a liberal defence of justice as fairness.
The problem of the uneven distribution of wealth
and power between the ‘developed’ and the ‘devel-
oping’ world is one which has been championed by a
succession of liberal state-leaders, from the 1980
Brandt Report (named after the former West German
Chancellor Willy Brandt) to the 1995 report by the
Commission on Global Governance, chaired by
Ingvar Carlson (then Swedish Prime Minister) and
Shridath Ramphal (former Secretary-General of the
Commonwealth).

Liberal institutionalism

According to the history of the discipline of Inter-
national Relations, the collapse of the League of
Nations signified the end of idealism. There is no
doubt that the language of liberal institutionalism
was less avowedly normative; how could anyone
assume progress after Auschwitz? Yet certain funda-
mental tenets remained. Even in the early 1940s,
there was a recognition of the need to replace the
League with another international institution with
responsibility for international peace and security.
Only this time, in the case of the United Nations
there was an awareness among the framers of the
Charter of the need for a consensus between the
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Great Powers in order for enforcement action to be
taken, hence the veto system (Article 27 of the UN
Charter) which allowed any of the five permanent
members of the Security Council the power of veto.
This revision constituted an irnportant modification
to the classical model of collective security (Roberts
1996: 315). With the ideological polarity of the cold
war, the UN procedures for collective security were
still-born (as either of the superpowers and their
allies would veto any action proposed by the other).?
It was not until the end of the cold war that a collect-
ive security system was operationalized, following
the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq on 2 August 1990 (see
Box 8.4.)

An important argument by liberal institutionalists
in the early post-war period concerned the state’s
inability to cope with modernization. David
Mitrany, a pioneer integration theorist, argued that
transnational co-operation was required in order to
resolve common problems (Mitrany 1943). His core
concept was ramification, meaning the likelihood
that co-operation in one sector would lead govern-
ments to extend the range of collaboration across
other sectors. As states become more embedded in an
integration process, the ‘cost’ of withdrawing from
co-operative ventures increases.

This argument about the positive benefits from
transnational co-operation is one which lies at the
core of liberal institutionalism (and remains cen-
tral to neo-liberal institutionalists, as noted in the
following section). For writers such as Haas, inter-
national and regional institutions were a necessary
counterpart to sovereign states whose capacity to
deliver welfare goals was decreasing (1968: 154-8).
The work of liberal institutionalists like Mitrany and
Haas, provided an important impetus to closer co-
operation between European states, initially through
the creation of the European Coal and Steel Com-
munity in 1952. Consistent with Mitrany’s hypoth-
esis, co-operation in the energy sector provided
governments with the confidence to undertake the
more ambitious plan for a European Economic
Community enshrined in the Treaty of Rome in 1956.

By the late 1960s and early 1970s, a new gener-
ation of scholars (particularly in the US) influenced
by the European integration literature, began to
examine in greater analytical depth the impact of
modernization on the states system.* In particular,
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Box 8.4 Case study 1: The Gulf War
and collective security

Iraq had always argued that the sovereign state of
Kuwait was an artificial creation of the imperial
powers, When this political motive was allied to an
economic imperative, caused primarily by the
accumulated war debts following the eight-year war
with Iran, the annexation of Kuwait seemed to be a
solution to Iraq's problems. The Iragi President,
Saddam Hussein, also assumed that the West would
not use force to defend Kuwait, a miscalculation which
was fuelled by the memory of the support the West
had given Iraq during the Iran-Iraq war (the so-called
‘fundamentalism’ of Iran was considered to be a
graver threat to international order than the extreme
nationalism of the Iragi regime).

The invasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1990 led to a
series of UN resolutions calling for Iraq to withdraw
unconditionally. Economic sanctions were applied
whilst the US-led coalition of international forces gath-
ered in Saudi Arabia. Operation 'Desert Storm’
crushed the Iraqi resistance in a matter of six weeks (16
January to 28 February 1991). The Guif War had cer-
tainly revived the UN doctrine of collective security,
although a number of doubts remained about the
underlying motivations for the war and the way in
which it was fought (for instance, the coalition of
national armies was controlled by the US rather than
by a UN military command as envisaged in the Char-
ter). President Bush declared that the war was about
more than one small country, it was about a 'big idea;
a new world order’. The content of this new world
order was ‘peaceful settlement of disputes, solidarity
against aggression, reduced and controlled arsenals,
and just treatment of all peaples’.

they rejected the state-centric view of the world
adopted by both traditional realists and behavioural-
ists. World politics, according to liberal institutional-
ists (or pluralists as they are often referred to) were
no longer an exclusive arena for states, as it had been
for the first three hundred years of the Westphalian
states system. In one of the central texts of this
genre, Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye argued that
the centrality of other actors, such as interest groups,
transnational corporations and international non-
governmental organizations, had to be taken into

consideration (1972). Here the overriding image of
international relations is one of a cobweb of diverse
actors linked through multiple channels of
interaction.

Although the phenomenon of transnationalism
was an important addition to the Intemnational Rela-
tions theorists’ vocabulary, it remained under-
developed as a theoretical concept. Perhaps the most
important contribution of pluralism was its elabor-
ation of interdependence. Due to the expansion of
capitalism and the emergence of a global culture,
pluralists recognized a growing interconnectedness
between states which brought with it a shared
responsibility for the environment. The following
passage sums up this position neatly:

We are all now caught up in a complex systemic web of inter-
actions such that changes in one part of the system have
direct and indirect consequences for the rest of the
systemn. (Little 1996: 77)

Clearly absolute state autonomy, so keenly
entrenched in the minds of state leaders, was being
circumscribed by interdependence. Moreover, this
process 1s irreversible (Morse 1976: 97). Unlike real-
ists however, liberal institutionalists believe that the
decline of state autonomy is not necessarily regret-
table, rather, they see transnationalism and inter-
dependence as phenomena which must be managed.

Key points

e« Liberal internationalism: The strand in liberal
thinking which holds that the natural order has
been corrupted by undemocratic state leaders and
out-dated policies such as the balance of power.
Prescriptively, liberal internationalists believe that
contact between the peoples of the world, through
commerce or travel, will facilitate a more pacific
form of international relations.

Idealism: Although there are important continu-
ities between liberal internationalism and ideal-
ism, such as the belief in the power of world public
opinion to tame the interests of states, idealism is
distinct in that it believes in the importance of
constructing an international order. For idealists,
as opposed to internationalists, the freedom of
states is part of the problem of international rela-

tions and not part of the solutlon. Two require-
ments follow from their diagnosis. The first is the
need for explicitly normative thinking: how to
promote peace and build a better world. Second,
states must be part of an international organiza-
tion, and be bound by its rules and norms.

Central to idealism was the formation of an inter-
national organization to facilitate peaceful
change, disarmament, arbitration, and (where
necessary) enforcement. The League of Nations
was founded in 1920 but its collective security sys-
tern failed to prevent the descent into world war in
the 1930s. The victor states in the wartime alliance
against Nazi Germany pushed for a new inter-
national institution to represent the society of
states and resist aggression. The United Nations
Charter was signed in June 1945 by fifty states in
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San Francisco, It represented a departure from the
League in two important respects. Membership
was near universal, and the great powers were able
to prevent any enforcement action from taking
place which might be contrary to their interests.

Liberal institutionalism: The third figure in the
pattern of Liberalism. In the 1940s, liberal institu-
tionalists turned to international institutions to
carry out a number of functions the state could
not perform. This was the catalyst for integration
theory in Europe and pluralism in the United
States. By the early 1970s, pluralism had mounted
a significant challenge to realism. It focused on
new actors (transnational corporations, non-
governmental organizations) and new patterns of
interaction (interdependence, integration).

Three liberal responses to globalization

The previous section has delineated three elements
in the history of liberal thinking on international
relations. Below, the chapter will bring this conver-
sation between contending liberalisms up to date,
hence the prefix ‘neo’ attached to each variant.
Although the underlying arguments within each
element remain constant, there have been discern-
ible shifts in the political purposes to which those
arguments have been utilized.

Neo-liberal internationalism

One of the ‘big ideas’ in the theory and practice of
international relations in the 1990s is known as ‘the
democratic peace thesis’. The kernel of this argu-
ment, which can be traced back to Kant’s philo-
sophical sketch on Perpetual Peace, is that liberal
states do not go to war with other liberal states. In
this sense, liberal states have created what Michael
Doyle has termed, a ‘separate peace’. Although lib-
eral states are pacific in relation to other liberal
states, Doyle recognizes that liberal democracies are
as aggressive as any other type of state in their rela-

tions with authoritarian regimes and stateless
peoples (Doyle 1995b: 100).

Although the empirical evidence seems to support
the democratic peace thesis, it is important to bear in
mind the limitations of the argument. In the first
instance, for the theory to be compelling, supporters
of the ‘democratic peace thesis’ must provide an
explanation as to why war has become unthinkable
between liberal states. Over two centuries ago, Kant
argued that if the decision to use force was taken by
the people, rather than by the prince, then the fre-
quency of conflicts would be drastically reduced. But
logically this argument implies a lower frequency of
conflicts between liberal and non-liberal states, and
this has proven to be contrary to the historical evi-
dence. An alternative explanation for the ‘demo-
cratic peace thesis’ might be that liberal states tend
to be wealthy, and therefore have less to gain (and
more to lose) by engaging in conflicts than poorer
authoritarian states. Perhaps the most convincing
explanation of all is the simple fact that liberal states
tend to be in relations of amity with other liberal
states. War between Canada and the US is unthink-
able, perhaps not because of their liberal democratic
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constitutions, but because they are friends (Wendt,
199: 298-99). Indeed, war between states with con-
trasting political and economic systems may also be
unthinkable because they have a history of friendly
relations. An example here is Mexico and Cuba, who
although claiming a common revolutionary ad-
ition nevertheless embrace antithetical economic
ideologies.

Irrespective of the scholatly search for an answer
to the reasons why liberal democratic states are more
peaceful, it is important to note the political con-
sequences of this bypothesis. In 1989 Francis Fuku-
yama wrote an article entitled ‘The End of History’
which celebrated the triumph of liberalism over all
other ideologies, contending that liberal states were
more stable internally and more peaceful in thelr
international relations (Fukuyama 1989: 3-18).
Whilst restating a familiar liberal internationalist
theme, albeit with a Hegelian spin, Fukuyama's art-
icle and subsequent book served the political pur-
pose of underlining the superiority of American
values, thereby providing legitimacy to those who
sought to ‘export’ liberalism. It was no longer a
case of liberalism in one country, as it had appeared
to some realists during the cold war, but rather
liberalism for all countries.

What instruments are available to states to spread
liberal values and widen the zone of peace? There are
a wide range of options open to Western states in
their attempt to globalize liberalism. At one end of
the spectrum, the collapse of state structures (for
example, in Somalia or Yugoslavia) prompts many
liberals to call for forcible humanitarian interven-
tion. But as critics from the realist ‘right’ and critical
theory ‘left’ often argue, intervention even for liberal
reasons often exacerbates the problem. Since the
question of humanitarian intervention is dealt with

in detail in Chapter 22 the paragraphs below will -

forus on the non-military instruments at the dis-
posal of state leaders and {ntemational institutions
for promoting liberal values in global poiitics.

At the political level, the powerful states in the
international system are able to use institutional
leverage as a means of embedding formerly non-
lberal states into the liberat world order. The EU has
done this extensively in its relations with former
communist states of Central and Eastern Europe. The
‘bargain’ can be seen in terms of material rewards

(access to the single market and structural adjust-
ment funds) in return for accepting western values in
the economic and political/social spheres. Increas-
ingly, the US has used a combination of punitive and
rewarding strategies to spread liberal ideas in
previously illiberal parts of the world (see Box 8.5).

Box 8.5 Defending and extending the
liberal zone of peace

¥ contemporary liberal internationalists believe history
B proves that liberal states act peacefully towards one
antother. Yet this emplrical law does not tell liberal
states how to behave towards non-liberal states.
Should they try to convert them, thereby bringing
them inta the zone of peace, or should they pursue a
wmore defensive strategy? The former has not been
successful in the past, and in a world of many nuclear
weapons states, crusading could be suicidal. For this
reason, Michael Doyle suggests a dual-track approach.

o The first track is preserving the liberal community
which means forging strong alliances with other
like-minded states and defending itself against illib-
eral regimes. This may require fiberal states to
include in their foreign policy strategies like the bal-
ance of power in order ta' contain authoritarian
states.

The second track is more expansionist and aims to
extend the liberal zone by a variety of economic and
diplomatic instruments. He categorizes these in
terms of ‘inspiration’ (hoping peoples living in non-
democratic regimes will struggle for thelr liberty),
‘instigation’ (peace-building and  economic
restructuring) and ‘intervention’ (legitimate if the
majority of a polity is demonstrating widespread
disaffection with their government and / or their
basic rights are being systematically violated).

Doyle concludes by warning fiberals against assuming
that the march of liberalism will continue unabated. It
is In our hands, he argues, whether the international
system becomes more pacific and stable, ot whether
antagonisms deepen. We must be willing to pay the
price—In institutional costs and development ald—to
increase the prospects for a peaceful future. This might
be cheap when compared with the alternative of deal-
ing with hostile and unstable authoritarian states
(Doyle, 1999).

In relations with the Third World, where there are
fewer prospects for exexting regional institutional
leverage, the most effective tool has been condition-
ality: the policies developing countries must pursue
in return for economic benefits such as loans or
investment. More recently, conditionality has
expanded from the requirement to liberalize and
privatize the economic sector, to include targets on
‘good governance', and complianice to human rights
norms. While proponents might claim some suc-
cesses, its reception in Asla has been contested. The
rapid economic development of some Asian states
has made them economically less dependent on
Western aid or expertise, and at the same time they
have become increasingly critical of the liberal
internationalist assumption that liberal values are
universally shared. The Australian dilemma, illus-
trated in Case Study 2 (Box 8.6) between promoting
human rights in the Asia-Pacific region without dam-
aging its economic and security interests, might serve
as a microcosm for future relations between a weaker
West and a potential econtomic colossus like China.

The attempt by Western states to globalize liberal-
ism has highlighted a number of endemic weak-
nesses in the neo-lberal internationalist position.’
First, from an intellectual point of view, theorists like
Doyle and Fukuyama are complacent about the
degree to which their own society is indeed liberal
and prone to overestimate the number of stable lib-
eral democracies in the world. Second, a defeat for
Stalinist-style communism does not mean that liber-
alism has triumphed over all other ideologies. Social
democracy remains an important ideclogy in North-
ern Burope, and a variety of forms of non-liberal
consitutionalism exist, for example, in Asia and to a
lesser extent in Japan. Third, Western states have
done little to remove the suspicion among radicals in
their own countries and public opinion in South-
East Asia, that the project of spreading liberal values
is a convenient fiction for promoting the com-
mercial interests of Western firms. Finally, the
neo-liberal internationalist agenda of the 1990s
highlights the often confliicting principles which
underpin liberalism. Promoting econormnic liberaliza-
tion, particularly in economically impoverished
countries, frequently comes into conflict with the
norms of democracy and human rights. Two

examples {Hlustrate this dilemma. First, the more the
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West becomes involved in the organization of deve
oping states’ political and economic infrastructur
the less those states are able to be accountable t
their domestic constituencies, thereby cuttin
through the link between the government and th
people which is so central to modern liberal forms d
representative democracy (Hurrell and Woods 1994
463). Second, in order to qualify for Western aid an
loans, states are often required to meet harsh eco
nomic criteria requiring cuts in many welfare pro
grammes; the example of the poorest children ir
parts of Africa having to pay for primary school edu-
cation (Booth and Dunne, 1999: 310)- which is thei
right according to the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights—is a stark reminder of the fact that
economic liberalism and political liberalism are
frequently opposed.

Neo-idealism

Like the idealists of the inter-war period, neo
idealists have a good deal in common with liberal
internationalism: both share a commitment tc
democratic forms of government, and both believe
that interdependence breeds peace. That said, neo-
idealists believe that peace and justice are not natural
conditions, they are the product of deliberate design
Moreover, the processes of globalization have addec
to the enormity of this task. Encouraging or ever.
coercing non-liberal states to become more demo
cratic is only part of what is required in order tc
bring about a truly liberal world order, Consistern:
with the original idealists, neo-idealists argue tha
reform needs to take place at the international level
like states themselves, international institution:
need to be made more democratic.® Similarly, neo:
idealists believe that global social movements mus'
be brought into the decision-making structures
since these are often closer to ordinary people thar
their own governments. In addition to tackling the
global ‘democratic deficit’, neo-idealists are mor
prone to point to the dark side of globalizatior
than liberal internationalists. These arguments are
discussed in greater length below.

Liberal internationalists tend to use the term
globalization in positive ways, as though we lived ir
a global village, signifying economic and mora
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— The Australian dilemma*

How can Australia, with its broadly Western liberal values,
be accepted by northern neighbours such as Indonesia,
Malaysia, Thailand, and the Philippines? Is it enough that
the countries of the region share common interests (in
trade and maintaining a stable order) or are there cultural
barriers to co-operation? The case of Australian—
Indonesian relations is a fascinating example of the con-
undrum over what happens when the fault-lines between
civilizations come to the surface. Decades of diplomatic
indifference were brought to an end in 1988, when the
two Foreign Ministers began negotiating the Timor Gap
Zone of Co-operation Treaty, outlining agreed boundaries
for mineral exploitation in the Timor Sea. Undoubtedily
the normalization of bilateral relations with Indonesia is
beneficial for trade and security. However, Indonesia has
one of the worst human rights records in world politics:
democracy is not part of its political culture, political pro-
tests are put down with excessive violence, and the oper-
ations of the indonesian Army are guided by the goal of
imposing order through terror.

The brutality of the Indonesian army towards East
Timor in particular has received widespread condemna-
tion ever since the occupation of that part of the island in
1975. Slow but important steps towards democratization
in the late 1990s presented the rest of the world with an
opportunity to pressurize the Indonesian Government
into holding a referendum on whether the East Timorese
wanted independence or a continuation of the status quo.
This strategy bore fruit, and when given the chance, on
30 August 1999, the people of East Timor voted over-
whelmingly for independence (despite significant levels of
intimidation). The ensuing campaign of terror indicated
that Indonesla’s pledge to ensure peace and security In
the province was not being fulfilled; moreover, there was
mounting evidence that the Indonesian Army was fund-
ing the militia groups. Australia responded to this crisis
robustly, calling for an interim international peacekeeping
force. Indonesia was initially reluctant to accept such a
force, especially one led by an ‘outsider’ in the region.
Days of lobbying by key state leaders and international
financial institutions—Indonesia is in receipt of massive
loans following the collapse of its currency in 1997/8—
forced Indonesia to capitulate. On 20th September 1999,
the first troops of ‘Operation Stabilize’ arrived in East
Timor and began the process of restoring peace and
security in the newly independent state.

What implications does this case hold for understand-

Box 8.6 Case study 2: Promoting liberal values in an illiberal region

ing the defence of human rights? The case is a fascinating
one for the reason that Asia has always militantly
defended its right to determine its own affairs; according
to the ‘ASEAN way’ sovereignty is not thought to be
something that should be compromised In the way that
many smaller European states accept (even encourage).
Yet here we had an Australian-led force, with a robust
mandate, defending the right of the East Timorese to
democracy and self-determination. Ten years earlier, most
commentators would have regarded such a scenario as
completely implausible. How then did it become pos-
sible? One set of reasons concerns the changing standard
of what counts as acceptable behaviour in intemational
society. The balance between soverignty and human
rights has tipped significantly in favour of the latter in
times of crisis. Moreover, even those governments less
prone to crusading for human rights, find themselves
being forced to defend them. This is exactly the position
that Australia found itself in. Although it was the Labor
governments of the Hawke—Keating-Evans era who lent
considerable support to the pursuit of human rights
norms in international relations, it was their right-wing
successor who risked soldiers lives in pursuit of those ends.
Arguably, the fact that the Prime Minister, John Howard,
and the Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade, Alexander
Downer, did not aggressively pursue human rights in for-
eign policy might have made them seem more acceptable
to the region. What is clear is that had Australia rationally
calculated its interests in a realist manner, it would not
have advocated the need for an interventionary force.
This was bound to antagonize the Government in Jakarta
who Australia needs good relations with for reasons
of trade and security. How, then, was it able to placate
both Indonesia and the wider region? Perhaps the best
argument is that Australia was able to present itself as a
‘bridging power’ between the political cultures of Europe
and MNorth America and those of its Asian neighbours.
Mindful of the concerns of many Asfan states, Australla
focused its attention on security the support of ASEAN
countries such as Thailand and the Philippines as a means
of convincing Indonesia of the operation’s legitimacy
(Dunne, Hill, and Hanson: 2000).

* In this case study the collective noun 'Australia’ is used in
the knowledge that there are multiple identities in
Australian palitical culture. The referent, therefore,

is the Australian government/state.

interconnectedness. Yet for more radical neo-
idealists, the world seems more like a scene from the
film Blade Runner with post-modern technologies
coexisting with ethical anarchy and urban decay.
Neo-idealists like Richard Falk recognize that global-
ization and community are frequently at odds with
each other. ‘This tension between the ethical impera-
tives of the global neighbourhood and the dynamics
of economic globalisation’, he argues, is ‘an evasion
that has been characteristic of all post-Wilsonian
variants of liberal internationalism’ (1995a: 573). In
this sense, neo-liberal internationalism has fallen
prey to the neo-liberal consensus which minimizes
the role of the public sector in providing for welfare,
and elevates the market as the appropriate mechan-
ism for allocating resources, investment, and
employment opportunities. Although the globaliza-
tion of Hberalism has improved the per capita
income of the vast majority of the world’s popula-
tion, the rate of increase among the powerful states
has been far greater. According to the United Nations
Development Programme the share of global income
of the richest fifth of the world’s population is 72
times greater than the poorest fifth. The average
daily income of these ‘have-nots’ is less than $1 a
day.’

Neo-idealists offer a radically different set of pre-
scriptions to liberal internationalists. At the level of
international institutions, writers such as David
Held, Norberto Bobbio, and Danielle Archibugt
(Archibugi and Held 1995) among others, believe
that global politics must be democratized. Held's
diagnosis begins by revealing the inadequacies of the
‘Westphalian order’ (or the modern states-system
which is conventionally dated from the middle of
the seventeenth century). During the latter stages of
this perlod, we have witnessed rapid democratiza-
tion with a number of states, but this has not been
accompanied by democratization of the society of
states (Held 1993). This task is increasingly urgent
given the current levels of interconnectedness, since
‘national’ governments are no longer in contyol of
the forces which shape their citizens’ lives (for
example, the decision by one state to permit
deforestation has environmental consequences for
all states). After 1945, the UN Charter set limits to
the sovereignty of states by recognizing the rights of
individuals in a whole series of human rights con-
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ventions. But even if the UN had lived up to its Char-
ter in the post-1945 period, it would still have left
the building blocks of the Westphalian order largely
intact, namely: the hierarchy between great powers
and the rest (symbolized by the permanent member-
ship of the Security Council); massive inequalities
of wealth between states; and a minimal role for
non-state actors to influence decision-making in
international relations.

In place of the Westphalian and UN models, Held
outlines a ‘cosmopolitan model of democracy’.
This requires, in the first instance, the creation of
regional parliaments and the extension of the
authority of such regional bodies (like the European
Union) which are already in existence. Second,
human rights conventions must be entrenched in
national parliaments and monitored by a new Inter-
national Court of Human Rights. Third, reform of
the UN, or the replacement of it, with a genuinely
democratic and accountable global parliament.
Without appearing to be too sanguine about the pro-
spects for the realization of the cosmopolitan
model of democracy, Held is nevertheless adamant
that if democracy is to thrive, it must penetrate the
institutions and regimes which manage global
politics.

Neo-idealism emphasizes not just macro-in-
stitutional democratic reform, but also democratiza-
tion at the ‘grass-roots’. Radical liberals like Richard
Falk argue that global civil society has emancipatory
potential. The evolution of international humani-
tarian law, and the extent to which these laws are
complied with, is largely down to the millions of
individuals who are active supporters of human
rights groups like Amnesty International and
Human Rights Watch (Falk 1995b: 164). Similarly,
global protest movements have been largely
responsible for the heightened global sensitivity to
environmental degradation. This emphasis by neo-
idealists on what Falk calls ‘globalization from
below’ is an important antidote to mainstream
liberalism’s somewhat status quo oriented world
view which sanctifies market forces, and seeks only
piecemeal reform of international institutions such
as the UN.,
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Neo-liberal institutionalism

In the 1980s, pluralism metamorphosed into neo-
liberal institutionalism.? One of the problems with
the former ‘label’ is that few of the thinkers actually
identified themselves with the movement. By con-
trast, liberal institutionalism has attracted some of
the most prolific and influential thinkers in the field,
and has become the new orthodoxy in a number of
key North American schools of International

Relations. In addition to a high degree of self-

identification on the part of contemporary liberal

institutionalists, the second important revision to
the earlier pluralism can be identified in the far more
focused research agenda of liberal internationalism.

The third and most substantive revision to plural-

ism concerns the shift back towards a state-centric

approach to world politics (a shift signalled by Keo-

hane and Nye in 1977).

The core principles of neo-liberal institutionalism
can be distilled into the following four principles.

e Actor: Liberal institutionalists take for granted the
state as a legitimate representation of society.
Although emphasizing the importance of non-
state actors in his early pluralist work, Robert
Keohane’s understanding of neo-liberal insti-
tutionalism admits that non-state actors are
subordinate to states (Keohane 1989a: 8).

» Structure: Liberals broadly accept the structural

condition of anarchy in the international system,

but crucially, anarchy does not mean co-operation
between states is impossible, as the existence (and
proliferation) of international regimes demon-
strates. In short, regimes and international institu-
tions can mitigate anarchy by reducing verification
costs, reinforcing reciprocity, and making defec-

tion from norms easier to punish (see Chapter 14),

Process: Integration at the regional and global

level is increasing. Here the future direction of the

European Union is considered to be a vital test case

for neo-liberal institutionalism.

Motivation: States will enter into co-operative

relations even if anather state will gain more from

the interaction, in other words, ‘absolute gains’ are
more important for liberal institutionalists than

‘relative gains’ (emphasized by neo-realists).

It is vital to bear in mind the context out of which

neo-liberal institutionalism developed. Leading neo-
liberal institutionalists such as Axelrod, Keohane,
and Ovye, developed their ideas in response to Ken-
neth Waltz’s theory of neo-realism outlined in his
1979 work Theory of International Politics. Moreover,
this response was fromn within the matnstream as
opposed to the radical critical theory challenge from
the margins which also developed in the 1980s (Ash-
ley 1984; Cox 1981). Given this context, it is not
surprising that neo-liberal institutionalism often
seems closer to contemporary realism than to the
tradition of liberal thinking about international
telations.

As the analysis of neo-idealism demonstrates, rad-
ical liberals do not take the state for granted. Legit-
imacy is not something that states possess by right,
but something which has to be earned through
humane government and democratic procedures.
Moreover, early liberal institutionalists, such as
Mitrany and Haas, were sceptical about whether
states could deliver liberal goals of order and justice
even if they had the will. Accordingly, they pre-
scribed devolving power down to local government/
regional assemblies or up to supra-state organiza-
tions or world government.

Apart from a considerable divergence between the
complacent statism of neo-liberal Institutionalism,
and the scepticism towards the state shown by early
liberal institutionalists, there is one other significant
demarcation between neo-liberal institationalism
and the other two elements in liberal thinking. Both
liberal internationalism and idealism were wider
ranging, more critical, and above all, more political
than contemporary neo-liberal institutionalism
(Long, 1996). (For a much more in depth analysis of
neo-liberal institutionalism, see Chapter 9). In his
defence, Keohane is justly critical of the natve
assumption of classical liberal internationalists that
commerce breeds peace. A free trade system, accord-
ing to Kechane, provides incentives for co-operation
but does not guarantee it. Here he is making an
important distinction between co-operation and
harmony. ‘Co-operation is not automatic’, Keohane
argues, ‘but requires planning and negotiation’
(1989: 11). On this point, we see an interesting over-
lap between the inter-war idealists and neo-liberal
institutionalism. However, the fact that both camps
see co-operation as the handiwork of individuals and

institutions (as opposed to being part of a natural
order) should not blind us to the point that Keohane
et al see the role of instjtutions as regulating interests
rather than transforming identities, as neo-idealists
believe.

Key points

¢ The research agenda of neo-liberal international-
ism is dominated by the debate about liberal
states: how far the liberal zone of peace extends,
why relations within it are peaceful, and what pat-
tern is likely to evolve in relations between liberal
states and authoritarian regimes? Crucially, in the
post-cold war era, neo-liberal internationalists
have lent their voices in support of Western (par-
ficularly American) attempts to use the levers of
foreign policy to put pressure on authoritarian
states to liberalize.
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¢ Neo-idealists have responded to globalization br
calling for a double democratization of both inter
national institutions and domestic state struc
tures. Radical neo-idealism is critical of main
stream liberalism's devotion to ‘globalization fron
above’ which marginalizes the possibility o
change from below through the practices of globa
civil society.

The most conventional of all contemporary liber
alisms is neo-liberal institutionalism. At th
centre of their research programme is how to initi
ate and maintain co-operation under condition.
of anarchy. This task is facilitated by the creatior
of regimes. Notice that neo-liberal institutionalist.
share with realists the assumption that states an
the most significant actors, and that the inter
national environment is anarchic. Their account
diverge, however, on the prospects for achievin;
sustained patterns of co-operation under anarchy

Conclusion and postscript: the crisis of Liberalism

There is something of a crisis in contemporary liberal
thinking on international relations. The euphoria
with which liberals greeted the end of the cold war in
1989 has to a large extent been dissipated; the great
caravan of humanity, kick-started with the revolu-
tions of 1989, is once again coming to a spluttering
halt. Successive post-cold war conflicts, in Afghani-
stan, Liberla, Chechnya, Somalia, Burundi, and
Rwanda (to name a few) remind us that in many
parts of the world, the conditions which fuelled
these tenslons in the cold war period remain in
place; for example, the geopolitical rivalry to grant
masstve arms transfers to states involved in ‘civil’
wars,

The audit of global politics at the beginning of the
twenty-first century, from a liberal point of view,
begins to take on a much darker hue when the wars
of the former Yugoslavia are included. Unlike the
tragedies of Rwanda and Burundi, the conflicts in
Bosnia and Kosovo took place on the doorstep of the
liberal zone. How could the national hatreds exhib-

ited by all the warring parties take root once again i
Western soil? Liberal internationalists like Michae
Ignatieff despaired that acts of ethnic cleansing ha
returned to haunt Europe fifty years after the Holo
caust. After all, it was the Enlightenment whicl
provided a vocabulary for articulating liberal idea
such as human rights and humanitarian law. ‘Wha
made the Balkan wars so shocking’ argued Ignatiefi
‘was how little these universals were respected i
their home continent’ (1995).

In the remaining paragraphs, by way of a respons
to Ignatieff, I suggest two explanations for the grow
ing disenchantment with Liberalism. First, as w
have seen throughout the chapter, Liberalism doe
not have a single voice; moreover, competing libera
arguments can often be used to defend differen
positions. The imperative to intervene in the wars o
the former Yugoslavia, advocated by Ignatieff an«
other liberal internationalists, is backed up by th:
cosmopolitan liberal principle of the equal worth o
all individuals: a sentiment captured by the words o
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Box 8.7 Key concepts of Liberalism

Collective security

Refers to an arrangement where ‘each state in the system
accepts that the security of one is the concern of all,
and agrees to join in a collective response to aggression’
(Roberts and Kingsbury, 1993: 30).

Conditionality

The way in which states or international institutions
impose conditions upon developing countries in advance
of distributing economic benefits.

Cosmopolitan model of democracy

Associated with David Held, and other neo-idealists, a
cosmopolitan model of democracy requires the following:
the creation of regional parliaments and the extension of
the authority of such regional bodies (like the European
Union) which are already in existence; human rights con-
ventions must be entrenched In national parliaments and
monitored by a new International Court of Human Rights;
the UN must be replaced with a genuinely democratic
and accountable global parfiament.

Democratic peace

A central plank of liberal internationalist thought, the
democratic peace thesis holds that war has become
unthinkable between liberal states.

Democracy promotion

The strategy adopted by leading Westem states and
institutions—particularly the US—to use instruments of
foreign and economic policy to spread liberal values.
Advocates make an explicit linkage between the mutually
reinforcing effects of demacratisation and open markets.

Enlightenment

Assoclated with rationalist thinkers of the eighteenth cen-
tury. Key ideas (which some would argue remain mottoes
for our age) include: secularism, progress, reason, science,
knowledge, and freedom. The .motto of the Enlighten-
ment is: ‘Sapere aude! Have courage to use your own
understanding’ (Reiss 1991; 54).

Idealism

Idealists seek to apply liberal thinking in domestic palitics
to international relations, in other words, institutionalize
the rule of law. This reasoning is known as the domestic
analogy. According to idealists in the early twentieth cen-
tury, there were two principal requirements for a new
world order. First: state leaders, intellectuals, and public

opinion had to believe that progress was possible. Sec-
ond: an international organization had to be created to
facilitate peaceful change, disarmament, arbitration, and
(where necessary) enforcement. The League of Nations
was founded in 1920 but its collective security system
failed to prevent the descent into world war in the 1930s.

Iintegration

A process of ever closer union between states, in a
regional or international context. The process often
begins by co-operation to solve technical problems,
referred to by Mitrany as ramification.

Interdependence

A condition where states (or peoples) are affected by
decisions taken by others; for example, a decision to ralse
interest rates in Germany automatically exerts upward
pressure on Interest rates in other European states. Inter-
dependence can be symmetric, i.e, both sets of actors are
affected equally, or it can be asymmetric, where the
impact varies between actors.

Liberalism

An ideology whose central concern is the liberty of the
individual. For most liberals, the establishment of the state
is necessary to preserve individual liberty from being des-
troyed or harmed by other individuals or by other states.
But the state must always be the servant of the collective
will and not (as in the case of Realism) the master.

Liberal institutionalism

In the 1940s, liberals turned to international institutions
to carry out a number of functions the state could not
perform. This was the catalyst for integration theory in
Europe and pluralism in the United States. By the early
1970s, pluralism had mounted a significant challenge to
realism. It focused on new actors (transnational corpor-
atlons, non-governmental organizations) and new pat-
terns of interaction (Interdependence, integration).

Liberal internationalism

The strand in liberal thinking which holds that the natural
order has been corrupted by undemocratic state leaders
and outdated policies such as the balance of power. Pre-
scriptively, liberal internationalists believe that contact
between the peoples of the world, through commerce or
travel, will facilitate a more pacific form of international
refations. Key concept of liberal internationalism: the idea
of a harmony of interests.
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Box 8.7 continued

Normative

The belief that theories should be concemed with what
ought to be, rather than merely diagnosing what is. Norm
creation refers to the setting of standards in international
relations which governments (and other actors) ought to
meet.

Pluralism
An umbrella term, borrowed from American political sci-
ence, used to signify International Relations theorists who

rejected the realist view of the primacy of the state and
the coherence of the state-as-actor.

World government

Associated in particular with those Idealists who believe
that peace can never he achieved in a world divided into
separate sovereign states. Just as the state of nature in civil
society was abolished by governments, the state of war in
international society must be ended by the establishment
of a world government.

the poet John Donne, ‘any man’s death diminishes
me, because I am involved in Mankind’. But other
liberals, of a more communitarian persuasion, argue
that our obligations to all of humankind are less sig-
nificant than our duties to citizens of our own state.
On this line of argument, the tragedy in Bosnia may
diminish us all, but this is not a sufficient reason to
risk the lives of our fellow citizens in defence of
abstract moral universals. How can Liberalism be our
guide when, from different perspectives, it can sup-
port intervention and non-intervention? Hoffmann
is surely right to argue that the case of degenerating
states reveals how sovereignty, democracy, national
self-determination, and human rights ‘are four
norms in conflict and a source of complete liberal
disarray’ (1995: 169).

A deeper reason for the crisis in Liberalism, and

one which iIs prompted by Ignatieff's argument, is
that it is bound up with an increasingly discredited
Enlightenment view of the world (Laidi, 1998). Con-
trary to the hopes of liberal internationalists, the
application of reason and science to politics has npt

J

QUESTIONS

brought communities together. indeed, it has argu-

ably shown the fragmented nature of the political

community, which is regularly expressed in terms of
ethnic, linguistic, or religious differences. Critics of
Liberalism from the left and right view the very idea

of ‘moral universals’ as dangerous. Communitarian-
minded liberals worry that the universalizing mis-
sion of liberal values such as democracy, capitalism,

and secularism, undermine the traditions and prac-
tices of non-Western cultures (Gray 1995: 146). Rad-
ical critics are also suspicious of the motives for pro-
moting liberal values. The Marxist writer Immanuel
Wallerstein has a nice way of putting this in terms of
universalism as ‘a “gift” of the powerful to the weak’
which places them in a double-bind: ‘to refuse the
gift is to lose; to accept the gift is to lose’ (in Brown,
1999). The key question for Liberalism at the dawn
of a new century is whether it can reinvent itself as a
non-universalizing, non-Westernizing political idea,
which preserves the traditional liberal value of
human solidarity without undermining cultural

diversity.

1 Do you agree with Stanley Hoffmann that international affairs are ‘inhospitable’ to
Liberalism? What arguments might one draw upon to support or refute this

proposition?

2 Was the language of international morality, used by idealists, a way of masking over
the interests of Britain and France in maintaining their dominance of the post-World

War | international system?
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3 Are democracies more peaceful than authoritarian states? if so, why?
4 Should liberal states promote their values abroad? If so, by what means?

5 How much progress (if any) has there been in liberal internationalist thinking
since Kant?

6 Which element of Liberalism best explains the development of the European Union,
(neo)liberal institutionalism or (neo)idealism?

7 Are all forms of Liberalism premissed on an optimistic view of human nature?

8 Evaluate the success of Australia’s foreign policy towards Indonesia and the Asia-Pacific
Region? Has it been a good Iibt?rél citizen in the region?

9 What do neo-liberal institutionalists have in common with Idealists? At what point do
their accounts of international relations diverge?

10 Given the different strands in liberal thinking, can we meaningfully talk about a
coherent liberal tradition?

GUIDE TO FURTHER READING

Excellent general discussions of Liberalism include the following: 8. Hoffmann, Janus and Min-
erva (Boulder, Colo.; Westview, 1987), 394-436; M. J. Smith, (1992), ‘Liberalismm and Inter-
national Reform’, in T. Nardin and D. Mapel (eds.), Traditions of Intemational Ethics (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1992). Useful short extracts from classical liberal thinkers are
contained in E. Luard (ed.), Basic Texts in International Relations (London: Macmillan, 1992).
Two recent edited collections have much to say about Liberalisin and how liberal states should
conduct international relations: M. Cox, G. J. Ikenberry, and T. Inoguchi (eds.), American Dem-
ocracy Promotion: Impulses, Strategies and Impacts (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 1-17,
and T. V. Paul and ]. A. Hall, International Order and the Future of World Politics (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999). For thought-provoking critiques of Liberalism as a theory of
politics and society, see John Gray, Enlightenment’s Wake: Politics and Culture at the Close of the
Modern Age (London: Routledge, 1995) and Z. Laidi, A World Without Meaning: The Crisis of
Meaning in International Politics, trans. J. Burham and J. Coulon (London: Routledge, 1998).
Critical essays on Liberalism in intemational relations can be found in the ‘Millennium Spectal
Issue’, The Globalization of Liberalism? 24: 3 (1995); and Michael Cox, Ken Booth, and
Tim Dunne (eds.), The Interregnum: Controversies in World Politics 1989-1999 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999). .

NOTES

1. Upper case ‘Liberalism'’ signifies the broad Liberal tradition in intemational thought,
whereas lower case ‘liberalism'’ signifies a particular kind of liberal thinking, or an individual
liberal thinker. International Relations refers to the academic discipline, and international
relations refers to the practices of international actors.

2. For an alternative system of classifying liberalisms, see Doyle (1995).

3. Between 1945 and 1990, there were 232 resolutions vetoed, between 1990 and 1994, there
were only 4 vetoes.

s

~

LIBERALISM 1

- Arguably, pluralism is an inadequate term in view of its usage in political philosophy to

denote a form of liberalisra which privileges difference over universalism.

- For an excellent discussion of the ‘crisis of liberal internationalism’, see Hoffmann (1995
. The link between the inter-war idealists, and the work of writers who [ have termed ‘neo

idealist’ is brought out well by Luigi Bonanate (1995).

- Ten Years of Human Development', Human Development Report 1999, the United Nation:

Development Programme, www.undp.org.

- Often referred to in the literature as either neo-liberal institutionalism (Keohane 1989) o

simply neo-liberalism. - '
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Grieco's neo-realism or modern realism with its focus on absolute and relative gains; and,
thirdly, what security scholars call offensive and defensive realism or neo-realism. The third
section of the chapter reviews the assumptions of neo-liberal and neo-liberal institutionalist
perspectives. The fourth section focuses on the ‘neo-neo-debate’. This is a debate that
many US scholars think is the most important intellectual issue in international relations
today. Many other scholars see it as not much of a debate at all. It is a debate about refining
common assumptions and about the future role and effectiveness of international institu-
tions and the possibilities of co-operation. However, it is not a debate between mainstream
and critical perspectives. It is a debate between ‘rule-makers’ and it leaves out the voices on
the margins or the ‘rule-takers’. in the fifth section of the chapter, | review how neo-realists
and neo-liberal thinkers react to the processes of globalization. The chapter concludes with
a suggestion that we are only seeing part of the world if we limit our studies to the neo
perspectives and the neo-neo debate. A neo-neo agenda is not a global agenda and it offers
a myopic view of human relations, the state, and the international system. Yet, these
theories remain dominant in US academic and policy communities and, therefore, it is

Contemporary mainstream
approaches: neo-realism
and neo-liberalism

Steven L. Lamy

* Introduction 183 important that they are understood.

* Neo-realism 185

¢ Neo-liberalism 188

+ The neo-neo debate 191

* Neo-liberals and neo-realists on globalization 194 | ntrod ucti on

« Concdlusion: narrowing the agenda of international relations 196
The debate between neo-realists and neo-liberals has  States and on the people who develop US foreign
dominated mainstream international relations policy. This chapter will also show the considerable

READER’S GUIDE scholarship in the United States since the mid-1980s.  differences in how the scholarly and policy

This chapter reviews the core assumptions of neo-realism and neo-liberalism and it explores
the debate between these intellectual siblings that has dominated mainstream academic
scholarship in international relations in the United States. Realism and neo-realism and to
some extent, neo-liberalism, have also had a profound impact on US foreign policy. Neo-
realists dominate the world of security studies and neo-liberals focus on political econormy
and more recently on issues like human rights and the environment. These theories do not
offer starkly contrasting images of the world. Neo-realists state that they are concerned
with issues of survival. They claim that neo-liberals are too optimistic about the possibilities
for co-operation among states. Neo-liberals counter with claims that all states have mutual

Two of the major US journals in the field, Inter-
national Organization and International Security, are
dominated by articles that address the relative merits
of each theory and its value in explaining the world
of international politics. Neo-realism and neo-
liberalism are the progeny of realism and liberalism,
respectively. They are more than theories; they are
paradigms or conceptual frameworks that define a
field of study, limit our conception of reality, and
define an agenda for research and policy-making. As
previous chapters on liberalism

world define and use the labels, neo-realism and
neo-liberalism.

For most academics, neo-realism refers to Kenneth
Wailtz's Theory of International Politics (1979). Waltz's
theory emphasizes the importance of the structure of
the international system and its role as the primary
determinant of state behaviour. Yet, most scholars
and policy-makers use neo-realism to describe a
recent or updated version of realism. Recently, in the
area of security studies, some scholars use the terms
offensive and defensive realism when discussing the

analogy. AccorditeESt30Y, can, gg;rrnl ;rtean tcigt-rclxggr?tion-:r ‘Both are: pormativetthensies, o 8. diasede o &Bﬂ&?ﬁgﬁ‘?‘ have

tury, there wertomarqihassteteqthe canitalist Q'ngg@gt, arﬁﬁiﬂe%ﬂﬁ'ﬂﬁ&? THEropesifes bihalabaliatiatonsl

world order. FirHavinforeadeneantenbits ik eeriberals £9 cpnsi e‘?’s?ﬁﬂffPfs?ﬁB?eéﬁH“éﬁaféhamﬁwuchmdea
. ! . Imony of interesgs,

lenges to international order. In the introduction, ryé’lscuss fﬁe various versions of neo-

current version of realism or neo-realism.

suggested, there are many versions and interpret-
atlons of each paradigm or thdoryYauie angingesf interiintiireahcadennic vty neR-liberal genetallvrefers
more ‘hard-line’ on issues such astefEReeess phitithin and fremdibierah dnatiTHERALTHARRH; BARY S84 ord
pation in international agreementyviiittesthie radbysteimititutional theory by those writing in this theor-

liberalism and neo- r image of
the world. Each theory represents an attempt by scholars to offer a better explanation for
the behaviour of states and describe the nature of international politics. Similarly, the more
policy-relevant versions of these theories prescribe competing policy agendas. The next
..section of the chapter reviews three versions of neo-realism; Waltz's structural realism;

ists take more accommodating positions on these
same issues. Tim Dunne’s chapter on liberalism pro-
vides a useful description of the varieties of this the-
ory, and this chapter will explore those that have the
greatest impact on academic discourse in the United

. L
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etical domain. However, in the policy world, neo-
liberalism means something different. A neo-liberal
foreign policy promotes free trade or open markets
and western democratic values and institutions.
Most of the leading Western states have joined the
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UsS-led chorus, calling for the ‘enlargement’ of the
community of democratic and capitalist nation-
states. There is no other game in town, the financial
and political institutions created after the Second
World War have survived and these provide the
foundation for current political and economic power
arrangements. These are institutions created by
policy-makers who embrace neo-liberal or realist/
neo-realist assumptions about the world.

In reality, neo-liberal foreign policies tend not to
be as wedded to the ideals of democratic peace, free
trade, and open borders. National interests take pre-
cedence over morality and universal ideals and,
much to the dismay of traditional realists, economic
interests are given priority over geopolitical ones.

For students beginning their study of Inter-
national Relations, these labels and contending def-
Initions can be confusing and frustrating. Yet, as you
have learned in your reading of previous chapters in
this volume, understanding these perspectives and
theories is the only way you can hope to understand
and explain how leaders and citlzens alike see the
world and respond to issues and events. This under-
standing may be more important when discussing
neo-realism and neo-liberalism because they repre-
sent dominant perspectives in the policy world and
in the US academic community.

There are clear differences between neo-realism
and neo-liberalism; however, these differences
should not be exaggerated. Robert Keohane (Baldwin
1993), a neo-liberal institutionalist, has stated that
neo-liberal institutionalism borrows equally from
realism and liberalism. Both theories represent
status-quo perspectives and are what Robert Cox
calls problem-solving theories (see Chs.-10 and 11).
This means that both neo-realism and neo-liberalism
address issues and problems that could disrupt the
status quo, namely, the issues of security, conflict,
and co-operation.

Neither theory advances prescriptions for major
reform or radical transformation of the international
system. Rather, they are system maintainer theories,
meaning that adherents are generally satisfied with
the current international system and its . actors,
values, and power arrangements. These theories
address different sets of issues. In general, neo-realist
theory focuses on issues of military security and war.

Neo-liberal theorists focus on issues of co-operation,
international political economy and, most recently,
the environment. For neo-liberal 1nstltutlonalists
the core question for research is how to promote ang
support co-operation in an anarchic and competitive
international system. For neo-realists, the core
research question is how to survive in this system.

A review of the assumptions of each theory and an
analysis of the contending positions in the so-called
neos debate and a discussion of how neo-liberals ang
neo-realists react to the processes of globallzation
follows,

Key points

» The neo-neo debate has been the dominant focus
In international relations theory scholarship in
the US for the last 10-15 years.

® More than just theories, neo-realism and neo-
liberalism represent paradigms or conceptual
frameworks that shape individuals’ images of the
world and influence research priorities and policy
debates and choices.

There are several versions of neo-realism or neo-
liberalism.

Neo-liberalism in the academic world refers most
often to neo-liberal institutionalism. In the policy
wortld, neo-liberalism is identified with the promo-
tion of capitalism and Western democratic values
and institutions.

Rational choice approaches and game theory have
been integrated into neo-realist and neo-liberal
theory to explain policy cholces and the behaviour
of states in conflict and co-operative situations.
These present more rigorous and scientific ver-
sions of the theories.

Neo-realist and neo-liberal theories are status-quo
oriented problem-solving theories. They . share
many assumptions about actors, values, issues and
power arrangements in the international system.
Neo-realists and neo-liberals study different
worlds. Neo-realists study security issues and are
concerned with issues of power and survival.
Neo-liberals study political economy and focus on
co-operation and institutions.

Neo-realism

Kenneth Waltz’s theory of structural realism is only
one version of neo-realism. A second group of neo-
realists, represented by the scholarly contributions
of Joseph Grieco (1988a and 1988b), have integrated
Waltz's ideas with the ideas of more traditional real-
ists such as Hans Morgenthau, Raymond Aron,
stanley Hoffmann, and Robert Gilpin to construct a
contemporary or modern realist profile. A third ver-
sion of neo-realism is found in security studies. Here
scholars talk about offensive and defensive realists.
These versions of neo-reallsm are briefly reviewed in
the next few pages.

Structural realism

Waltz's neo-realism is distinctive from traditional or
classical realism in a number of ways. First, realism is
primarily an inductive theory. For example, Hans
Morgenthau would explain international politics by
looking at the actions and interactions of the states in
the system. Thus, the decision by Pakistan and India
to test nuclear weapons would be explained by look-
ing at the influence of military leaders in both states
and the long-standing differences compounded by
their geographic proximity. All of these explanations
are unit or bottom-up explanations. Neo-realists,
such as Waltz, do not deny the importance of unit-
level explanations; however, they believe that the
effects of structure must be considered. According to
Waltz, structure is defined by the ordering principle
of the international system, which is anarchy, and
the distribution of capabilities across units, which are
states. Waltz also assumes that there is no differen-
tiation of function between different units.

The structure of the international system shapes
all foreign policy choices. For a neo-realist, a better
explanation for India and Pakistan’s nuclear testing
would be anarchy or the lack of a common power or
central authority to enforce rules and maintain order
in the system. In a competitive system, this condi-
tion creates a need for weapons to survive. Addition-
ally, in an anarchic system, states with greater power
tend to have greater influence.
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A second difference between traditional realists
and Waltz's neo-realism is found in their view of
power. To realists, power is an end in itself. Hans
Morgenthau describes the realist view:

The main signpost that helps political realism to find its way
through the landscape of international politics is the concept
of interest defined in terms of power. ... We assume that
statesmen think and act in terms of interest defined as power,
and the evidence of history bears that assumption
out. (1962:5)

Although traditional realists recognize different
elements of power (for example, economic resources,
and technology), military power is considered the
most obvious element of a state’s power. Waltz
would not agree with those who say that military
force is not as essential as it once was as a tool of
statecraft. As recent conflicts in the Balkans, Russia,
the Middle East, Africa, and Asia suggest, many lead-
ers still believe that they can resolve their differences
with force.

For neo-realists, power is more than the accumula-
tion of military resources and the ability to use this
power to coerce and control other states in the sys-
tem. Waltz and other neo-realists see power as the
combined capabilities of a state. States are differenti-
ated in the system by their power and not by their
function. Power gives a state a place or position in
the international system and that shapes the state’s
behaviour. During the cold war, the US and the USSR
were positioned as the only two super powers, Neo-
realists would say that such positioning explains the
similarities in their behaviour. The distribution of
power and any dramatic changes in that distribution
of power help to explain the structure of the inter-
national system. Specifically, states will seek to
maintain their position or placement in the system.
The end of the cold war and the disintegration of the
Soviet empire upset the balance of power and, in the
eyes of many neo-realists, increased uncertainty and
instability in the international system. Waltz con-
curs with traditional realists when he states that the
central mechanism for order in the system is balance
of power. The renewed emphasis on the importance
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of the UN and NATO and their interventions in crisis
areas around the world, may be indicative of the
major powers’ current search for order in the inter-
national system. Waltz would challenge neo-liberal
institutionalists who believe that we can manage the
processes of globalization by merely building effect-
ive international institutions. He would argue that
their effectiveness depends on the support of major

powers.
A third difference between realism and Waltz's
neo-reali: iseﬁch.ant(sgyzie_‘gge %q:tﬁﬁe@ﬁm

the condftion of anarchy. To realists, anarchy is a

realists. Neo-liberals claim that co-operation does
not work when states fail to follow the rules and
‘cheat’ to secure their national interests. Neo-realists
claim that there are two barriers to international co-
operation: cheating and the relative gains of other
actors. Further, when states fail to comply with
rules that encourage co-operation, other states may
abandon multilateral activity and act unilaterally.
The likelihood of states abandoning international

co-operative efforts is increased if Earﬁcigants see
other states gaining more from the arrangement.

states agree to a ban on the production and use of

question, according to Grieco and others who share
his view of neo-realism, is not whether all parties
gain from the co-operation; but, who will gain more
if we co-operate?

Security studies and neo-realism

Recently, security studies scholars, primarily in the
H have suggested a more nuanced version of a real-
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reduce their power relative to other states, they are
simply inviting these expansionary states to attack.
Defensive neo-realists, Robert Jervis (1999) and
Jack Snyder (1991) claim that most leaders under-
stand that the costs of war clearly outweigh the
benefits. The use of military force for conquest and
expansion is a security strategy that most leaders
reject in this age of complex interdependence and
globalization. War remains a tool of statecraft for
some; however, most wars are seen by citizens and
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Key points

¢ Kenneth Waltz's structural realism has had a major
impact on scholars in International Relations.
Waltz claims that the structure of the international
system is the key factor in shaping the behaviour
of states. Waltz’s neo-realism also expands our
view of power and capabilities; however, he agrees
with traditional realists when he states that major
powers still determine the nature of the inter-
national system.

Structural realists minimize the importance of
national attributes as determinants of a state’s for-
eign policy behaviour. To these neo-realists, all
states are functionally similar units, experiencing
the same constraints presented by anarchy.

Structural realists accept many assumptions of
traditional realism. They believe that force
remains an important and effective tool of state-
craft and balance of power is still the central
mechanism for order in the system.

» Joseph Grieco represents a group of neo-realists or

Neo-liberalism

As the previous chapter on liberalism indicates, there
are a number of versions of the theory and all have
their -progeny in contemporary neo-liberal debates.
David Baldwin (1993) identified four varieties of lib-
eralism that influence contemporary international
relations: commercial, republican, sociological, and
liberal institutionalism.

The first, commercial liberalism, advocates free
trade and a market or capitalist economy as the way
towards peace and prosperity. Today, this view is
promoted by global financial institutions, most of
the major trading states, and multinational corpor-
ations. Republican liberalism states that demo-
cratic states are more inclined to respect the rights of
their citizens and are less likely to go to war with
their democratic neighbours. In current scholarship,
this view is presented as democratic peace theory.

These two forms of liberalism, commercial and

.

modern realists who are critical of neo-liberal
institutionalists who claim states are mainly inter-
ested in absolute gains. Grieco claims that all states
are interested in both absolute and relative gains.
How gains are distributed is an important issue.
Thus, there are two barriers to international co-
opetation, fear of those who might not follow the
rules and the relative gains of othets.
Scholars in security studies present two versions of
neo-realism or modern realism. Offensive neo-
realists emphasize the importance of relative
/power. Like traditlonal realists, they believe that
" conflict is inevitable in the international system
and leaders must always be wary of expansionary
powers. Defensive realists are often confused with
neo-liberal institutionalists. They recognize the
costs of war and assume that it usually results
from trrational forces in a society. However, they
admit that expansionary states willing to use mili-
tary force make it impossible to live in a world
without weapons. Co-operation is possible, but, it
is more likely to succeed in relations with friendly
states.

republican, have been combined to form the core
forelgn policy goals of many of the world’s major
powers. This neo-liberal internationalism is pro-
moted by the US and its G-8 partners, the UK,
France, Germany, and Japan, in trade, aid, and secur-
ity policies.

In sociological liberalism, the notion of com-
munity and the process of interdependence are
important elements. As transnational activities
increase, people in distant lands are linked and their
governments become more interdependent. As a
result, it becomes more difficult and more costly for
states to act unilaterally and to avoid co-operation
with neighbours. The cost of war or other deviant
behaviour increases for all states and, eventually, a
peaceful international community is built. Many of
the assumptions of sociological liberalism are repre-
sented in the current globalization literature dealing

with popular culture and civil society. Much of the
globalization literature suggests that it is a trans-
nattonal process and that it builds communities of
scholars, producers, consumers, musicians, artists,
activists, and others, who transcend the boundaries
of states.

Liberal institutionalism or neo-liberal insti-
tutionalism is considered by many scholars to pres-
ent the most convincing challenge to realist and
neo-realist thinking, The roots of this version of neo-
liberalism are found in the functional integration
scholarship of the 1940s and the 1950s and regional
integration studies of the 1960s. These studies sug-
gest that the way towards peace and prosperity is to
have independent states pool their resources and
even swrender some of their sovereignty to create
integrated communities to promote economic
growth or respond to regional problems (see Ch. 23).
The European Union is one such institution that
began as regional community for encouraging multi-
lateral co-operation in the production of coal and
steel. Proponents of integration and community-
building were motivated to challenge dominant real-
ist thinking because of the experiences of the two
world wars. Rooted in liberal thinking, integration
theorles promoted after the Second World War were
less idealistic and more pragmatic than the liberal
internationalism that dominated policy debates
after the First World War.

The third generation of liberal institutional schol-
arship was the transnationalism and complex inter-
dependence of the 1970s (Keohane and Nye 1972,
1977). Theorists in these camps presented arguments
that suggested that the world had become more
pluralistic in terms of actors involved in inter-
national interactions and that these actors had
become more dependent on each other. Complex
interdependence presented a world with four charac-
teristics: (1) increasing linkages among states and
non-state actors; (2) a new agenda of international
issues with no distinction between low and high pol-
itics; (3) a recognition of multiple channels for inter-
action among actors across national boundartes; and
(4) the decline of the efficacy of military force as a
tool of statecraft. Complex interdependence scholars
would suggest that globalization represents an
increase in linkages and channels for interaction, as
well as in the number of interconnections.

NEO-REALISM AND NEO-LIBERALISM 18

Neo-liberal institutionalism or institutional th
ory shares many of the assumptions of neo-realisn
however, its adherents claim that neo-realists foct
excessively on conflict and competition and minin
ize the chances for co-operation even in an anarch
international system. Neo-liberal institutionalis
see ‘institutions’ as the mediator and the means 1
achieve co-operation ‘among actors in the systen
Currently, neo-liberal institutionalists are focusin
their research on issues of global governance an
the creation and maintenance of institutior
assoclated with managing the processes ¢
globalization.

The core assumptions of neo-liberal institutiona
ists include:

e States are key actors in international relations, bt
not the only significant actors. States are ration:

Box 9.2 Neo-liberal views on
institutions and regimes

+ Institutions are seen as persistent and as
connected sets of rules and practices that prescribe
roles, constrain activity, and shape the expectations
of actors. Institutions may include organizations,
bureaucratic agencies, treaties and agreements, and
informal practices that states accept as binding. The
balance of power in the international system is an
example of an institution,

Adapted from Haas, Keohane, and Levy in
Institutions for the Earth (1993: 4-5).

Reglmes are social institutions that are based on
agreed rules, norms, principles, and decision-
making procedures. These govern the interactions
of various state and non-state actors in issue areas
such as the envirenment or human rights. The
global market in coffee, for example, is governed by
a variety of treaties, trade agreements, scientific and
research protocols, market protocols, and the !
interests of producers, consumers, and distributors. '
States organize these interests and consider the
practices, rules, and procedures to create a

governing arrangement or regime that controls the
production of coffee, monitors its distribution, and
ultimately determines the price for consumers.

(Adapted from Young 1997: 6).
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manage financial markets so that the gap between
rich and poor does not become insurmountable.
These same leaders must find ways to deal with toxic
waste dumping that threaten clean water supplies in
developing states. The anodyne for neo-liberal insti-
-tutionalists is to create institutions to manage issue
areas where states have mutual interests, Creating,
maintaining, and further empowering these institu-
tions is the future of foreign policy for neo-liberal
institutionalists.

Neo-realists take a more state-centric view of for-
eign policy. They recognize international relations as
a world of co-operation and conflict. However, close
to their traditional realist roots, neo-realists see for-
eign policy dominated by issues of national security
and survival. The most effective tool of statecraft is
still force or the threat of force and, even in these
times of globalization, states must continue to look
after their own interests. All states, in the language of
the neo-realists, are egoistic value maximizers.

Neo-realists accept the existence of institutions
and regimes (see Box 9.2) and recognize their role as
tools or instruments of statecraft. From a neo-realist
view, states work to establish these regimes and
institutions if they serve their interests (absolute
gain), and they continue to support these same
regimes and institutions if the co-operative activities
promoted by the institution do not unfairly advan-
tage (relative gains) other states. Neo-realists also
would agree that institutions can shape the content
and direction of foreign policy in certain issue areas

and when the issue at hand is not central to the

security interests of a given state.

Neo-liberals agree that once established, institu-
tions can do more than shape or influence the for-
eign policy-of states. Institutions can promote a for-
elgn policy agenda by providing critical information
and expertise. Institutions also may facilitate policy-
making and encourage more co-operation at local,
national, and international levels. They often serve
as a catalyst for coalition building among state and
non-state actors. Recent work on' environmental
institutions suggests that they can promote changes
in national policies and actually encourage both
national and international policies that address
environmental problems (Haas, Keohane, and Levy
1993).

A major issue of contention in the debate is the

notion that institutions have become significant in
international relations. Further, they can make a dif-
ference by helping to resolve global and regional
problems and encourage co-operation rather than
conflict. Neo-liberal institutionalists expect an
increase in the number of institutions and an
increase in co-operative behaviour. They predict that
these institutions will have a greater role in man-
aging the processes of globalization and that states
will come to the point where they realize that acting
unilaterally or limiting co-operative behaviour will
not lead to the resolution or management of critical
global problems. Ultimately, neo-liberal institution-
alists claim that the significance of these institutions
as players in the game of international politics will
increase substantially.

Neo-realists recognize that that these institutions
are likely to become more significant in areas of
mutual interest, where national security interests are
not at stake. However, the emphasis that states place
on relative gains will limit the growth of institutions
and will always make co-operation difficult. For neo-
realisis, the important question is not will we all gain
from this co-operation, but, who will gain more?

What is left out of the debate?

One could argue that the neo-neo debate leaves outa
great number of issues, Perhaps with a purpose, it
narrows the agenda of international relations. It is
not a debate about some of the most critical ques-
tons like ‘Why war?’ or ‘Why inequality in the
international system?’ Remember this is a debate
that occurs within the mainstream of international
relations scholarship. Neo-realists and neo-liberal
institutionalists agree on the questions; they simply
offer different responses. Some important issues are
left out and assumptions about international politics
may be overlooked. As a student of international
relations, you should be able to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of a theory. Let us consider
three possible areas for discussion: the role of
domestic  politics, learning, and political
globalization.

Both theories assume that states are value max!-
mizers and that anarchy constrains the behaviour of
states. But, what about domestic forces that might

promote a more co-operative strategy to address
mozal or ethical issues? Neo-realist assumptions sug-
gest a sameness in foreign policy that may not be
true. How do we account for the moral dimensions
of foreign policy such as development assistance
given to poor states who have no strategic or eco-
nomic value to the donor? Or how do we explain
domestic interests that promote isolationist policies
in the US at a time when system changes would sug-
gest international activism might result in both
absolute and relative gains? We may need to chal-
lenge Waltz and ask if the internal make-up of a state
matters. All politics is now glocal (global and local)
and neo-realists especially, but also neo-liberals,
must pay attention to what goes on inside a state.
Issues of political culture, identity, and domestic pol-
itical games must be considered.

We must assume that leaders and citizens alike
learn something from their experiences. The lessons
of two world wars prompted Europeans to set aside
issues of sovereignty and nationalism and build an
economic community. Although some neo-liberal
institutionalists recognize the importance of learn-
ing, in general neither theory explores the possibility
that states will learn and may shift from a traditional
self-interest perspective to an emphasis on common
interests. There may be a momentum to co-
operation and institution building that both theories
underestimate. Can we assume that institutions and
co-operation have had some tmpact on conditions of
anarchy?

Both neo-realist and neo-liberals neglect the fact
the political activities may be shifting away from the
state. A number of scholars have suggested that one
of the most significant outcomes of globalization is
the emergence of global or transnational political
advocacy networks (Keck and Sikkink 1998). Institu-
Hons promoted primarily by these advocacy net-
works have had a major impact on human rights
issues such as child labour and security. The recent
campaign against the further use of landmines was
Initiated outside the state and challenged power
centyes, namely the military and military industries,
within states. How will these successful trans-
national political campaigns affect neo-liberal and
neo-realist thinking?
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Key points

* The neo-neo debate is not a debate between tw
polar opposite worldviews. They share an epis
temology, focus on similar questions and the:
agree on a number of assumptions about inter
national politics, This is an intra-paradigm debate

* Neo-liberal institutionalists and neo-realists Study
different worlds of international politics. Neo
realists focus on security and military issues—the
high politics issue area. Neo-liberal institutional
ists focus on political economy, environmenta
issues, and lately, human rights issues. Thest
issues have been called the low politics issue
agenda.

¢ Neo-realists explain that all states must be con:
cerned with the absolute and relative gains tha
result from international agreements and co-
operative efforts. Neo-liberal institutionalists are
less concerned about relative gains and conside:
that all will benefit from absolute gains.

* Neo-realists are more cautious.about co-operation
and remind us the world is still a competitive place
where self-interest rules.

* Neo-liberal institutionalists believe that states and
other actors can be persuaded to co-operate if they
are convinced that all states will comply with
rules and co-operation will result in absolute
gains.

* This debate does not discuss many important
issues that challenge some of the core assumptions
of each theory. For example, neo-réalism cannot
explain foreign policy behaviour that challenges
the norm of national interest over human inter-
ests. Neither theory addresses the impact of
leatning on the foreign policy behaviour of
states.

» Globalization has contributed to a shift in political
activity away from the state. Transnational social
movements have forced states to address critical
international issues and in several situations that
have supported the establishment of institutions
that promote further co-operation and, funda-
mentally challenge the power of states.
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Neo-liberals and neo-realists on globalization

As I suggested earlier in this chapter, most neo-
realists do not think that globalization changes the
game of international politics much at all. States
might require more resources and expertise to main-
tain their sovereignty, but neo-realists think most
evidence suggests that states are increasing their
expenditures and their jurisdictions over a wide var-
iety of areas. Ultimately, we still all look to the state
to solve the problems we face, and the state still has a
monopoly over the legal use of coercive power. Most
neo-realists assume that conditions of anarchy and
competition accentuate the concerns for absolute
and relative gains. As Waltz (See Box 9.4) suggested
in a recent article on the topic: ‘The terms of polit-
ical, economic and military competition are set by
the larger units of the international political system’
(Waltz 2000: 53).

States remain the primary actors and the only act-
ors with enough power to control or manage the
processes of globalization. What neo-realists are
most concerned with are the new security challenges
presented by globalization. Two examples follow. -

Neo-realists are concerned with the uneven nature
of economic globalization. Inequality in the inter-
national system may be the greatest security threat
in the future. People without food are inclined to
seek change, and often that change will be violent.
Global economic forces often look for the lowest
common denominator in terms of labour costs,
safety, and environmental rules. This could create
two security problems for states. First, the push and
pull of globalization and the search for the lowest
common denominator could lead to the loss of key
industries and resources that are important for
national security. Second, economic globalization
can accentuate existing differences in societies, creat-
ing instability in strategic regions, thereby chal-
lenging world order.

Most neo-realists would claim that forces of global-
ization challenge sovereignty; however, states have
not lost their authority and control. Yet, globaliza-
tion has had a significant impact on domestic polit-
ics and the existing power structures. Transnational
soclal movements (TSMOS) and global advocacy

networks have successfully shifted many political
issues away from the state, For example, some neo-
realists are concerned that the power and security of
the state are being undermined by political move-
ments seeking to force states to make new rules that
control the use of nuclear and conventional
weapons. These movements deftly use the press, the
Internet, and activist networks to challenge many of
the core assumptions of the dominant realist/neo-
realist policy perspective. Realists and neo-realists
tend to favour elitist models of decision-making,
especially in security areas. Some neo-realists have
expressed concern that globalization might contrib-

Box 9.4 Waltz on globalization

Kenneth Waltz, a prominent structural realist/neo-
realist, accepts that globalization presents new chal-
lenges for national leaders; however, he denies that
the state is being pushed aside by new global actors.
According to Waltz, globalization is the fad of the
1990s. It is exaggerated and much of the world has
been left out of the process. Globalization is made in
America, that is, current institutions and rules that sus-
tain and promote the global economy are under
American control. The state has not lost power; in fact,
the state has expanded its functions and its control
over societies and economies at home and abroad.
Waltz claims that states adapt to new enviranments
and transform their power and authority to respond to
new policy issues. Ultimately, he states, international
politics Is still inter-national. Waltz makes a strong case
against those who argue that states are less important
than corporations, markets, or other non-state actors.
Waltz argues that no other actor can match the state in
terms of its capabilities and successes: ‘States perform
essential political, soclal and econornic functions, and
no other organization rivals them in these respects.
They foster the institutions that make internal peace
and prosperity possible’ (Waltz 2000: 51).

What matters most in shaping international politics
are the capabilities of states and not globalization.

(Adapted from Waltz 2000: 46-56)

‘ute to an unwanted democratization of politics in

critical security areas (see Ch. 12). Their concern is
that expertise will be overwhelmed by public
emotions.

Most of the discussion of globalization among
neo-liberals falls into two categories: (1) a free mar-
ket commercial neo-liberalism that dominates policy
circles throughout the world and (2) academic neo-
liberal institutionalism that promotes regimes and
institutions as the most effective means of managing
the globalization process.

The end of the cold war was the end of the Soviet
experiment in command economics and it left capit-
alism and free market ideas with few challengers in
international economic institutions and national
governments. Free market neo-liberals believe that
governments should not fight globalization or
attempt to slow it down. These neo-liberals want
minimal government interference in the national or
global market. From this perspective, institutions
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should promote rules and norms that keep the
market open and discourage states who attempt to
interfere with market forces. Other more social
democratic neo-liberals support institutions and
regimes that manage the economic processes of
globalization as a means to prevent the uneven flow
of capital and other resources that might widen the
gap between rich and poor states.

Recent demonstrations against global economic
institutions in the US and Europe suggest that there
are many who feel that the market is anything but
fair, People marching in the streets of London and
Seattle called for global institutions that provide
economic well-being for all and for reformed institu-
tions that promote social justice, ecological balance,
and human rights (see Box 9.5). The critics of eco-
nomic globalization state that governments will
have to extend their jurisdictions and intervene
more extensively in the market to address these con-
cerns, as well as open the market and all of its

Critical voices

‘Free trade theorists claimed that the rising tide will lift
all boats, providing broad econormic benefits to all levels
of society. The evidence so far clearly shows that it lifts
only yachts.’ (Barker and Mander 1999: 4).

Critics of the World Trade Organization (WTO) and
economic globalization are primarily concerned with the
centralization of the world’s political and economic
institutions. The critics see the WTO as an undemocratic
organization that represents the interests of global cor-
porations. In December 1999, representatives from over
1,000 organizations, from 80+ countries, took to the
streets In Seattle, Washington, to protest WTO rulings
against national trade laws or regulations that considet
issues related to health, the environment, and human
rights. The WTO has consistently ruled against govern-
ments that pass legislation that impede the free flow of
goods, services, and capital. Critics have called for an
open decision-making process and they want their polit-
ical leaders to pressure the officials who govern the global

World Bank), to consider more than market factors in their
decision-making.

Box 9.5 Neo-liberalism and its current critics

economic institutions (for example, WTO, IMF, and the

Neo-liberal defenders
The benefits of globalization are clear to neo-liberal free
market advocates, and they believe that those who fight
against these processes suffer from globalphobia. First,
the more global the economy, the more manufacturers
or producers In a given country can take advantage of
commodities, production processes, and markets in
other countries. Second, globalization encourages the
diffusion of knowledge and technology, which increases
the opportunities for economic growth worldwide. Most
neo-liberals have incredible faith in the market and
believe that globalization will encourage further eco-
nomic integration among public and private actors in
the economy. Economic integration is seen in giant
corporations in Europe merging with their US counter-
parts, Neo-liberals predict that the globalization
momentum will increase due to the declining costs
of transportation and communications. Distance is
disappearing.

(Adapted from Burtless et ol. 1998)
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opportunities to those people now left out. Given
the current neo-liberal thinking, this kind of radical
change is unlikely.

Key points

e Neo-realists think that states are still the principle
actors in international politics. Globalization chal-
lenges some areas of state authority and control;
but, politics is still inter-national.

» Neo-realists are concerned about new security
challenges resulting from uneven globalization,
namely, inequality and conflict.

¢ Globalization provides opportunities and re-
sources for transnational social movements that
challenge the authotrity of states in various policy

areas. Neo-realists are not supportive of any
movement that seeks to open critical security issues
to public debate,
Free market neo-liberals believe globalization is a
positive force. Eventually, all states will benefit
from the economic growth promoted by the forces
of globalization. They believe that states should
not fight globalization or attempt to control it
with unwanted political interventions.
Some neo-liberals believe that states should
intervene to promote capitalism with a human
Aace or a market that Is more sensitive to the
" needs and interests of all the people. New institu-
tions can be created and older ones reformed to
prevent the uneven flow of capital, promote
environmental sustainability, and protect the
rights of citizens.

Conclusion: narrowing the agenda of international

relations

Neo-realism and neo-liberal institutionalism are sta-
tus quo rationalist theories. They are theories firmly
embraced by mainstream scholars and by key
decision-makers in many countries. There are some
differences between these theories; however, these
differences are minor compared to the issues that
divide reflectivist and rationalist theories and critical
and problem-solving theories (see Ch.11).

In scholarly comrnunities, neo-realism generally
Tepresents an attempt to make realism more theor-
etically rigorous. Waltz’s emphasis on system struc-
ture and its impact on the behaviour of states leads
one to conclude that international relations is not
explained by looking inside the state. Neo-realists
who reduce international politics to micro-

economic rational choice or instrumental thinking
also minimize the idiosyncratic attributes of indi-
vidual decision-makers and the different cultural
and historical factors that shape politics within a
state. These more scientific and parsimonious ver-
sions of neo-realism offer researchers some powerful
explanations of state behaviour. However, do these

explanations offer a complete picture of a given
event or a policy choice? Does neo-realist scholar-
ship narrow the research agenda? Recently, neo-
realist scholars were criticized for their inability to
explain the end of the cold war and other major
transformations in the international system. Neo-
realists minimize the importance of culture, tradi-
tions, and identity—all factors that shaped the emer-
gence of new communities that helped to transform
the Soviet empire.

Contributions by neo-realists in security studies
have had a significant impact on the policy com-
munity. Both defensive and offensive neo-realists
claim that the world remains competitive and
uncertain and the structure of the international sys-
tem makes power politics the dominant policy para-
digm. This fits with the interests and belief systems
of most military strategists and foreign policy
decision-makers in positions of power in the world
today. This continues the realist tradition that has
dominated international politics for centuries and it

- suggests that the criticisms of the realist/neo-realist

k

tradition may be limited to the academic world.
However, critical perspectives, inside and outside
the academic world, are causing some realists/neo-
realists to re-examine their assumptions about how
this world works. Certainly, defensive neo-realists
represent a group of scholars and potential policy
advisers who understand the importance of multi-
lateralism and the need to build effective institutions
to prevent arms races that might lead to war. There is
some change, but the agenda remains state-centric
and focused on military security issues.

Neo-liberalism, whether the policy variety or the
academic neo-liberal institutionalism, is a rejection
of the more utopian or cosmopolitan versions of lib-
eralism. US foreign policy since the end of the cold
war has involved a careful use of power to spread an
American version of liberal democracy: peace
through trade, investment, and commerce, In the
last few years, US foreign policy has promoted busi-
ness and markets over human rights, the environ-
ment, and social justice. Washington’s brand of
neo-liberalism has been endorsed by many of the
world’s major powers and smaller trading states. The
dominant philosophy of statecraft has become a
form of ‘pragmatic meliorism’ with markets and
Western democratic institutions as the chosen means
for improving our ltves. Again, we see a narrowing of
choices and a narrowing of the issues and ideas that
define our study of international politics.

Neo-liberal institutionalism with its focus on co-
operation, institutions, and regimes, may offer the
broadest agenda of issues and ideas for scholars and
policy-makers. Neo-liberal institutionalists are now
asking if institutions matter in a variety of issue areas.
Scholars are asking important questions about the
impact of international regimes and institutions on
domestic politics and the ability of institutions to
promote rules and norms that encourage environ-
mental sustainability, human rights, and economic

QUESTIONS
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development. It is interesting that many neo-libera
Institutionalists in the US find it necessary tc
emphasize their intellectual relationship with neo.
realists and ignore their connections with the Englist
School (see Ch. 8) and more cosmopolitan versions o:
liberalism (see Ch. 29). The emphasis on the sharec
assumptions with neo-realism, presents a further nar.
rowing of the agenda of international politics. A neo-
liberal institutional perspective that focuses on the
nature of international society or community and the
importance of institutions as promoters of norms and
values may be more appropriate for understanding
and explaining contemporary international politics.

Every theory leaves something out. No theories
can claim to offer a picture of the world that is com-
plete. No theory has exclusive claims to the truth.
Theories in international politics offer insights into
the behaviour of states. Realists and neo-realists give
great insights into power, conflict, and the politics of
survival. However, neo-realism does not help us
understand the impact of economic interdepend-
ence on state behaviour or the potential effects of
institutions and regimes on domestic politics. Here is
where neo-liberal institutionalism helps us construct
a picture of international politics. Theories empower
some actors and policy strategies and dismiss others.
Neo-realism and neo-liberal institutionalism are
theories that address status quo issues and consider
questions about how to keep the system operating.
These theories do not raise questions about the dom-
inant belief system or the distribution of power and
how these may be connected to conditions of pov-
erty and violence. As you continue your studies in
international politics, be c