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Preface

Trotsky once remarked of his own era, “it is a curse to live in interesting times.” For those who study international politics, we surely live in such times. The Soviet Union has collapsed, the Cold War has ended, some states in what was once called the Second (Soviet bloc) and Third Worlds (developing countries) are “failing,” democratization is changing the face of world politics, the United Nations has emerged as a significant actor—and so have a host of nongovernmental organizations—while publics in the industrial democracies appear to be tempted by a turn inward toward isolationism.

Although dramatic global change is perhaps a curse to some old theories and conventional wisdoms, it is also an opportunity. This volume brings together provocative essays by scholars who, taken together, represent a wide range of working theoretical traditions in international relations scholarship. Moreover, our contributors reflect on how their theoretical orientations come to grips with contemporary global change. Their views range over changes in the structure of the international system, the identity and interests of the major actors, the effects of recent developments in military, industrial, and communications technology, strategies of foreign policy, and perceptions of the fundamental visions, goals, and parameters of world politics.

The essays comprise a showcase of the currently diverse theoretical agendas in the field. But the essays are also united in their attention to theoretical analysis that bears on the issue of change in global politics. Together they reflect important strands of “new thinking” in international relations theory. We, the editors, chose contributors who are interested in work currently under way outside of the mainstream of international theory, such as feminist and postmodernist theory, as well as authors who are developing theoretical advances within traditional realms, such as various international or domestic structural theories. We have selected authors and categories according to how they conceptualize the task of international political analysis, from formal modeling to discursive soliloquy, and how they categorize the important sources of change, whether they derive from the systemic interaction of states or the output of domestic politics, from ideas or material forces. We begin with the end of the Cold War, how publics interpret change, and how the classic tradition of international theory—realism,  liberalism and socialism—defines change. The classical approach is pluralistic—an approach that the volume taken as a whole illustrates.

We wish to thank Peter B. Lewis, who generously provided the funding that sustained the lecture series from which this volume grew. We also want to express our gratitude to Henry Bienen and John Waterbury, who, as directors of the Center of International Studies at Princeton University, offered wise counsel and material support. Peter Furia and Chandra Sriram ably assisted us and made valuable suggestions for revising some of the chapters. Philomena Fischer patiently helped us manage the process and kept track of the various drafts.
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MICHAEL W. DOYLE AND G. JOHN IKENBERRY

 



 



 



In the late 1980s, as the Cold War began to thaw and then melt, politicians, pundits, and scholars disputed among ourselves what the changes meant. For some observers of the international scene the long-frozen war was ending at last. For others it was entering an even more dangerous, because more ambiguous, phase. Change itself was not new, but in 1979 the collapse of the brief detente of the 1970s seemed to confirm a bedrock enmity between the United States and its “free world” allies on the one side and the Soviet Union and its communist allies on the other. Then in the late 1980s that fierce, refrozen enmity thawed into protestations of personal friendship between President Ronald Reagan and President Mikhail Gorbachev, into public and official acts of mutual sympathy for the victims of natural disasters in Armenia and of international terrorism in the skies over Britain, and into negotiated accords to stem the arms race. That there was change was clear, but what was changing and what remained the same, whether the change was to be welcomed or doubted, and what should be done in response to either assumption was not so clear and shaped the policy debate both in the West and in the Soviet Union. In the course of the debate  the participants delved further and further into interpretations of what constitutes international amity, enmity, respect, and fear. From there analysts turned to questions of what values, institutions, and interests determine which state is a friend and which an enemy. And thus, usually implicitly rather than explicitly, they practiced international theory.

In order to understand international politics we need international theory. In this chapter, we would like to show that international theory can be useful in accounting for international change. We begin with the public debate over the end of the Cold War, the most significant international change of our decade. We then explore a classical approach to international theory that draws on the political theories of international politics, one that revives the contributions of classical political theorists and understands international relations as world politics. This, after all, is where international theory began. We begin here not just because it is a waste for any field to reinvent the wheel and because we should understand the assumptions on which the field was built but also because the classical theorists invented “wheels” whose importance we have unduly neglected. We conclude with a brief guide to how the contributors to this volume explore new paths in international theory.




The End of the Cold War1 

Let us begin with the rhetoric on the demise and rise of the Cold War. Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher offered the least equivocal judgment, saying quite simply, “The Cold War is over.” President Reagan went even further, announcing as he left office, “We won the Cold War.” But what they meant (what their statements meant) was far from evident. We cannot forget that lengthy cold wars are also, by definition, “long peaces”2 in that they remain “cold” and do not turn into “hot” wars. But the Cold War at its height also seemed to differ from ordinary relations among independent powers, great or small, in other periods of peace. So the debate centered on such questions as whether there is change, and if so, what the change is and whether we should promote, applaud, or resist it.

The Cold War was an intense competition distinguished by extreme hostility between the Soviet Union and the United States. It differed from normal interstate relations in its win-or-lose (zero-sum) competition—the extreme competition that characterizes “hot” wars. This competition, moreover, extended outside the narrow arena of bilateral relations to competition across the globe between blocs on both sides of the iron curtain and to almost all issues of social life, from ballet to science to sport to—most important—what President Harry Truman called the “ways of life” that he in his “Truman Doctrine” saw as a choice between freedom and its opposite, tyranny.

In the debate on the possible demise of the Cold War we saw reflected a variety of views. Some perceived what might best be described as a surge of  prudence—a long-delayed recognition both of the danger of nuclear weapons and of the two superpowers’ growing ability to manage a dangerous relationship.3 Others, attuned to the past chills and thaws in the Cold War and the purposes that seemed to lie behind them, tried to elucidate what Secretary of State James Baker (citing Benjamin Cardozo) called the basic “streams of tendency” that shape our worldviews.4


Three prominent streams seemed to contribute to the public debate on the end of the Cold War. We can identify them conventionally as Liberal, Realist, and Marxist. Following the synopsis of the debate, we explore their foundations in classical political thought.

Some—let us call them progressive liberals in the United States and social democrats in Europe—thought that the Cold War could be brought to an end just because it was an extraordinary departure from normal relations among states and because the reasons that once may have justified it were now absent, or were at least starting to become so.

According to these liberals, the domestic reforms announced by President Gorbachev after he came to power in 1985 offered a significant promise of a moderation in the competition between the two superpowers. Driven by a desperate need for domestic reform, Gorbachev sought a tranquil international environment—one that would benefit the United States as well. The Soviet Union was becoming an “ordinary state”—domestically legitimate and nonexpansionist, and it accepted the basic norms of international order. Foreign enemies and international expansion no longer seemed necessary for domestic political stability. Gorbachev seemed to have rejected the traditional communist view of demonic world capitalism as the essential enemy and irremediable threat to the survival of the Soviet Union. And the Soviet public seemed to accept the Gorbachev regime. All these developments promised a more stable and tranquil world that would promote Western interests as well. A decentralizing, democratizing, reforming Soviet Union would be a moderate Soviet Union. The United States, they argued, should thus accommodate by freeing the Soviet Union from the Cold War restrictions on trade and welcoming it as a participant in international institutions, such as the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), in which it sought legitimate participation.5



Conservative liberals shared a commitment to the preservation of individual freedom and a strategy focusing on domestic change in the Soviet Union, agreeing that together these were the key to the ending of the Cold War. But they denied either that change had taken place or that it was taking place in the direction or to the degree that should have led the West to change either its policies or its view of the Soviet Union.6 The Soviets, they said, have been at war with the free world for more than forty years, and some traced the origin of the conflict to the Russian Revolution in 1917. These liberals accepted the view that the Soviets did not seek to start a hot  war; they sought victory in peace. Détentes were strategies with a hostile intent. The Soviet “leopard” may have changed its spots, but it was still a leopard.7 Gorbachev’s efforts at reform had not yet changed the communist, dictatorial character of the Soviet Union. Indeed, Gorbachev’s very popularity may have been misleading, these conservative liberals warned. It may have resulted less from the changes he introduced than from the (false) perception on the part of the Russian people that Gorbachev was somehow an opponent of the current system he led and that he may have been trying to preserve. Until true liberal—democratic and capitalist—reforms succeeded, therefore, the domestic regime was as illegitimate as ever, and the Cold War was still a war. The chances of success, moreover, seemed to be quite remote. A protracted crisis, a reversion to Brezhnevian stagnation, or a military coup were the more likely outcomes of the nationalist rebellion both in Eastern Europe and within the Soviet Union that perestroika, glasnost, and democratization were likely to bring.8


Thus until the Soviet Union recognized and implemented fundamental political freedoms at home and freed its satellites in Eastern Europe, domestic economic reforms merely served, if successful, to strengthen the free world’s most dangerous enemy.9 World politics understands power, former President Richard Nixon added, and Gorbachev, like his predecessors, sought to expand the power of the Soviet Union in pursuit of global predominance, which must come at the expense of the security of the free world.10 The persistence of hostile communist ideology, the Soviet bureaucratic state, the insecurity of the Russian people, and the continuing evidence of aggressive policy all indicated that the Soviets—despite reforms—continued to be the most perilous security threat that the West faced.11 Hence the West should continue the Cold War, vigilantly guarding against any increase in Soviet strength. West German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt expressed a similar warning: “Am I mad? Will I give Gorbachev a Marshall Plan so that his successor can resume Russian expansionism with a strong economy behind him?”12


Only with the rise of Boris Yeltsin and the affirmation of power of the Russian parliament following the overturned coup of August 1991 against Gorbachev did these liberal hard-liners reconsider the Russian threat. In a widely publicized pronouncement, former President Nixon made a case for aiding the newly democratic and capitalist Russia, citing its pivotal role in the stability of central Asia. But even in 1992 and 1993 caution was the dominant theme. Democratic optimists hailed the victory of democracy in the former USSR and saw it as responsible for the end of the Cold War. With the completion in January 1993 of the historic START II treaty, which cut the nuclear arsenals of Russia and the United States by more than two-thirds, one “senior official” thus opined, though wanly, that “‘democracy is the best form of arms control,’” noting (much too simply) that “democratic  nations do not start wars.”13 Other liberals worried as they contemplated a “Weimar Russia” and the shallow roots of democracy, capitalism, and liberalism in the former USSR.14


But Liberals did not monopolize the Cold War debate, even in the United States. Realists, unlike both progressive and conservative liberals, discounted the importance of differences in domestic structures—particularly in the distinctions between “free” and “unfree” societies, liberal and communist ideologies, and democratic, authoritarian, and totalitarian regimes. Statesmen, they said, choose their foes and friends by a different, specifically international, logic. Whatever the differences in domestic politics and economics, the ineluctable tendency toward war that all states share makes them perceive states as equivalent national persons. The Soviet Union is Russia rather than a union of Soviet socialist republics, just as the United States is America rather a federal democratic republic of free citizens and property owners. For them national interests and power count more than institutions or “merely” ideological goals.

Realists shared President Nixon’s view that to the extent that Gorbachev’s economic reforms strengthened the Soviet Union, they threatened the United States. But Realists differed in that they believed that any increase in the power of any state—democratic, totalitarian, authoritarian, capitalist, socialist—creates insecurity for other states, also irrespective of their political regime. And in response, states increase their arms spending or alter their alliances. This view tends, as a consequence, to downgrade the special significance of the Cold War, seeing it as one among a number of historical rivalries between great powers. Realists, too, applauded President George Bush’s desire to test any new departures in relations with the Soviet Union by the question of whose advantage is served. Not until the USSR broke up in December 1991 did Realists advocate active aid toward former Soviet republics. Former Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger and National Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski recommended balancing against Russian power in the region by aiding the Ukraine against Russia, in a classic balance-of-power logic.15


Also in a Realist spirit, however, were very different views perceiving a need to end the Cold War with Russia. The most straightforward of these stressed that the Soviet Union no longer posed a subversive threat to Western Europe, as it may have in the immediate postwar period. The two nuclear superpowers had (and have) rational, overwhelmingly mutual interests in arms control and in curbing their arms race.16 Security is necessarily mutual in the nuclear age; it requires accommodation, not confrontation. Other, more indirect, Realist views emphasized a supposed increase in Asian power (Japan and China), leading to a relative decline in Soviet and U.S. power. Following the logic of traditional Realist balancing of power, this provided an incentive for a realignment of interests and allegiances,  with the United States and the Soviet Union joining to contain the new Asian center of world power.17


The most striking dissolution of Cold War worldviews, however, appeared to be taking place on the communist side of the Cold War divide. No major political figure in the West had so categorically denied the relevance of Cold War modes of thought and policy as had President Gorbachev. Gorbachev, even more than the progressive Western liberals, saw the Cold War as over. It had become utterly useless in an age threatened by nuclear destruction and deeply in need of the international peace and “comprehensive security” that economic revitalization as well as the “universal human idea” required.18


In speeches directed at fellow communists, Gorbachev was revolutionary in his rhetoric. He reaffirmed his identity as Marxist-Leninist as well as that of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), and he reiterated a fundamental fraternal solidarity with all other socialist countries and revolutionary movements.19 Commentators who portrayed a complete dissolution of communist ideology clearly exaggerated. Democratic centralism—the scientific socialist justification for the monopoly of political power in the hands of the Communist Party—class struggle, and world revolution still had a place within Gorbachev’s communist reforms. He himself discounted the degree of change his politicoeconomic restructuring and political openness (perestroika and glasnost) portended—comparing them not to a new revolution but to a new “stage” or task, like victory in the Civil War (1918—1920), the Great Patriotic War (World War II), or the collectivization of Soviet agriculture (1928—1932).

In 1988, however, the revolutionary task was to achieve an international system of security that, on the one hand, promoted domestic glasnost and perestroika and, on the other, curbed and then reduced the danger of nuclear destruction.20 These were not seen as arbitrary choices but as necessary adjustments to the stagnation of the Soviet economy and “objective” changes in the world, particularly the advent of mutual assured nuclear destruction affecting socialist and capitalists alike. According to Gorbachev, historic contradictions between the world bourgeoisie and the proletariat recede before the dangers provoked not by world capitalism per se or by the international bourgeoisie but by “reactionary circles of the bourgeoisie” and by the “military-industrial complex” in the United States (borrowing the words of President Dwight D. Elsenhower!). Leaving ample room for accommodation by others, these narrow cliques threatened alike the legitimate national interests of the American people, the world peace movement so especially prominent in Western Europe, and, of course, “universal human values.”21


Elsewhere in the communist world, diversity seemed to be on the rise. The debate within the Soviet Union was mirrored by a transnational debate in Eastern Europe. On the one hand, ruling parties in East Germany and Czechoslovakia took conservative positions (sometimes going so far as to  censor Soviet publications) while the public often seemed to support Gorbachev and his reforms. In Hungary and then in Poland, on the other hand, both the parties and the public found echoes of their own reforms in Gorbachev’s initiatives. And Gorbachev’s unwillingness to enforce Soviet predominance (the so-called “Sinatra Doctrine”) opened up the possibility of national routes to democratic reform, the collapse of East European communism, and the ironic revival in the mid-1990s of socialist-communist parties in a democratic context.

In Western Europe, the nonruling communist parties appeared to be caught between the new attractions that Gorbachev represented to the mass public and the historic rivalry of communist vanguards with mass-based social-democratic parties. As their own declining electoral base continued to shrink, a nostalgic air entered communist discourse. They reaffirmed the attractions of class solidarity and basked in the credit won by the communist role in the anticolonial movement. For a few (such as French worker Jean-Pierre Quilgars, interviewed by the New York Times), the personal satisfactions derived from socialist solidarity in the workers’ movement and a now nearly archaic-sounding solidarity with global class struggle continued to animate their allegiance. Nationalist hostility—that is, directed toward U.S. capitalist imperialism rather than toward domestic West European capitalism—also appeared to motivate them.22 These traditional socialist suspicions of capitalist America found an echo in the public; socialist suspicion became hard to disentangle from nationalist concerns about an aggressive American behemoth.

Traditional communism seemed most politically alive in the Third World, where it had served as the single most effective organizer of resistance to the most oppressive of colonial and quasi-colonial (South Africa) regimes. There, in a myriad of nationalist tones, communist solidarity in the international class struggle against imperialism seemed to retain much of its hold, and for that very reason criticisms of Gorbachev’s turn away from class struggle drew voices of protest. But there, too, it was also ideologically challenged. Criticisms of the Soviet “hegemonism” and of Cuba’s lack of domestic freedom increasingly characterized the expressed views of Nicaraguans and others.23





Theorizing Change 

As these scholars, political leaders, and citizens sought to come to terms with a confusing present and an uncertain future, we can see them considering in various ways—usually implicitly—three sets of questions.

First, what should we want? What is required to promote justice or human welfare, or our national security, welfare, or prestige and power, or class solidarity and socialist revolution?

Second, what obstacles threaten the achievement of these goals? How might these obstacles change? Why do such obstacles arise? What are the most effective ways to achieve the changes we want or to avoid the changes we do not? Or, more generally put, how does the relevant world work?

These two sets of questions—the normative (What should we do?) and the analytic (What will happen?)—are bridged by a third question, an implicit question of identity—Who or what are we? These questions, of course, are typical of any policy analysis.24 They probe prospective political choices, political ends and means, causes and consequences. They also tend to be related: Those who seek to guarantee U.S. power see the Soviets as similarly driven; those who seek class solidarity and social revolution see class domination and capitalist imperialism as their leading threats; those who seek individual freedom and the enjoyment of democracy see authoritarian and totalitarian threats. But the connections are not inevitable, nor are they always so clear. Political actors, as eighteenth-century philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau once said, make their political schemes “rotate”—they pursue power in order to become wealthy, wealth in order to exercise power, justice in order to be strong, and strength in order to protect just institutions.25


These questions also can help us to understand important aspects of the pattern of events of the past, when earlier political actors attempted to interpret and change their worlds and to make political choices and succeeded or failed in them. With the advantage of hindsight, moreover, we as historians and social scientists can begin to do our own secondary analysis of their political ends and means. We can ask not just which policies were good but also which were most influential, when and for whom. We can ask which of the analyses the participants made were accurate and which were not and why. We can of course judge the results of the ends pursued and the views held as a way of refining our own political choices.

We can also assess how much change took place. Robert Gilpin has suggested that we distinguish among a “systems change” in the basic actors (from city-states to empires to nation-states), a “systemic change” of leadership (e.g., from one hegemon to another) within the system, or an “interaction change” in the patterns and rules of the system (a shift of alignments or a new regime).26 If we want our international theories to help us interpret the history of change in the present and the past, what should our theories be able to do?

First, they will need to acknowledge the significance of competing ends—within and among individuals and states.27 International politics, like all politics, is driven by concurrences, clashes, compromises, and coordinations of wills as well as the capabilities actors can bring to bear to make their will effective. These wills are normative, expressing the “political objectives” that Clausewitz found to be the essence of strategy. They encompass both values and interests. Political leaders, like all individuals, have  complex motivations; moral values mix with numerous competing as well as compatible material concerns, both personally and politically. We are driven by “a desire to be able to justify our actions to others on grounds they could not reasonably reject.”28 We cannot separate these drives from those that increase our power, profit, or prestige. We uneasily combine these drives in our own wills; we contest over them with our fellow citizens; and, representing our states, we compete and cooperate with other representatives of other states.

Second, theories should be able to interpret how we assess threats and opportunities. We especially need to know whether (and if so, why) those assessments differ within and between states. Does the mere power of foreigners threaten us? Should capability be read as intention when we, lacking world law and order, necessarily lack any guarantee that capability will not be used against us? Or do we need to look at other indications that mix apparent intentions with capabilities?29 Do states have strong incentives to behave in differing ways because their bureaucracies, interest groups, classes, structure of public opinion, or federal or constitutional structures prejudice them in one direction or another? Do monarchies differ from democracies? Capitalists from socialists? Theories should give us an account of how the environment operates around us.

Third, in the process of addressing the first and second desiderata, theories will inevitably wind up addressing questions of identity, simply because what we should want and how we see the world serve to define who we are. World politics is defined by the identity of actors who see themselves as representatives of nations, free citizens, members of a class, or some combination of all three—each of whom is acting a world political environment that lacks a global source of law and order. This is what makes world politics different from national politics, urban politics, organizational politics, and family politics.30 Yet within this shared realization of anarchy, identities differ.

Theories help us to identify who the actors are by telling us what certain kinds of actors should want. When we analyze what they do want and what they actually do, we establish effective guides to explaining and changing world politics. Theories cover the larger issues, but they will not enable us to retrace the exact process of decision that led to the onslaught of the Cold War. What theory surrenders in order to answer the broader questions are the particularities of the moment and the individual. They miss insights into how individuals, groups, and states assess willingness to bear risk. Are we optimists, pragmatists, captives of a single approach, pessimists?31 Such factors can influence policy judgments, making idealists behave like realists and vice versa. Moreover, theories do not give us specific accounts of the capacities of states in the international system in the particular case at hand.32 Which state is more powerful, where, on what issues? Theory,  therefore, can never serve as a recipe; it is a guide to how to analyze and justify policy, now and in the past, and not a replacement for strategy.33


Theory can lend coherence to observations and thereby structure them into the interpretations that make sense of otherwise meaningless or at least confusing events, such as the endings and beginnings of cold wars. But even as it does that, it necessarily begins to do something more, which is to explain why one interpretation is more plausible than another.




The Classical Tradition 

To interpret the choices made by political leaders in 1989 we will need to examine the differing interpretations of ends, interests, and institutions that each actor expressed. In order then to interpret the shaping of policy in specific issue areas at specific times we will need a theory that describes how ends, interests, and institutions are related to one another. Interpreting history thus leads us into theory. But theories are composed of interpretations of relations among self-conscious political leaders and the ends that motivate them, the interests that they serve, and the institutions that shape their behavior. Understanding theory leads us into an emphasis on interpretation. That is just what the classics of Realism, Liberalism, and Marxism do. How do they account for international change?


Realism 

The Realist’s worldview was shaped by the ancient Greek historian Thucydides, writing 2,500 years ago. Niccolò Machiavelli in the sixteenth century, Thomas Hobbes in the seventeenth century, and Rousseau in the eighteenth century laid the modern foundations that are the core of contemporary Realism. The Realists hold in varying degrees that the best description of world politics is a “state of war”—not a single continuous war or constant wars but the constant possibility of war among all states. Politics is gripped by a state of war because the nature of humanity, or the character of states, or the structure of international order (or all three together) allows wars to occur. This possibility of war requires that states follow “realpolitik”: be self-interested, prepare for war, and calculate relative balances of power. This view is reflected in simple, hard attitudes, such as those expressed by Prince Bernhard von Bülow (German chancellor from 1900 to 1909), who in 1914 declared: “In the struggle between nationalities, one nation is the hammer, the other the anvil, one is the victor, the other the vanquished.” This attitude has led to violent campaigns of national aggrandizement and imperialism. But it also shapes desperate efforts to preserve peace through isolation and minimal conceptions of national security.  Realist international political science has led the study of international relations during the postwar period.

Although Realists often portray themselves as being free of idealism, accompanying their view is Realist moral philosophy, which holds that individuals should accept the “national interest” as an ideal, as the one true guide to the formulation of the public policy of states in this dangerous international system.34 Failing to follow the national interest, or reason of state, is a prescription for national disaster, for an increase in unnecessary global violence, and for irresponsible acts of statesmanship that place private interests or ideals above public needs. Science and morals are not separate endeavors. Realist moral philosophy makes Realist political science coherent; Realist political science provides an essential description that is needed to justify Realist ethics.

Once effective states characterize an international system, little systems change takes place. Continuity is the dominant theme of Realism as the state of war forces states to behave in similar, rational, power-maximizing ways, or fail and be conquered.35 Change is constant at the systemic level, however, as powerful hegemons rise and fall, as did Athens, the Habsburgs, Napoleon, and Bismarck. This in turn results in interaction changes as alliance patterns shift in response to these seismic upheavals, as do the prospects of order and effective regimes. The end of the Cold War, in this view, may resemble earlier systemic changes, when shifts in power produced significant effects. But proponents of the Realist paradigm have produced conflicting, indeed opposite, estimates of its likely effects, reflecting unresolved differences over whether the Cold War system was a global hierarchy dominated by the United States or a bipolar contest between the two blocs: one dominated by the Soviet Union, the other by the United States. Hence the Soviet decline brought down the Soviet bloc but left the American bloc either relatively stronger and perhaps more stable (the hierarchical view) or divisive and prone to conflict (the bipolar view) now that its anti-Soviet polar glue had dissolved.36



Liberalism 

The Liberals draw on British philosopher John Locke’s seventeenth-century view of liberal individualism—a government of free individuals defending law and property—as well as the eighteenth-century view of liberal commercialism, producing material incentives that promote peace. At the end of the eighteenth century Immanuel Kant’s liberal republicanism brought markets, rights, and republican institutions together, reaffirming the centrality of liberal politics and setting out the bases of modern theories of individual responsibility, representation, and liberal internationalism. Rejecting the view of world politics as a “jungle,” the Liberal view of world  politics is one of a cultivable “garden” that combines a state of war with the possibility of a state of peace. For Liberals the state is not a hypothetical single, rational, national actor in a state of war, as it is in some of the Realist models, but a coalition or a conglomerate of coalitions and interests representing individuals and groups. Not only are a state’s interests determined by its place in the international system, but also its place is determined by which of the many interests, ideals, and activities of its members captures (albeit temporarily) governmental authority.

Differentiating between representative republics and autocratic dictatorships, Liberals regard representative states as reflections of individual consent; conversely, they regard autocratic states as instances of the repression of individual rights. (Liberals come in conservative, even Reaganesque and Thatcherite, and not merely social-welfarist varieties.) Domestic values and institutions shape foreign policy, and thus representative and autocratic states are assumed to behave differently. For some, domestic structures themselves determine international outcomes; for others, domestic structures open up the possibility of international systemic changes—pacific unions or peaceful dyads. The state of war for many Liberals only holds outside of the separate peace that liberals have established among themselves.

Liberal moral theory supports the liberal peace with a prescriptive force. Liberals thus argue that foreign policy should reflect the rights and duties of individuals. It should serve to support whatever institutional measures would enhance the ability of morally equal human beings to live their own lives, here and everywhere else. But Liberals differ greatly on the practical import of their principles—whether these principles dictate a strict observance of national sovereignty or permit the possibility of justified intervention and redistribution.

For Liberals the end of the Cold War counts as a significant confirmation of their theory; the collapse of the Soviet empire and the moves toward liberal democracy in Eastern Europe pave the way for a significant increase in international accommodation across the former Cold War divide.37 They see the driving forces of this transformation in the domestic democratization sweeping the world and in the systemic promise of interliberal peace that may have reassured democratizers when they took their risky reforms. Liberals face confusing problems, however, when elected governments pursue nonliberal policies.


Socialism 

Marxist socialist international theory is by far the most clearly defined of the three modern traditions. (Unlike in the two other “churches,” its apostles have had to answer to “bishops” and, occasionally, a “pope” or two.) From Marx and Engels’s work we can follow a distinct dialogue through  the democratic socialists to Lenin, Stalin, Mao, and current-day interpreters—democratic and nondemocratic—of the canon. For them world politics is intraclass solidarities combined with interclass war waged both across and within state borders. Descriptively, they agree with the Liberals that domestic interests define the political character of a state and that this definition then influences the state’s foreign policy. They disagree with Liberals, however, in their argument that the constitutive feature of the state is not a matter of pacific unions of pacifying commerce, but of the war between classes that takes place within and across national boundaries.

Despite an analytic tradition that (as does Realism) explicitly describes normative questions as ideological, Marxists, too, rely upon an idealistic commitment to human welfare that makes the determination of international progress an essential feature of both their scientific explanation and of their plan for revolutionary liberation.

The end of the Cold War presents an especially difficult case for the socialists. A unilinear model of progress seemed to move into reverse. In the early post—Cold War days the spread of democracy and the market seemed to illustrate instead a neo-Hegelian “end of history” for communism as it was rejected by the mass of the people for whom it was designed.38 A significant theoretical reevaluation of communism, lending retrospective support to dissenting views of communism as a form of state capitalism, was reinforced by the anomalous end of the communist experiment. Incentives for theoretical revision and constructive reformulation were strengthened as well by the revival of socialism in Eastern Europe in recent years. Democratic socialism in a far-from-clear guise has been adopted by democratic pluralities in a number of democratic Eastern European countries (including Poland and Hungary).




New Directions 

In this volume we seek to go beyond the traditional contests and the traditional theoretical pluralism of the classical tradition to a new pluralism that explores the insights to which the complexity and dynamism of contemporary international relations give rise. We asked the contributors to open up the question of changes in identity, interests, and institutions and to explore each of these with methods ranging from the most empirical and behavioral to the most abstract or interpretive.

We begin with two surveys of the state of the field. The first is the present chapter, in which we have outlined the heritage of theoretical pluralism embodied in the classic traditions. In the second, Miles Kahler examines the accomplishments of professional postwar international political science. He focuses on its origins and evolution and presents a critical sociology of how  it came to be that a structural approach dominated U.S. international political science after World War II.

The chapters that follow develop new or neglected strains of international theorizing. They challenge many of the assumptions and conclusions of both traditional theorizing and postwar political science, either by rejecting their assumptions altogether or by suggesting ways to make the more descriptive methods of traditional analyses more systematic and, in some cases, parsimonious.

A first set of papers represents newly emerging bodies of theory that explicitly reject conventional international relations theory. James Der Derian presents a “poststructural” approach to international politics that attempts to call into question the core features of traditional understandings of interstate relations (Chapter 3). The challenge of the poststructural (called by some “postmodern”) approach is to reconceptualize the language and images of contemporary international relations scholarship by exposing what it regards as simplistic understandings of politics. Jean Bethke Elshtain examines the newly emerging feminist critique of international relations theory (Chapter 4). She employs the template of gender to reenvision how one should go about understanding some of the fundamental aspects of interstate relations. Just as a perspective on gender questions some of the conventional assumptions and usual practices of domestic politics, so too it opens for debate the value of traditional ideas of security. Daniel Deudney presents a newly reformulated geopolitical theory of global politics (Chapter 5). Challenging the “idealism” of both traditional and new theory, his geopolitical approach advances a “materialist” conception of politics that emphasizes the central and dynamic significance of physical and technological features of international relations. James DeNardo discusses the limits and possibilities for developing formal mathematical models of international change that specify in much more rigorous ways the traditional assumptions of international theory and illuminate the debate over nuclear deterrence (Chapter 6).

A second set of papers presents “new thinking” that has emerged within more traditional areas of international relations. Joseph M. Grieco presents a recent reworking of structural realist theory that emphasizes the specific logic of competitive state actions within the global political economy (Chapter 7). He distinguishes between the structural incentives that lead to a preference for security and those that lead to power. Matthew Evangelista offers new work in the tradition of international relations theory that focuses on domestic structures and institutions (Chapter 8). Finally, Steve Weber presents recent advances in the area of international institutions and norms (Chapter 9). He focuses our attention on both the origins and the actions of institutions as determinants of changes in “state” behavior, with a special focus on the current evolution of institutional identity in Western Europe.

We have asked the contributors to follow two very general guidelines in their chapters. First, we want each chapter to be a synopsis of a theoretical approach and to highlight what is new within that approach. We left it up to each author to decide how this was best to be done. For those presenting work that lies outside the mainstream, the chapter tends to involve a self-conscious “dialogue” with mainstream theory. For those presenting work within a well-established tradition, the chapter shows where innovation and refinement have been proceeding.

Second, we asked each contributor to reflect on his or her theoretical model, assessing its capacity to explain some aspect of contemporary global change. The authors tackle both the meaning of change in the international system and the cause for it within the perspective of the theory they are presenting. Collectively, the contributors show us the effects of normative and material forces on changes in identity, perceptions of interest, and roles of institutions. They consider:
• Who are the “actors” that drive international change (the structure of the international system, states, classes, genders, individuals)?

• What are the motive forces that move those actors (material and ideal interests)?

• How do those actors interrelate (through institutions or other processes at the domestic or international level)?

• How do observers weigh evidence of change (through scientific or reflectivist methods)?

• And how do observers judge (normatively or instrumentally) the change they observe?





In the final chapter, by John Ikenberry and Michael Doyle, the editors reflect on the various choices and opportunities that “new thinking” in international relations theory provides. The contours of international politics are changing rapidly. The challenge to thoughtful observers of these changes is to reflect also on the theoretical tools that we have available—to build upon traditional theories and methods as well as to encourage new thinking.

We present these essays in the spirit evoked by Arnold Wolfers when he recommended a credo for the international political theorist: “If there is any difference between today’s political scientist and his predecessors (the classical political theorists)—who, like himself, were confronted with such problems as alliance policy, the balancing of power, intervention in the affairs of other countries, and the pursuit of ideological goals—one would hope it might lie in a keener realization of the controversial and tentative nature of his reply, in a greater effort to consider alternative answers, and in a more conscious attempt to remain dispassionate and objective.”39
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The term “inventing” has become a flag for postmodern questioning of social facts and the historical process that has given them weight. At its most subversive, “inventing” implies the subjection of scholarly endeavors to the microscope of skepticism: Knowledge is neither cumulative nor defined by accepted methods that align it ever more closely with an external and objective truth. Instead it is a human creation subject to many influences that may not coincide with an agreed-upon understanding of scientific progress.1 My purpose in reexamining the ways in which the new field of international relations dealt with the problem of international change after 1945 is less subversive in its intent. This revisionist review of the history of international relations does, however, fit within a recent wave of disciplinary introspection that has called into question triumphalist and Whiggish views of knowledge creation.2 The history of such a young field, which only crystallized as part of the social sciences during the 1920s and 1930s, may appear to pose few issues of interpretation. Nevertheless, exploring and explaining the evolution of international relations serves three important ends.

Intellectual archaeology of this kind may produce a less tendentious account of intellectual activity over time, unearthing theoretical alternatives  that have been consigned to darkness for other than scientific reasons. The privileging of particular approaches to international relations may result from both an internal logic of scholarship and from the social and political context of intellectual production. Although both external and internal explanations will be presented, a field so recently professionalized and so attuned to policy demands and contemporary history is likely to be influenced by its external context.3


Secondly, how we understand the history of international relations will also influence the future contours of the field; an understanding of our collective past is one determinant of our direction. Comprehending the invention of our traditions may be both illuminating and intellectually significant. Nor would international relations be the first or the oldest sphere of action that displayed recently invented traditions.4


Finally, an examination of our past may lead us to a better understanding of how to exit from our current discontents; we may come to understand not only why we have done what we have done but also why we are where we are. Like other, less significant events in the past, the end of the Cold War has introduced a large measure of either disarray (if one was previously content) or effervescence (if one was not) into the study of international relations. The past may provide guides to better and worse ways to resolve our current disciplinary dilemmas.

The historical retelling that follows is self-consciously centered on North America and, to a lesser degree, Britain and Western Europe. The issue of whether international relations remains “an American social science” and the implications of one’s answer to that question have been discussed elsewhere. 5 An overlooked benefit of the Cold War’s end is the lowering of ideological barriers to the construction of a field that is genuinely international. As the scope of its contributors expands across national borders, a disciplinary narrative that is broader than the one offered here will be required.




History and Great Debates: Thinking About the Past 

A stylized version of the history of international relations theory is typically framed by successive “great debates” that haunt countless undergraduate and graduate course descriptions. Although other fields mark their histories with grand theoretical controversies, the choice of “great debate” to describe the engine driving theoretical advance is unusual. The foundational myth of the field is an initial great debate between, on the one hand, idealists, wedded to legal and institutional analysis and blind to the requirements of power politics, and on the other, realists, armed with a theory grounded in human nature and state action and therefore prescient in their  reading of interwar international relations. The idealists went down in deserved defeat; realism established itself as the reigning theory in the field.

A second great debate, between science and tradition, occurred in the 1960s. Misguided, principally British, proponents of the traditional study of international relations, which emphasized law and diplomatic history, went down in defeat (at least on this side of the Atlantic), and the grounding of international relations in a behavioral view of the social sciences was accomplished. Finally, the mainstream now confronts the clamor of a diverse group of critics attacking its scientific pretensions and normative biases, perhaps attacking the entire totalizing metanarrative of a field from a postmodern perspective. These outsiders have argued that they are defining a third great debate; the mainstream, satisfied with its progress, thus far fails to recognize it as such.6


Pervading this portrait of six decades or more is a strong belief that each debate has ended in scientific advance. Unfortunately, a reexamination of the field’s history calls into question this benign interpretation. The protagonists in the debates are often misidentified. The outcome of the debates are misspecified: Winners and losers are rarely as clear as the official version. Some significant controversies are not included and others that should have occurred but did not—the debates that did not bark—drop from view.

Simply stripping away layers of disciplinary mythology and reconstructing intellectual discourse more completely and accurately would be valuable. 7 Explaining the course of invention in international relations must be far more tentative. At least four explanations for the field’s evolution can be advanced. Two are internal to the field and its relations with other social sciences. International relations specialists, as members of one of the youngest social sciences, have been absorbed (occasionally obsessed) with their professional standing. Many “advances” were seen as such because they hardened the professional boundaries and barriers to entry in the field. At the same time, international relations began as a self-consciously interdisciplinary field. Its borrowings over time have shifted from one discipline to another, but its eventual capture by political science could not have been predicted at its beginning. The evolution of international relations was not hermetic, however. Its broader political and social context influenced its intellectual development as well. Many historians of the field have emphasized the influence of events—apparent anomalies presented by contemporary world politics—on the field of international relations. Brian Schmidt argues that the effect of international context has been exaggerated; nevertheless, such influence is not simply inferred by observers after the fact.8 Those engaged in the invention of the field often acknowledge the impulse given by a turn in international events. The longer sweep of international history has seldom been given the weight of immediate and politically significant developments. Finally, international relations has been driven by demand. Its audience  typically includes practitioners as well as scholars; at moments of international change or high uncertainty, policy demand may drive research as much as a purely internal logic. Each of these explanations is related to the others—events-driven and demand-driven periods of evolution tend to coincide; professional hardening over time has reinforced the boundaries of the field and weakened its earlier extravagant borrowing from outside.




Idealists, Realists, and the Hardening of International Relations 

The first great debate between idealists and realists is a suitable place to begin excavating the field, since this episode and its misinterpretation have profoundly influenced subsequent development of the field.9 The much disparaged idealists have nearly been erased from our collective intellectual memories, so thorough has the realist rewriting of history been. Few actually read them, since they have been caricatured as airy and naive proponents of the League of Nations, oblivious to the underlying and persistent realities of power and, above all, as amateurs rather than scholars.10 Although a complete survey of all those later labeled “idealist” is impossible, two prominent examples, Norman Angell and James T. Shotwell, provide evidence that the interwar “idealists” have been misunderstood and their arguments misrepresented.

Norman Angell, author of The Great Illusion and many other works, has long served as a target for those undermining the importance of economic interdependence in shaping state behavior. Repeatedly and falsely, he has been portrayed as an exponent of the impossibility of war in an age of interdependence. Angell argued instead that enhanced economic interdependence among the industrialized nations of Europe had altered the economic calculus of warmaking: Any gains from territorial conquest within Europe could not equal the losses from disrupting patterns of trade and investment. This narrower argument was part of a broader case made by liberals before World War I and during the interwar decades that emphasized joint gains (the struggle of central concern is one of man with the universe, not man with man) and attacked the primacy of the state by exploring the development of transnational communities of opinion. But the underlying argument was not idealist, it was materialist: The contemporary state system and its competitive nationalism was a poor fit with underlying economic reality. “International politics are still dominated by terms applicable to conditions which the processes of modern life have altogether abolished.”11


James T. Shotwell, a Canadian brought up in a setting of nineteenth-century liberalism, was in many ways the model interwar scholar-activist. He became involved with the U.S. government’s propaganda machine during  World War I, worked with Colonel House in the preparations for the Paris Peace Conference, and later was instrumental in pressing for U.S. involvement in the League of Nations and in the Kellogg-Briand Pact. An often overlooked part of his career, however, was his role in stimulating large-scale research on international relations and serving as an entrepreneur to obtain funding for such research through institutions such as the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Despite his training as a medieval historian, Shotwell developed an early interest in the impact of the industrial and scientific revolutions.12


Shotwell’s immersion in European history made him sensitive to the central role of war in creating European states and the European state system; he could construct blood-curdling passages about the predatory behavior of states.13 Nevertheless, he argued, like Angell, that industrialization and science had made war “too dangerous to employ” and virtually impossible to limit.14 Not only was war more costly in the new era, but also the territorial state system was no longer the only “map” of relevance; science and the growth of economic interdependence has created a new web of relations among peoples. In Shotwell’s view, this material underpinning separated the post-World War I peace movement from earlier movements based solely on ethical principles or idealism.15


Angell and Shotwell could be described as liberals and institutionalists, but they were hardly idealists. What later critics pilloried as idealism in the interwar decades is better described as liberal materialism, neither so deterministic nor so infatuated with international institutions and law as the current image suggests. Shotwell and Angell were not seduced by a pacifist teleology—an inevitable evolution toward more cooperative states in international politics. Neither believed that material trends had eliminated war or had even touched all parts of the world; the conditions of interdependence existed in spatially limited parts of the international system. Although his prescriptions emphasized international institutions, Shotwell did not make exaggerated claims for the achievements of organizations like the League of Nations. More significant was an emphasis on democratic activism to change international relations. Belief in the power of public opinion is often portrayed as another illustration of hopeless liberal naïveté, but public opinion and its influence on diplomacy was one of the striking aspects of the peace-making process after World War I. Discovering that politicians were forced to respond to popular pressures—a source of great anguish to such realists as Harold Nicolson—was a revelation to the interwar liberals, since it offered an instrument by which the lessons of industrial warfare could be translated into policy.16


If the content of interwar liberalism has been distorted, its hegemony was also limited: Realism did not mount its theoretical charge against a field that was monolithic in its allegiances. Many active in defining the new field  of international relations during the 1930s—Arnold Wolfers, Frederick Dunn, and Frederick Schuman, a University of Chicago historian who authored an influential text—displayed little of the idealism that was later described as dominant. In the first edition of his work, Schuman devoted scathing comments to overly optimistic accounts of progress in international politics, but he also borrowed materialist premises from some of those he criticized, arguing that the study of politics could not ignore “the ‘social’ and ‘economic’ configurations of human relations.”17 In a close examination of textbooks from the interwar decades, William C. Olson and A.J.R. Groom discovered neither internationalist nor idealist predominance. Of about forty titles in the mainstream of the new field from 1916 to 1941, “even if by ‘idealist’ we mean no more than stressing the efficacy of law and organization, only about half of these can be said to be even primarily idealistic in tone.”18


Realism, the competitor to Anglo-American liberalism, was in large measure a transplant from continental Europe. The great transatlantic emigration of scholars influenced the development of fields as diverse as nuclear physics, sociology, and political theory.19 The influx of scholars had an even greater impact on the institutionally weak and ill-defined field of international relations. Key members—Hans Morgenthau, Nicholas Spykman, John Herz—introduced a profoundly pessimistic and continental European emphasis on power politics into a field that was beginning to harden and professionalize. Just as idealism has been misportrayed, however, it is important to emphasize the deep pessimism of many realists regarding the rationalism and positivism that they associated with their scholarly foes. Hans Morgenthau, in particular, noted his early reaction against Marxism and Freud and his discontent with the “rationalistic pretenses” of his philosophy courses at Frankfurt in the 1920s. Like other realists, he reflected the turn toward and fascination with irrationalism that characterized European culture after World War I.20 This aspect of transplanted realism is particularly ironic given the later wedding of realism to rational choice in the neorealist synthesis.21 A deep distrust of any claims for a scientific study of international politics was also characteristic of realist practitioners such as George Kennan.22


This attack on liberalism and reason by some realists could be seen as simply another fusillade aimed at the idealist project that World War II had already fractured. Their critique was also directed at another target, however, one far more influential in the long run, a group that intersected with the so-called idealists more than would be admitted after 1945. This third contingent can be labeled the “scientists.” International relations, one of the youngest of academic fields, lagged behind the other social sciences and history in its institutionalization and professionalization. What was later encapsulated as an interwar ideological battle between realism and idealism was coincident with the professionalization of the field and the adoption by  many of its members of the model of natural science for their research. For those shaping this professionalization, the natural science model represented an inevitable and desirable maturation of international relations; for critics, such as Dorothy Ross, international relations simply joined other American social sciences that were marked by “liberal values, practical bent, shallow historical vision, and technocratic confidence.”23


At the core of this movement was the Chicago school that spearheaded efforts to transform political science during the 1920s and 1930s. Charles Merriam, Harold Lasswell, and Quincy Wright all contributed to the study of world politics as part of a broader analysis of power and political actors ranging from individuals and groups to national governments.24 As William Fox has described, for these intellectual godfathers of postwar behavioralism, power was the organizing principle of analysis, but no particular place was given to states or to military power. International relations was embedded in a broader political analysis.25 Their point of agreement with the realists was narrow—that international politics should be studied as it is and not as it might be. This shared antinormative stance disguised divisions that would reemerge in later decades. The scientists embraced their version of a positivism modeled on the natural sciences; the realists were deeply skeptical of scientific pretensions defined in this way. Each group also held distinct views on the degree of disjuncture between domestic and international politics, with the scientists building out from domestic politics and the realists theorizing in from international anarchy and the security dilemma.

To many in the interwar years, the advance of the scientists, not the debate between realists and idealists, was the most significant development in international relations. When Hans Morgenthau arrived at Chicago, he confronted Quincy Wright and a research enterprise with which he could have had little sympathy. In the words of one of his students, “Power politics was a dirty and forbidden word in the Chicago of his time.”26 The scientific movement of the 1920s and 1930s shared more goals (and personnel) with the idealists or liberals than it did with the realists. Shotwell, in his introduction to an early survey of international relations in the United States, lauded the scientific enterprise and the embedding of international relations within the coalescing social sciences. Science led, in his view, to “constructive planning,” which was “the supreme task of the social sciences, and the field of international relations offers the best of laboratories for their study.”27 Shotwell was one of the founding research entrepreneurs of the field.28 The infrastructure of research that was part of social-scientific enterprise in the 1920s—Merriam was instrumental in founding the Social Science Research Council in 1923—had already been extended to international relations. In the 1930s, university research institutes were devoted specifically to the new field.29 This burst of foundation-supported research was part of a broader desire to affect public policy and social change  through research. Both interwar liberals and many scientists of the era shared a program to bring knowledge to power.30 Their chosen targets differed, however: Many liberal internationalists aimed to influence broader public opinion and the educational system; the scientists more often turned to direct policy advice. The line was not sharp, however, and the success of the scientists waxed and waned in political science and in international relations during the interwar decades. Their project was sharply criticized by more traditional scholars, including William Yandell Elliott, future mentor of the realist Henry Kissinger.31





Postwar Consensus and the Hardening of the Discipline 

Early postwar conferences and surveys of international relations quickly rescripted interwar debates as a battle between a feckless “utopianism” that had “cast a shadow of academic disrepute over the new field” and a new emphasis on power politics as a “natural reaction to the excesses of sentimentalism.” 32 Even William Fox took a less measured and tolerant view of interwar research than he later would; his evaluation was later assimilated by others reviewing the postwar state of the field, reinforcing a view of the inevitable joint triumph of realism and science.33 Interwar scholarship had been disparaged to such a degree that Dwight Waldo admitted in his 1956 survey that it may have been “discounted unduly.”34


Vulgarization of the interwar record in the decade after 1945 resembled the “counterprogressive” tendency in postwar history: Both constructed a straw man whose hegemony in the field was exaggerated and whose accomplishments were dismissed.35 The preferred account of the postwar consensus in international relations was events-driven; interwar scholarship could not deal with the anomalous events of the 1930s, World War II, and the Cold War. A threatening international context was only one explanation, however. Professionalization and new external demand also served to tilt the intellectual balance. A new generation of Young Turks, impelled by their service in government and the military during World War II, were intent on overturning their predecessors, a familiar battle between scholarly generations. The new cohort also accelerated the professionalization of the field. International relations, as noted earlier, was among the last of social science fields to achieve disciplinary status. As in history and the other social sciences before it, those defining the field felt it necessary to separate themselves from what was portrayed as an amateurish past. Amateurism was part of the image of interwar liberalism that was transmitted to the postwar generation, a past of League of Nations societies and peace movements. Both realists and scientists rejected that past, not only for its alleged 
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