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FOREWORD

Gareth Evans

There is a certain piquancy in someone introducing a student textbook on international
relations who has never formally studied the subject, and whose grasp of contemporary
IR theory remains — as my academic colleagues gently tell me, and as my later comments
may reveal — somewhat less than absolute. But after many years’ immersion as a foreign
minister, head of a major international conflict-prevention NGO, and participant in
multiple global policy commissions and panels, I have learned something about the
way the international relations world actually works. And let me tell you immediately:
that world — of foreign minsters, diplomats, international organisations and conferences,
civil society activism and think-tank policy debate — is important, fascinating, and
intellectually stimulating, and you should plunge into the study of it with a real sense
of excitement.

What is most exciting to me, and I hope will be to you, is appreciating that this is a
world that can be very much influenced by good ideas, good policy, good understanding
of the way organisations work, and — above all — by well-informed, energetic and creative
professionals, of the kind that you will, hopefully, be helped to become by absorbing
(and challenging where necessary!) the material in this admirably comprehensive book.
We are not all prisoners of dark, inevitable forces that are bound to have their way
whatever any of us try to do. Those of us who have spent most of our professional
lives trying to rid the world of deadly conflict and weapons of mass destruction (what
this book describes as the ‘traditional agenda’), or to inch forward toward cooperative
solutions to any of the globe’s other most pressing problems (now recognised as the
‘new agenda’), including environmental stress, poverty and inequality, drug and people
trafficking, terrorism, gross and systematic human rights violations, and many more, are
not all wasting our time.

There is some good evidence for this in the statistics that have accumulated since
the end of the Cold War (mainly via the Human Security Report Project in Canada)
about the dramatic decline — counter-intuitive though this may seem every time we
watch or read a news bulletin — in both the number of wars and the casualties they
generate. Over the last two decades, more old conflicts have ended than new ones have
started. And major conflicts (those resulting in 1000 or more battle deaths a year) have
declined by an extraordinary 80 per cent, as have the number of people being killed
by them. There are a number of explanations, but the best is simply the huge upsurge
in activity in mediation, negotiation, peacekeeping and post-conflict peace-building
activity that has occurred, particularly since the mid 1990s, with significant roles being
played by regional organisations, certain individual states, major NGOs and the UN
itself — all involving deeply committed people doing tough jobs in tough situations.

If individuals matter, so do ideas. One should never lose sight of, or confidence in,
their transformative power to change for the better the way the world both thinks and
acts. One of the most important to emerge in recent years — in response to the orgies of
hate-fed killing and maiming that destroyed the lives and futures of so many hundreds
of thousands in the 1990s in Rwanda, Bosnia and elsewhere — is that of the international
community’s ‘responsibility to protect’ populations at risk from genocide and other
mass atrocity crimes. Cutting across the centuries-old notion that state sovereignty was
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all about immunity from external scrutiny and interference was never going to be easy,
and challenges still remain to translate rhetoric into effective action in every case where
this becomes necessary. But since the UN General Assembly unanimously embraced
the new principle in 2005, it has been steadily gaining traction, and does hold out the
hope that never again will we have to say ‘never again’ to another Srbrenica, Cambodia
or Holocaust. And that is just one of the many ideas discussed in this book currently
impacting on international debate.

Much of the study of international relations involves trying to understand,
intellectually, the currents that underlie and explain decision-making and action, and
the mindsets and perspectives that policymakers and those who influence them bring
to bear. Practitioners like me who have seen over the years, situation by situation,
the variable impact of quite different factors — sometimes of ideas, ideals and norms;
sometimes of genuine instinct to cooperate for the common good; sometimes of crude,
hard-nosed Realpolitik — tend to find it difficult to identify wholeheartedly with realism,
liberalism, constructivism, or any of the innumerable other particular theories that all
have distinguished adherents. Perhaps we will just have to find solace in ‘analytical
eclecticismy’, that recently identified new approach which seems eminently capable
of accommodating, no doubt among others more respectable, the intellectually
undisciplined and disreputable.

Whether one is wrestling with the nuts and bolts of practical policymaking — across
both the traditional and new agendas — or the higher abstractions of IR theory, the study
of international relations is engaging and challenging. There is a whole smorgasbord
of issues and approaches laid out here for you to sample in this book, all written by
experts in their field, many of them world-renowned. You should find working through
it fascinating and stimulating. And you should come away from it much better equipped
than I ever was at the start of my career to make a contribution of your own to making
this tumultuous world of ours a little safer and saner.

8 March 2011

Gareth Evans is Professorial Fellow at the University of Melbourne and Chancellor of the
Australian National University, and President Emeritus of the International Crisis Group,
the independent global conflict prevention and resolution organisation which he led
from 2000 to 2009. He was Australia’s Minister for Foreign Affairs from 1988 to 1996,
and co-chair of the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty,
which published the Responsibility to protect report in 2004, and of the International
Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, whose report Eliminating
nuclear threats was published in December 2009.
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This textbook is designed specifically for students studying Introduction to International
Relations courses. The success of the first edition, followed by encouraging reviews
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revised with this in mind, and includes new authors from the US and Europe. Where
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the material excised from the first edition is now available on the new companion
website — an important supplement to this book’s second edition.

Like any good textbook, this one aims to introduce students to the study of
International Relations (IR) by laying out its chief theories, main actors and institutions,
and leading issues, in a manner that both excites interest and lucidly explains topics
for students with no previous background in IR. Carving up the topics of a complex,
dynamic, growing discipline like IR is no easy task. Decisions must inevitably be made
about which topics to include, and which to exclude. Topics chosen no doubt reflect
but one particular perspective of the discipline’s present make-up, one account of what
is important for students to learn, and what is not. Since there is no single correct way to
present the material to undergraduate students, there is always a degree of arbitrariness
involved in topic selection; and we do not pretend otherwise. However, we believe
that the structure adopted here, developed over years of teaching undergraduate
Introduction to IR courses in Australia and the UK, offers one useful way into the wide
range of fascinating topics that fall under the heading International Relations.

The textbook is divided into three parts: Part 1 on theories of IR; Part 2 on what
we call the ‘traditional agenda’ of IR, which focuses on states, war and law; and Part 3
on the ‘new agenda’ which focuses on globalisation and global governance. These
are more fully explicated in the Introduction. But it is worth emphasising that the
new agenda does not succeed the traditional agenda in either time or intellectual
resourcefulness. The distinction between traditional and new agendas is a heuristic
device meant to remind students that the discipline has evolved and changed, and to
encourage reflection on the discipline’s historical character. Quite often textbooks imply
that our present conception of the discipline represents something like the endpoint in
the discipline’s ineluctable progression from primitive origins to full development. This
conceit is easy to succumb to in the absence of historical-mindedness. We hope that
a greater appreciation of the past, including the discipline’s past, will enable students
to gain a better understanding of how the discipline has come to assume its present
historical form. This should also encourage students to reflect more deeply on the
sources of the tensions, debates and disagreements that shape IR and make it one of
the most intellectually exciting disciplines in the human and social sciences today.

There are a number of people we need to thank. A handful of people were directly
and actively instrumental in the production of this textbook. First, we would like to
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AN INTRODUCTION TO
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS:
THE ORIGINS AND CHANGING
AGENDAS OF A DISCIPLINE

Richard Devetak

Introduction

This Introduction begins by outlining what is meant by international relations. Second, it
tells the story of how and why the study of international relations emerged when it did
in the early twentieth century. Knowing something about the discipline’s origins does not
tell us everything we need to know about international relations today, but it will help us
to understand the legacy left by the discipline’s original purpose and by older traditions of
thought. Third, it sketches the contours of the changing agenda of international relations, a
shift that some scholars describe as a transition from international relations to world politics
or from the ‘traditional’ to the ‘new’” agenda. Although there can be little doubt that as political
reality has changed new theoretical and conceptual tools have become necessary to grasp it,
we should not assume that the myriad changes to our world have rendered the ‘traditional’
agenda and its theories obsolete. Far from it; the ‘new’ agenda, as we shall see, supplements
but does not supplant the ‘traditional’ agenda. It is now more important than ever to consider
the relationships between ‘traditional’ and ‘new’ theories and issues. This textbook is intended
to help you think about these relationships.

What is International Relations?

Every day the global news media carry stories of events involving foreign governments and
their populations. Usually featured under the heading of ‘international affairs” or ‘world news’,
these stories all too frequently tell of political violence, lives and livelihoods lost, human
rights violated, infrastructure damaged, and hopes for the restoration of peace and prosperity
dashed. War rather than peace makes the news headlines, and understandably so, because the
violent conflict of war so visibly ravages human societies. ‘If it bleeds, it leads’, as the cynical
media adage goes.

For over 2000 years of recorded history humans have been fascinated and frustrated by
war and its consequences, so we should not be surprised by its continuing preeminence. But
human societies are harmed by so much more than war. Chronic underdevelopment, poverty,
human rights violations, environmental degradation and climate change are no less harmful, if
less visible. Occasionally, however, the plight of the world’s impoverished populations becomes
headline news when famines occur or natural disasters such as droughts, earthquakes, floods,
tsunamis or avalanches strike, compounding already fragile or impoverished political societies.
Sympathies will be aroused in faraway places, and celebrities, humanitarian organisations,
non-governmental organisations (NGOs), the United Nations (UN) and canny politicians will
talk the talk of collective grief, human community and global responsibility. Excitement will die
down after a flurry of activity and the poor souls will inevitably be cast back to the margins of
international attention as developed countries return to more pressing domestic matters — tax
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Figure 0.1 Graffiti, Sarajevo 2005 by David Kozar (with permission)

cuts, elections, salacious scandals, and so on. And so goes the daily round of international
relations — war and peace, poverty and underdevelopment, global attention and global
neglect.

This common-sense understanding of international relations only scratches the
surface of all that the discipline of International Relations covers (see Box 0.1). So what
precisely do we mean by ‘international relations? To answer this question, let us first
say a few things about what it is not, before turning to an account of what it is.

First, the study of international relations is not to be equated with ‘current affairs’.
It is important not to reduce international relations to the lead stories of the global
news media. News, by its nature, is ephemeral; each day brings a new story to tell.
Moreover, news agencies make no attempt at drawing connections between stories.
Their concern is not with showing how the stories ‘hang together’ or relate to each
other but is solely with reporting the news, so each news item is reported independently
of others. International Relations (IR), by contrast, seeks to go beyond the ephemeral
and common-sense: to reflect more deeply on events, structures, processes and actors,
and to offer explanations, interpretations and normative analyses. Second, the study
of international relations is not reducible to what happens in particular countries,
even though it may include this. Political machinations in other countries, especially
powerful ones, always hold particular interest; Washington politics are never far from
the headlines. But in IR, any interest in the politics of other countries will be determined
by how these impact on or play out in the international sphere or how they are shaped
by international forces. Third, IR is not reducible to foreign policy analysis, though once
again it includes this within its scope (see Waltz 1979: 121-2 for one explanation).

Turning to a more positive definition of international relations, we can start by saying
that it refers to external relations among nations, states and peoples — although, as



ORIGINS AND CHANGING AGENDAS

we explain below, this statement will need to be
BOX 0.1: TERMINOLOGY considerably qualified. The adjective ‘international’
What are the differences between was coined by the English political philosopher,
International Relations and Jeremy Bentham, in 1780. The neologism’s purpose

international relations, and
international politics and world
politics?

It is conventional to differentiate the discipline
of ‘International Relations’ from the subject
matter of ‘international relations’ by the use
of upper and lower case respectively. As
Chris Brown (1997: 3) puts it, “International
Relations” (upper case) is the study of

was to capture in a single word relations among
nations (Suganami 1978). Although ‘international’
literally means relations among nations, it has for
most of its existence referred to relations among
sovereign states. In Bentham’s time ‘nation’ and
‘state’ were often used interchangeably, so his
meaning was closer to what we should probably
call ‘interstate’ relations. In any case, international
relations have been distinguished first and foremost

from domestic politics. Ian Clark (1999) calls this
“international relations” (lower case)’. the ‘Great Divide’ (see Table 0.1).
International politics is used here as a

synonym of international relations. It does,
however, have the advantage of highlighting
the political dimension of relations that are
international.

World or global politics: Insofar as new
actors, issues, structures and processes are
thought to have emerged in recent decades
as a result of globalisation, rendering the
traditional state-focused agenda incomplete,
some scholars prefer ‘world’ or ‘global politics’
to ‘international relations’. This has prompted
some scholars to talk of an historic shift from
‘international relations’ to ‘world politics’ or
‘global society’ (R. B. J. Walker 1995; Barnett
and Sikkink 2008).

Leading scholars have for decades defined
international relations by opposing the international
and domestic realms as if they represented a ‘Great
Divide’. On what constitutes this ‘Great Divide’,
the most influential realist IR theorist of the late
twentieth century, Kenneth Waltz (1979: 103),
remarks that ‘[tlhe difference between national
and international politics lies not in the use of
force but in the different modes of organization
for doing something about it. What, then, are the
possible modes of organisation? Waltz offers two,
and only two, organising principles: hierarchy
and anarchy. Relations between units (or actors)
are either hierarchical, involving clear lines of
authority and obedience, or they are anarchical,
involving no such lines of authority and obedience
(Waltz 1979: 88). There would appear to be no
other possibilities. The key, according to Waltz, is

governance; is there a supreme authority with the right to lay down and enforce the law?
If the answer is ‘yes’, then we must be in the hierarchical realm of domestic politics —
politics within the state. If the answer is ‘no’, then we must be in the anarchical realm of
international relations — politics between states. In any case, the presumed differences
between domestic and international politics seem to vindicate Martin Wight's (1966b:
21) observation that ‘[ilt has become natural to think of international politics as the
untidy fringe of domestic politics’. T shall suggest below that while it has indeed become
natural to think in these terms, there may be good reasons for casting doubt over the
‘Great Divide’ as the point of departure for IR today.

According to the ‘Great Divide’, domestic politics is what takes place on the inside
of states whereas international relations is what takes place on the outside, as if they
were two mutually exclusive realms. Domestic politics is premised on the presence of
a central authority or government that has monopoly control over the instruments of
violence, that can lay down and enforce the law, that establishes and maintains order
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Table 0.1 The ‘Great Divide’

Domestic International

Inside Outside

Hierarchy Anarchy

Monopoly over instruments of violence Decentralised instruments of violence
Lawful authority Self-help

Security Insecurity/Security dilemma

Justice Power

Community Friends and enemies

Peace and order War

and security, and that permits justice and peace to be delivered to the community of
citizens. International relations is the negative image of domestic politics. By contrast
with the domestic realm, the international is premised on the absence of an overarching
authority or government that can lay down and enforce the law because the instruments
of violence are dispersed and decentralised. This establishes ripe conditions for
insecurity, where injustice and war are permanent potentials and regular actualities
for states. It is a world of friends and enemies where power rather than justice will
determine international outcomes, and where states cannot afford to put their trust or
security in others. States are trapped in a ‘security dilemma’ where measures taken to
enhance their security lead others to take similar counter-measures and in the process
generate further mistrust and insecurity.

Perhaps the term that distinguishes international relations more than any other is
anarchy. Anarchy — meaning the absence of rule, but not necessarily disorder and
chaos — has been the core presumption and constitutive principle for much of the
discipline’s history (Onuf 1989: 166; Schmidt 1998). Richard Ashley (1989) has called IR
the ‘anarchy problematique’ — that is to say, a field of knowledge revolving around the
organising principle of anarchy.

International Relations as a discipline: traditions,
origins and evolution

Universities, as centres of research and learning, have long divided knowledge into different
disciplines. This division is heuristic: that is to say, it is meant to help facilitate learning.
A discipline comprises a distinctive focus, a set of institutions and traditions of thought.
All three are crucial to the development and growth of a field or body of knowledge.
But it is worth noting that ‘discipline’ has another, not altogether unrelated, meaning: to
bring under control, train to obedience, maintain order. Disciplines thus help to maintain
intellectual order by keeping a focus and keeping clear of distracting, extraneous issues.
First, a discipline carves out a branch of learning focused on a relatively distinct
subject matter. I say ‘relatively’ because attempts to cordon off one subject from all
others are bound to fail or to appear arbitrary. For example, where do we draw the
boundaries between international politics, international morality, international law and
international economics? Politics, morality, law and economics intersect and overlap in
so many ways that efforts to draw final boundaries around them would be futile and
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possibly unhelpful, since understanding the politics of international relations cannot
be separated from an understanding of the moral, legal and economic dimensions of
these relations.

Nevertheless, if a discipline implies a subject matter relatively distinguishable from
others, it must have questions and topics it calls its own. Though agreement will never
be total, the questions and topics to be addressed should meet with broad agreement.
Some disagreement about the scope of a discipline is to be expected, but there will
always be dominant tendencies — questions and topics that occupy the thought and
research of most students and scholars (see Box 0.2). These will define the discipline at
any given moment, but there will always be other questions and topics that are neglected
or ignored by the mainstream. I return to the question of subject matter in the final part
of this Introduction where I sketch contending ‘traditional’ and ‘new’ agendas.

BOX 0.2: DISCUSSION POINTS

A divided discipline?

In the late 1980s International Relations undertook a self-examination. Eminent scholar K. J.
Holsti (1985: 1) lamented that ‘International theory is in a state of disarray’. The ‘intellectual
consensus’ that guided research and learning for over three centuries had, in Holsti’s
opinion, ‘broken down’. No longer was there ‘a consensus on the subjects of inquiry and
theorizing. The view that international theory should be organized around the structures and
processes of the states system, the activities of the great powers and their decision makers,
particularly as they relate to war and peace, is no longer accepted by a significant number
of scholars’ (Holsti 1985: 2). Holsti’s concern was not so much that the dominant view of
the discipline’s focus and purpose had been abandoned — this was reasonable given the
fundamental changes that had occurred in the twentieth century — but that the ‘theoretical
profusion’ had made coherent dialogue and debate very difficult. His fear, in short, was
that the discipline might never regain its focus and sense of purpose. Holsti was not alone.
Mark Hoffman (1987) accepted Holsti’'s assessment of a discipline divided over purpose,
focus or appropriate methodology, but advocated a ‘next stage’ in which Critical Theory (see
Chapter 4) would reconstruct and reorient the discipline. Others, such as Yosef Lapid (1989a:
83) questioned whether establishing a ‘new hegemonic orthodoxy’ would be ‘possible’ or
‘desirable’, preferring to celebrate theoretical diversity (see also George and Campbell 1990).
For fuller treatment of this approach, see Chapter 1.

Second, disciplines grow within institutions and grow their own institutions.
Universities are the most obvious sites for the institutionalisation of the research and
teaching of particular subjects, but they are not alone, as we shall see. Departments,
schools or centres have been established in universities around the world to study
international relations. The first was established in 1919 at the University of Wales, in the
seaside town of Aberystwyth, when Welsh industrialist and philanthropist David Davies
established the Woodrow Wilson Chair of International Politics. The London School of
Economics and the University of Oxford followed shortly after, with the establishment
of Chairs in 1923 and 1930 respectively. In the US, the institutionalised study of IR
began with the establishment of Georgetown University’s Edmund A. Walsh School of
Foreign Service in 1919, which was followed by the University of Southern California’s
School of International Relations in 1924. The first university dedicated to the study of
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international relations was established at the Graduate Institute of International Studies
in Geneva, Switzerland, in 1927.

The institutionalisation of academic areas of study is vital because it provides housing for
teaching and research. Both teaching and research, the two preeminent tasks of university
departments, are crucial to the accumulation, expansion and transmission of bodies of
knowledge. Teaching passes on knowledge and modes of analysis from one generation
to the next in the classroom. Research, of course, needs to be published, so that findings
and analyses can be widely disseminated and tested, not only from one generation to
the next but to contemporary teachers and students as well. Journals, periodicals, books,
conferences and workshops are sites for debate, the exchange of ideas, and the sharpening
of arguments, all of which reproduce and revise a discipline’s body of knowledge.

Disciplines also grow their own institutions such as academic journals and
professional associations. I have listed some of the relevant journals in the ‘Further
reading’ section at the end of this chapter. Added to journals are professional bodies
such as the British International Studies Association (BISA) and the American-based
International Studies Association (ISA), which not only organise conferences but
publish journals: the Review of International Studies (since 1975) and International
Studies Quarterly (since 1957, although it was published under the name Background
on World Politics until 1970) respectively. In Australia, the Australian journal
of International Affairs has been published since 1946 (originally under the title
Australian Outlook). Think tanks have also made a long-standing contribution to
the advancement of learning, and are an integral part of the discipline’s landscape.
The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace was established in 1910; the Royal
Institute of International Affairs was established in 1920, and its antipodean offshoots,
the Australian and New Zealand Institutes of International Affairs, in 1933 and 1934
respectively.

Third, a discipline draws upon traditions of thought that have developed and
evolved around the subject matter. Although the first university department was not
established until 1919 it would be a mistake to believe that the study of international
relations began at that point. When departments were being established, scholars and
students were not inventing a discipline out of thin air; they had over two millennia
of recorded words, thoughts and actions to draw upon. Cognate departments such as
Government, Law and History also provided useful resources (Schmidt 1998). But so
too did thinkers subsequently drafted into the International Relations canon.

Thucydides (c. 460-406 BC), Machiavelli (1469-1527) and Grotius (1583-1645),
for example, may not have taught in universities, but they wrote about the actors and
events that shaped the ‘international relations’, as we now call it, of their day. Care must
be taken here, however, because the actors and events they described and analysed
are vastly different to the ones that now animate international relations. Moreover,
none of these great thinkers limited himself to the external relations of actors, whether
city-states, empires or sovereign states. Indeed, it is closer to the truth to say that they
discussed what we would call IR either indirectly or only in occasional passages of their
classic texts. So we need to be careful when discussing the past not to commit the sin
of anachronism — discussing one historical epoch in terms of language, concepts and
understandings borrowed from another. In other words, we risk anachronism when we
speak of these great thinkers writing about ‘international relations’ because, in fact, they
did not neatly distinguish international relations from domestic politics or international
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Table 0.2 Realism and liberalism compared

Realism Liberalism

Main actor States Individuals
Contextual focus Anarchy Institutions
Fundamental value Security Liberty

Elemental behaviour Conflict Cooperation
Outlook Pessimism Optimism

View of history Recurrence and repetition Progressive change

law or morality in the way the discipline of IR has done since its inception. Neither the
‘Great Divide’ nor the ‘anarchy problematique’ underpinned their thinking.

Traditions of thought

What are the traditions of thought that have influenced the study of international
relations? How one answers this question depends on which classificatory scheme
one uses, and there are several such schemes. During the discipline’s early years, the
dominant classificatory scheme was of idealism or liberalism on the one hand and
realism on the other (see Table 0.2); this was how E. H. Carr (1946) presented the field
of study. Arguably this scheme still dominates the discipline today in the USA — albeit in
revised form as a debate between neoliberalism and neorealism (see Baldwin 1993).
It is vital to come to grips with these two dominant IR theories, as they have largely set
the parameters of the discipline, shaping its core assumptions and key questions.

Realists argue that states exist in a condition of anarchy that compels them to seek
and to balance power to ensure their survival and security (see Chapter 2). They paint
international relations as a tragic realm of ‘power politics’ where ‘national interests’
clash and moral claims hold little sway. For realists, the character of international
relations remains unchanged through history. Marked by what Kenneth Waltz (1979:
66) calls ‘a dismaying persistence’ of war, international relations is, in Wight's (1966b:
26) words, ‘the realm of recurrence and repetition’. Thucydides, the great Athenian
historian of The Peloponnesian War, brilliant Florentine diplomat and writer, Niccolo
Machiavelli, and towering English political philosopher, Thomas Hobbes (intellectually
and physically towering — he was almost six foot tall, well above average height in
the seventeenth century) are canonical names in realism’s hall of fame. They not only
provided insights into their own times, but also offered wisdom and insight that realists
believe transcend time. In the realist view, if Thucydides or Hobbes were transported to
our own time they would observe nothing different other than the names of the actors
(Waltz 1979: 66; Wight 1966b: 26).

Liberals take a more optimistic view. If realists see history as static or cyclical,
liberals see it as progressive. They tend to emphasise humanity’s capacity to improve:
they are committed to ideals of technological and economic as well as moral, legal and
political progress (see Chapter 3). That the world is anarchical and war-prone is as true
for liberals as it is for realists, but the former believe it is possible and necessary for
humankind to escape the Hobbesian ‘state of war’ — a condition in which states are
insecure and constantly preparing for war. Strategies of ‘peace through law’ and ‘peace
through commerce’ are the dominant liberal approaches. In international relations they
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see the gradual development and strengthening of international trade, international law
and international organisations as the key to world order (Suganami 1989). Names in
the liberal pantheon include great English political philosophers John Locke and John
Stuart Mill, and the superlative philosopher of Konigsberg (now called Kaliningrad),
Immanuel Kant.

Others have posited a tripartite scheme. One of the most common is the tripartite
scheme of realism, liberalism and Marxism, or variations thereof (Doyle 1997; Holsti
1985; Walt 1998). This extends and complicates the realism/liberalism debate by adding
a Marxist tradition of thought. This tradition shifted emphasis away from states to
the historical development of the capitalist system and the class conflict it generated
(see Kubalkova and Cruickshank 1985; Linklater 1990). It redirected the focus to an
examination of how the twin logics of capitalist development and geopolitical rivalry
interacted. It is worth noting here that Marxism played a vital role in stimulating the
Critical Theory pioneered by Robert Cox (1981) and Andrew Linklater (1990), because
Marx critically analysed the tensions between hopes of universal freedom and concrete
realities of inequality and oppression (see Chapter 4).

In his famous lectures at the London School of Economics (LSE) in the 1950s, Martin
Wight (1991) also distinguished three traditions of thought, but rather eccentrically
called them realism, rationalism and revolutionism (also see Bull 1976). If realism
was the tradition associated with power politics and ‘the blood and iron and immorality
men’, as Wight called them (Bull 1976: 104), revolutionism was associated with the
perpetual peace of liberal internationalism and the revolutionary internationalism
of Marxism — ‘the subversion and liberation and missionary men’. Rationalism was
a ‘middle way’ that sought to avoid the extremes of realism and revolutionism. It is
a tradition of thought most closely associated with seventeenth-century Dutch jurist
Hugo Grotius (who, by contrast with Hobbes, was barely five feet tallD), and eighteenth-
century Swiss lawyer, Emer de Vattel — ‘the law and order and keep your word men’,
to use Wight's description (Bull 1976: 104). Rationalists accept the realist premise that
states exist in a condition of anarchy (where no state has the authority to lay down
and enforce the law), but deny that this condition is bereft of rules and norms. Rather,
they argue that, to use the felicitous phrase of Wight's foremost protégé, Hedley Bull
(1977), states exist in an ‘anarchical society’. States tend to form international societies
where order is maintained through mechanisms such as international law, diplomacy,
balances of power, great power management and occasionally war (Bull 1977; see also
Chapter 17). This ‘middle way’ continues today under the name of the English School
(see Dunne 1998; Linklater and Suganami 2006), and has some affinities with neoliberal
institutionalism (Hurrell 1995) (see Chapter 3).

In Wight’s hands, the three traditions (the ‘three Rs’) were not meant to be water-
tight containers, but more like ‘streams, with eddies and cross-currents, sometimes
interlacing’ (Wight 1991: 260). To continue the metaphor: in practice, canonical thinkers
tend to cross and sometimes straddle streams rather than soak their feet permanently
in one. Wight’s purpose was merely to present the traditions as historically embodied
styles of thought handed down by scholars and practitioners alike.

Needless to say, there are various classificatory schemes, each as arbitrary as the next.
What matters is not so much the historical veracity of the scheme as the analytical tools
it serves up. Traditions of thought, whichever scheme we choose to employ, provide
us with the premises, tenets and concepts without which we could not intelligibly
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discuss and analyse international relations. Traditions are the source of our lexicon,
the common vocabulary we use to study our subject — even if, as Renée Jeffery (2005)
contends, the very idea of a ‘tradition of thought’ is questionable.

We have to depart from somewhere (there is actually no point outside all tradition),
so we start with what the competing traditions leave to us. But traditions are not given
and homogeneous. They are ‘invented’, which is not to say that traditions are false or
arbitrarily fabricated, only that the inheritance must be selected and interpreted before
it can be received. Traditions are also heterogeneous, comprising multiple strands and
legacies. What we believe they leave to us depends on how we sift through, select and
interpret the tradition’s inheritance (see Box 0.3). As Jim George (1994: 196) rightly
points out, ‘the “great texts” of International Relations can be read in ways entirely
contrary to their ritualized disciplinary treatment’. Which is why IR has in recent years
witnessed an ‘historiographical turn’ (Armitage 2004, Duncan Bell 2001, Keene 2005) —
reflecting on the aims and methods of writing history, particularly intellectual history
or the history of ideas. In keeping with this historiographical turn, this Introduction,
and the textbook as a whole, aims to encourage and cultivate what Herbert Butterfield
(1955: 17) called ‘historical-mindedness’.

BOX 0.3: DISCUSSION POINTS

Was Thucydides a realist?

As an illustration of how traditions depend on interpretation, consider the tendency of realists
and others to assign Thucydides uncritically to the realist tradition. Behind this assignation
lies the supposition that the realist tradition is centred around the concept of material or
military power and that Thucydides is a realist par excellence. The one episode in his account
of the Peloponnesian War that is always invoked is ‘The Melian Dialogue’. According to
Thucydides’ (1972: 402) narrative, the Athenian envoy says to his Melian counterpart, ‘the
strong do what they have the power to do and the weak accept what they have to accept’.
Captured in this remark is one of the most powerful expressions of realism’s emphasis on
material power determining international outcomes — which is why it is realism’s favourite
hymn, and why Thucydides is viewed as the first great realist. It would be a mistake, however,
to suppose that Thucydides subscribes to this realist view, since he is simply retelling the
story. In fact, much else in his narrative suggests that Thucydides would be out of place in the
realist tradition, not least because he places a good deal of emphasis on normative standards
for assessing conduct and moral responsibility. Furthermore, the Athenian empire’s reliance
on military force and war proves insufficient to prevent eventual collapse. We can conclude,
therefore, that how traditions are understood and who is included in them is indeed a matter
of selection and interpretation.

To summarise, as Wight has suggested, and as R. B. J. Walker (1993: chapter 2) and
Jim George (1994: 192-7) have amply demonstrated, traditions of thought are never
as internally coherent or self-enclosed as they appear. Common though it may be to
bundle Machiavelli and Hobbes together in the realist tradition, they actually differ
considerably on many key points, especially on how they view time and change in
politics, with the Florentine seeing politics as permanently in flux and the Englishman
holding to a more static and spatial conception that is perhaps more consistent with
some aspects of the ‘Great Divide’.
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Origins and evolution of the discipline

The origins of the discipline are to be found in one crucial historical moment: World
War I (1914-18) as we know it now, but the ‘Great War’ as it was known before
World War II. It was the most intense and mechanised war yet experienced, with new
technologies, including the advent of air power, allowing for new heights of destruction
to be reached. The unprecedented destructiveness prompted calls for the eradication
of war; it was indeed often referred to as the “War to End All Wars’. The traumatic
experience of the Great War for Europeans was perhaps compounded by the fact that
the years preceding it were relatively peaceful and stable, witnessing marked increases
in ‘the number of multilateral conferences, institutions, and organizations’ (Reus-Smit
1999: 133). In particular, significant strides were taken regarding the laws of war with
the Hague Conferences of 1899 and 1907, which seemed to vindicate liberal optimism
for international reform.

After the war, an understandable tide of anti-war sentiment surged through Europe —
the continent that had witnessed so many terrible wars over the centuries. It was
not only war’s destructiveness that fuelled anti-war sentiment, it was also its apparent
futility. As an instrument of foreign policy, war appeared to many to be ineffective and
counterproductive (see Angell 1912).

We might think such sentiments to be a natural reaction to war. But until the eighteenth
century, while war had always been lamented, it was rarely viewed as eradicable. This
is why English jurist Sir Henry Maine (cited in Howard 2001: 1) observed in the middle
of the nineteenth century, ‘War appears to be as old as mankind, but peace is a modern
invention’. It was only with the initiation of ‘plans for perpetual peace’ in the eighteenth
century, drafted most famously by the Abbé Saint Pierre and Immanuel Kant, that
thinkers and scholars put their minds to determining how peace might permanently
prevail over war in a system of states. But only after the Great War did a widespread
‘peace movement’ arise with the intention of eliminating war for all time.

To this sentiment were added practical, institutional measures, including the
establishment of the League of Nations at Geneva in 1920 and, in accordance with
the League’s Covenant, the Permanent Court of International Justice at The Hague
in 1922 (originally the Permanent Court of Arbitration, as established under the 1899
Hague Conference). According to Chris Reus-Smit (1999), a new legislative principle of
procedural justice emerged at this time which found concrete expression in these new
institutions. Two precepts informed this new legislative justice: ‘first, that only those
subject to the rules have the right to define them and, second, that the rules of society
must apply equally to all’ (Reus-Smit 1999: 129). Reus-Smit (1999: 123-54) traces the
origins of these ideas back to the eighteenth century — to the Enlightenment and to
the American and French revolutions; but it is arguable that it was only in the aftermath
of the Great War that a new diplomatic and legal order took shape based on contractual
international law and multilateralism. The war not only marked a break with the
previous peace, it brought about a different kind of peace, one where permanent
international institutions were designed ‘to promote international co-operation and to
achieve peace and security’, as expressed in the League of Nations Covenant (printed
in Claude 1964: 409).

This is the general context in which the discipline of International Relations was
established. It was a period of progressive institutionalisation of liberal-constitutional
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principles as a reaction to war (see Chapter 3). This ‘desire ... to prevent future wars’,
says William Olson (1972: 12), ‘must never be forgotten’ when assessing the discipline’s
origins. More than just the study of the causes and conditions of war and peace,
the study of international relations was, from the outset, guided by a purpose: to
develop theories aimed at preventing or eliminating war. It would do so by focusing
on states and their interactions in the states-system, but also by bringing liberal tenets
to bear on the prevailing bellicose system. Liberals such as Sir Norman Angell and US
President Woodrow Wilson believed that a lasting peace could only be achieved by
overcoming the balance of power and secret diplomacy; they argued for developing
a new diplomatic and legal order around international organisations based on practices
of collective security and open diplomacy (see Ashworth 1999; Woodrow Wilson
1918). ‘The distinctive characteristic of these writers’, says Hedley Bull (1972: 34), was
their belief in progress: ‘the belief, in particular’, he continues,

that the system of international relations that had given rise to the First World War was capable
of being transformed into a fundamentally more peaceful and just world order; that under the
impact of the awakening of democracy, the growth of ‘the international mind’, the development
of the League of Nations, the good works of men of peace or the enlightenment spread by their
own teachings, it was in fact being transformed.

Liberal-constitutional values and ideals thus set the agenda for the discipline in the
inter-war years, the agenda against which E. H. Carr aimed his withering criticism.
First published in 1939, Carr’s The twenty years’ crisis, 1919-1939 (1946) has had a
massive influence on the discipline of International Relations. Cart’s book is a brilliant
polemical attack on the liberal thinking associated with Angell, Wilson, Alfred Zimmern
and others, which he characterised as a hollow sham (Carr 1946: 89). Carr believed
utopianism (for which you can substitute liberalism) utterly failed to take account of
power in its analysis of international relations; it ignored Machiavelli’s injunction to
deal with what is the case, rather than what ought to be the case (Carr 1946: 63). The
structure of Carr’s masterpiece revolves around the dichotomy between realism and
liberalism. In fact, he helped create the impression that the newly established discipline
was dominated by a debate between realism and liberalism. This subsequently became
known as the ‘first great debate’, though — as Peter Wilson (1998) and Lucian Ashworth
(1999) have shown — no debate actually occurred, if by that we mean that a series
of exchanges took place between realists and liberals. Indeed, recent work suggests
that the very idea of narrating the discipline’s history as a series of ‘great debates’ is
questionable. Even so, it is important for students to learn and appreciate the stories the
discipline has told about itself, which is why I persist with the narrative.

Since the late 1960s and early 1970s when scholars began to reflect more on the origins
and evolution of the discipline, it has become conventional to narrate the discipline’s
history through a recounting of ‘great debates’. The ‘second great debate’ is said to have
been a methodological quarrel in the 1960s and 1970s between ‘behaviouralism’ and
‘traditionalism’; at stake was the question, ‘what is the most appropriate way of pursuing
and acquiring knowledge in international relations?” Bull (1966) frames the debate in
terms of ‘scientific versus classical’ methods. He identifies two broad criticisms of the
scientific approach, which wants to emulate the methods of the natural sciences in its
attempts to explain international politics. First, that it cannot live up to its aspirations
and must fall back on non-scientific (read ‘classical’) methods. Second, that it is an
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inappropriate method for studying many of the central issues in international relations,
because even empirical questions are not susceptible to pure observation, but depend
upon ‘intuition or judgment (Bull 1966: 367), and because many questions are in
part normative. Essentially, Bull thinks the ‘scientific’ approach removes students and
scholars too far from the stuff of international relations — ‘as remote from the substance
of international politics as the inmates of a Victorian nunnery were from the study
of sex’ (Bull 1966: 306). Bull defends the ‘classical’ approach which, he contends, is
interpretive, more historical and better attuned to normative judgments.

Chris Brown (1997: 36-7) is probably right to describe the second debate as a
‘minor skirmish’ rather than a ‘great debate’, since it was in fact ‘something of a non-
event’ at the time. Having said that, it was the first time the study of international
relations opened itself up to theoretical self-reflection. Though little was resolved
by the debate, it highlighted the importance of reflecting on inescapable questions
related to how we acquire knowledge. Knowledge does not fall from the heavens
fully formed, so clarifying how to pursue or acquire knowledge is essential — it
helps us discriminate between competing descriptions or analyses of international
relations. Indeed, this unresolved question feeds into the ‘third great debate’,
which, according to Yosef Lapid (1989b), pits positivism against post-positivism.
In this debate, the mainstream approaches of neorealism and neoliberalism defend
themselves against a variety of ‘critical’ theories. Steve Smith (1996: 11, 13), in a
most valuable account of what is at stake in the ‘third debate’, accuses positivism of
restricting our understanding of ‘what kinds of things [exist] in international relations’
and of narrowly limiting ethical and practical possibilities. The theoretical profusion
associated with the ‘third debate’ can be usefully linked to the changing agenda of
international relations.

Changing agendas: theory and practice

Since its inception International Relations has continued to evolve, largely in reflection
of changing political circumstances. In this final section I want to outline some of the
ways that the study of international relations has changed over time. First, I set recent
developments in international relations theory in the context of what has been referred
to as the ‘third debate’. My purpose is not to provide a comprehensive account of the
theoretical scene (that is provided in Chapter 1), but merely to indicate how the theory
chapters in Part 1 relate to the ‘traditional’ and ‘new’ agendas comprising Parts 2 and
3 respectively. Second, I sketch the ‘traditional’ and ‘new’ agendas of international
relations. My argument is not that the ‘new’ agenda displaces or renders obsolete the
‘traditional’; rather, the two agendas exist alongside one another, intersecting in complex
ways that require further study.

The ‘critical turn’ against the ‘Great Divide’

The mainstream approaches of realism and liberalism have been instrumental in
shaping the ‘traditional’ agenda (see Chapters 2 and 3). This should come as no
surprise given the discipline’s liberal origins and realism’s rise to prominence during
the Cold War (see Chapter 20).

The first point to note is that both realism and liberalism tend to accept the terms
of the ‘Great Divide’, and to naturalise the ‘anarchy problematique’. They view the
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domestic and international realms as distinct and mutually exclusive. Both also tend
to take the state for granted as a form of political community, even if liberals are more
likely to acknowledge the threat states pose to their own citizens. Liberalism, after all,
emerged as a critical intervention against the disturbing concentration of state power in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.

Liberalism and realism diverge, however, over questions of war and law. Realists
and liberals both deplore war as a tragic and destructive phenomenon, but how
they explain war varies. Realists see war as an inevitable and ineradicable part of
international relations insofar as the condition of anarchy prevails (Waltz 1959). Liberals
accept this description, but believe that change is possible. They argue that institutional
change at the level of the state and the international system will release potentials
for eradicating, or at the very least considerably limiting, war. In essence liberals argue
that the key to achieving perpetual peace is to transform the international realm so that
it comes to resemble the domestic realm. Realists reject this ‘domestic analogy’ (see
Suganami 1989), being sceptical that international anarchy can be transformed into
an international hierarchy where some kind of global sovereign exercises power and
authority. Liberals, on the other hand, believe the spread of liberal democracy will
result in the strengthening of international organisations and the rule of international law,
which will mitigate the worst aspects of anarchy and contribute to the ‘domestication’
of the global system.

The ‘critical turn’ in international relations posed a challenge to both realism and
liberalism for taking the world more or less as it is, ‘with the prevailing social and
power relationships and the institutions into which they are organised, as the given
frame of action’ (Cox 1981: 128). One of the pioneering scholars of Critical Theory,
Robert Cox identified liberalism and realism (especially in their ‘neo’ versions) with
‘problem-solving’ theory. Problem-solving theories work within the present limits of
the system to smooth over instabilities or problems (Cox 1981: 129); they tend to work
in favour of stabilising prevailing structures of world order and their accompanying
inequalities of wealth and power. Cox’s main point is that problem-solving theories like
realism and liberalism fail to reflect on the prior framework within which they theorise
(see Box 4.2). The upshot is that they tend to be conservative, notwithstanding their
claims to objective or value-free analysis.

By contrast, critical theories (including for the moment Marxism, feminism,
postmodernism, Critical Theory and sometimes constructivism; see Chapters 4-7)
start from the premise that ‘theory is always for someone and for some purpose’ (Cox
1981: 128). All knowledge, according to critical theorists, is coloured by social, cultural
and ideological influence, and it is vital to reveal the effect of this conditioning. Critical
theories of international relations, then, seek to bring to consciousness latent assumptions,
interests or purposes that give rise to and orient thinking about international relations.
Refusing to take the present system as normal or natural, they explore the possibilities
of emancipation by forming more inclusionary political communities committed to
principles of dialogue and procedural justice (see Linklater 1998 and 2007). To put
the point slightly differently, critical theories are constructivist insofar as they take the
prevailing structures of world order to be human creations sustained through patterned
social practices. If they are constructed, then they can be transformed into less violent,
more just structures of world order. Critical theories, with the possible exception of
constructivism (see Shapcott 2000: 154), place emancipation at the centre of their
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approach. They are all, to that extent, children of the Enlightenment, as are theorists
of global justice (see Chapter 8). The knowledge they seek makes no claims to being
objective or value-free. Instead, they offer a politically and ethically charged account of
international relations, one aimed at expanding human freedom and global justice by
radically transforming the prevailing structures of world order (see Table 4.1).

In questioning taken-for-granted assumptions, critical theories compel us to reflect
on the ‘Great Divide’. There is broad agreement among Marxism, Critical Theory,
feminism, constructivism, postmodernism and global justice theories that the distinction
between inside and outside, hierarchy and anarchy is by no means natural or necessary.
It is, rather, a socially and historically constructed device for organising political life
in a particular way; one that, in empowering sovereign states to pursue self-interest
through power politics, disempowers and renders invisible social classes, women and
the excluded in general. The ‘Great Divide’ also functions to reproduce the logics of
self-help and power politics in international relations. As Alexander Wendt (1992) has
persuasively argued, however, ‘anarchy is what states make of it’ (see Box 7.1). His
point is that anarchy (the absence of an overarching authority) does not occur naturally
or independently of states and their practices. If anarchy resembles a self-help, power-
political system it is because states choose policies that make it so.

From states, war and law to globalisation
and global governance

The ‘Great Divide’ sets up the study of international relations in a particular way — it
points us towards certain issues and assumptions, and away from others. In particular, it
points us towards the ‘traditional’ agenda of ‘high politics’ where diplomatic and strategic
issues take centre stage. States become the principal actors and focus is concentrated
on issues pertaining to their external relations: issues of nationalism, security, arms
control, war, diplomacy and great power relations (see Chapters 9-14 and 18-20).
But law has always been an important part of the traditional agenda too. From the
discipline’s founding, realists and liberals have long studied the relationship of states
to international law (see Chapter 16), with liberals tending to put their faith in law as a
force for peace, and realists tending to be sceptical of the idea that a law not backed by
force can make a difference. For realists, international law may lack coercive force, but
it is important nonetheless because, as the great French thinker Jean-Jacques Rousseau
([c. 1756] 1917: 125) noted, ‘on every side the strong [are] armed with the terrible
powers of the Law against the weak’. In other words, law (domestic or international)
serves political functions and can be manipulated in precisely this manner by powerful
actors. The branch of international law concerned with war has also been a constant
feature of the traditional agenda (see Chapter 15), and is even more important in the
current context of the global ‘war on terror’ (see Chapter 29).

We should not conclude, therefore, that the subject matter of the ‘traditional’
agenda is in any way obsolete. It will only become obsolete when sovereign states
disappear and when war is eradicated. So long as these conditions are not in prospect,
we would do well to reflect on the continuing relevance of states, war and law. The
key question, as prompted by the ‘critical turn’, is whether the traditional agenda
contains all the necessary intellectual resources to make sense of the contemporary
politics of states, war and law in international relations. Does the traditional agenda
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pose all the right questions, or is it necessary to rethink and re-pose some of these
questions, perhaps by drawing on intellectual resources afforded by the ‘critical
turn’?

In any case, what is excluded from the traditional agenda is everything associated with
‘domestic’ or ‘low politics’, everything that does not fit neatly into the agenda of states,
war and law. Issues relegated to the margins include economics and the environment,
morality and religion, and a range of non-state actors from refugees to terrorists,
from multinational corporations (MNCs) to non-governmental organisations (NGOs).
Incorporating such issues and actors into the traditional agenda would effectively collapse
the ‘Great Divide’; it would dissolve international relations into world politics. Critical
Theorists and postmodernists have argued for just this move (R. B. J. Walker 1995);
they tend to reject or at least cast doubt on the ‘Great Divide’. From their perspective
the task is not to maintain disciplinary insularity, but to reflect on whether it is tenable
any longer to suppose a ‘Great Divide’. Especially in the context of globalisation, it has
become more urgent to ask if it is still adequate to conceive of international relations as
a completely separate realm of politics from domestic politics (Clark 1999).

Part 3, The New Agenda: Globalisation and Global Governance, covers many topics
that do not sit comfortably with the ‘Great Divide’. These topics can be generally
included under the heading ‘globalisation and global governance’. Both these topics
have spawned large industries of scholarly research, especially globalisation. An
essentially contested term, globalisation has been defined by David Held, Anthony
McGrew, David Goldblatt and Jonathon Perraton (1999: 15) as the ‘widening, deepening
and speeding up of global interconnectedness’ made possible by new information,
communication, and transportation technologies. As a multidimensional phenomenon,
globalisation holds different, sometimes contradictory, implications for international
relations (Devetak 2008). At the same time as it promises global interconnectedness,
cosmopolitan community and secular modernity (see Chapter 23), it results in the
fracturing of states and the rise of virulent forms of ethno-nationalism and religious
fundamentalism. At the same time as it enables prosperous individuals to travel
across the globe, it casts asylum seekers into a precarious ‘frontierland’ (Bauman 1998),
sometimes even beyond the safety of international law (see Chapter 33). At the same
time as it promises prosperity and peace, it also enables transnational terrorists to
deploy violence to their own ends (see Chapter 29).

Globalisation has also given rise to actors and institutions concerned to regulate
world politics through a combination of ‘public’ and ‘private’ organisations. Global
governance is not the same as global government; it refers, as James Rosenau (1992: 4)
says, to a global system of rule that rests on a blend of formal and informal authorities,
officially sanctioned laws and tacit norms. On the formal side we have international
organisations like the United Nations (UN) (see Chapter 21) and the World Trade
Organization. On the informal side we have ‘private’ authorities (such as credit-rating
agencies), which operate at the global level to monitor and regulate financial activities of
states (see Chapter 26), and international non-governmental organisations (INGOs),
which also operate at the global level in assisting states and international organisations
in the provision of ‘global public goods’ (see Chapter 22).

Crucial elements in the contemporary architecture of global governance are
global economic institutions (GEIs) like the World Bank, International Monetary
Fund (IMF) and World Trade Organization, which generally lie outside the traditional
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parameters of realist theories of international relations because they are thought to be
marginal to the ‘high politics’ issues of strategy and diplomacy. Yet GEIs continue to
exercise, controversially, a great deal of influence over countries of the global South
(see Chapters 24 and 27). Debate continues about the power of these institutions to
regulate the global economy and in whose interests they do so. These debates feed into
more general discontent with globalisation (Chapter 28).

If the traditional agenda focuses on the system of states, the new agenda recognises
the growing influence of global or transnational actors, structures and processes. If the
traditional agenda downgrades ideas and norms to material considerations of power, the
new agenda frequently plays up the power of ideas and norms. This is clear in the rising
prominence of religion, human rights, refugees and the environment on the agenda
of global politics (see Chapters 23, 32-35); all are issues of global scope (transnational
issues that cross state borders), all are irreducible to material sources of power. These
issues also tend to raise moral considerations (what are our obligations?). It is on this
basis that humanitarianism has flourished in recent decades. Organisations such as
Oxfam, Amnesty International, Doctors without Borders (Médecins Sans Frontieres)
and the International Committee of the Red Cross make it their business to assist
humans in need around the globe. Since the 1990s arguments have even been made
that humanitarianism must be prepared to use force if suffering strangers are to be
saved (see Chapter 31).

It is arguable that the ‘critical turn’ and the rise of a ‘new’ agenda have turned the
world of international relations into a different place. It is not only that the ‘furniture’
of the world is different (state as well as a variety of non-state actors, the states-system
as well as transnational networks populate this world); our understanding of these
actors, networks, structures and processes also changes. They are no longer seen as
clearly defined or fixed objects in an external world of material power relations; rather,
they are seen as contested objects constructed by a range of material and non-material
(‘ideational”) social, political, legal, economic and religious practices. The things of
this world are imbued with meaning and value by humans and their social relations,
and insofar as they are socially constructed, they are susceptible to modification and
change (see Chapters 4 and 7). But change need not involve large-scale violence. The
Cold War ended peacefully, and authoritarian regimes across Eastern Europe (Georgia’s
2003 ‘Rose Revolution’, Ukraine’s 2004-2005 ‘Orange Revolution’) and the Arab world
(Tunisia and Egypt in early 2011) have been overthrown through largely peaceful
popular uprisings.

Indeed, change itself has become a more prominent feature of International
Relations. It is not just that change emanates from the new agenda, however; traditional
agenda issues such as war are equally disposed to change as actors (other than states’
armed forces) engage in organised violence, adopting tactics of guerrilla warfare and
terrorism, and applying new technologies that can transform war. In the context of
some civil wars in the 1990s scholars such as Mary Kaldor (1999) argued that ‘new
wars’ had arisen in places like the former Yugoslavia, Rwanda and Sierra Leone which
did not fit the usual understanding. In the context of the global ‘war on terror’ the
US has argued for changes to international law and the laws of war in order to fight
terrorism more effectively.

These examples suggest that the ‘Great Divide’ is not nearly as clear cut as formerly
imagined. Domestic hierarchy and the state’s monopoly over the instruments of violence
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Figure 0.2 Anti-government demonstrations during the 2010-11 Tunisian uprising

Source: Wikimedia commons.

have been undone, leaving citizens insecure and uncertain of who their friends are
when wars of ethno-nationalism break out. In some respects, the domestic comes to
acquire traits of the international realm. At the same time, the gradual development
and consolidation of global governance suggests that international relations may be
approximating the domestic realm in some important respects. In the final analysis, the
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rise of the new agenda and the critical turn suggest that the ‘Great Divide” should not
be taken for granted.

Conclusion

This Introduction has tried to show the fascinating history and the complex dynamics
that continue to shape international relations, making it such an exciting area to study.
Continuity and change, traditional and new agendas define International Relations
today. It is important to note, however, that the ‘new’ agenda does not replace or
supplant the ‘traditional’ agenda, it supplements it. The traditional agenda is necessary,
if insufficient, to understanding or explaining international relations or world politics
today. True, the prevention or elimination of war remains as urgent today as it was in
1919, but the character of war has changed dramatically since then and we must study
these and other differences as well as the things that remain the same.

The two agendas (traditional and new) exist alongside each other; though not
without tension. The task for IR students today is to come to a better understanding
of how these agendas interact. This textbook is designed to introduce you to both
agendas and to show you the continuing vitality of some dimensions of the traditional
agenda and the emergence of novel features of the new agenda that demand different
theoretical approaches. Coming to terms with the main features of both traditional
and new agendas should enable you to attain a deeper understanding of the issues
covered in the global news media. It should also alert you to the tremendous range
of intellectually exciting and politically urgent questions that define the study of
International Relations today.

QUESTIONS

1. What should be studied under the heading ‘international relations'?

2. Should the discipline’s founding premises and purposes still govern the study of
international relations? What, if anything, should be the purpose of studying international
relations?

3. Does what lan Clark calls the ‘Great Divide’ still hold today?

4. Does the 'new’ agenda adequately capture the changes in recent international relations?

5. Which theory or theories can provide most insight into past and present international
relations?

FURTHER READING

Doyle, Michael 1997, Ways of war and peace: realism, liberalism and socialism, New York:
W. W. Norton & Co. Impressive account of realism, liberalism and socialism’s intellectual
contributions to the study of international relations.

George, Jim 1994, Discourses of global politics: a critical (re)introduction to international

relations, Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers. Most important book published in the
context of the ‘third great debate’; captures the complexity of the discipline.

Griffiths, Martin (ed.) 2005, Encyclopedia of international relations and global politics, London:
Routledge. Indispensable resource with entries on all major and minor topics.



ORIGINS AND CHANGING AGENDAS

Reus-Smit, Christian and Snidal, Duncan (eds), 2008, The Oxford handbook of international
relations, Oxford: Oxford University Press. Major reference book that provides an invaluable
account of the ‘state of the art’ of IR.

Smith, Steve, Booth, Ken and Zalewski, Marysia (eds) 1996, International theory: positivism
and beyond, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Still valuable overview of the
discipline on the seventy-fifth anniversary of the Department of Politics at the University
of Wales, Aberystwyth.

Journals

There are also a number of academic journals you should acquaint yourself with. | mention
only a few of the most important ones here. International Organization, International Studies
Quarterly and World Politics from the US; Review of International Studies and International
Affairs from the UK; European Journal of International Relations based in Europe; Australian
Journal of International Affairs from Australia. There are also some important theory journals
that reflect the ‘critical turn’, including the London School of Economics-based Millennium:
Journal of International Studies (UK), Alternatives: Global, Local, Political (Canada/India), and
the new journal, International Theory (US).
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CHAPTER 1: IR THEORY IN AN AGE OF CRITICAL DIVERSITY

Introduction

This chapter introduces students to the range of theoretical perspectives and issues that
have animated the study of international relations down the years. First, it explains why
theoretical reflection is indispensable to explaining and understanding international
relations. Second, it addresses unavoidable ontological and epistemological issues
in the quest for theoretical understanding. Third, it traces the growth of mainstream
international relations theory. Finally, it analyses the rise of diverse critical approaches
to the study of international relations.

The necessity of theory

Students in International Relations (IR) are often wary of ‘doing’ theory. Sometimes
they are frightened of it, sometimes hostile to it. The reasons for these attitudes vary.
Theory, it is often proclaimed, is too difficult, too abstract or irrelevant to the real
world. Thankfully, these attitudes are changing as IR students become more aware
of sophisticated debates about the nature and role of theory in understanding and
explaining the real world they speak of and live in. These debates illustrate that
theorising is not something one can choose to avoid; that in the process of giving
meaning to the things, peoples, events and controversies in the world, we are engaged
in a theoretical process, explicitly or otherwise.

In particular, we cannot simply observe the everyday world of international relations
without giving theoretical meaning to what we are seeing. And in this process of
observation, of course, we might well bestow different meanings on the same event, as
we theorise these ‘real world’ things in different ways. For example, when we see an
American president or British and Australian prime ministers enthusiastically advocating
war in Iraq and Afghanistan what meaning are we to accord these actions? Are these
actions — designed to bolster global security against terrorist threat — prudent and
justifiable? Or are they political and strategic commitments likely to increase Islamist
recruitment and fanaticism and make us more vulnerable in security terms?

Rarely are the questions of contemporary international relations as clear cut as this.
More often than not we are concerned with multiple shades of grey when making
judgments on complex foreign policy and security issues. But the point is clear enough:
when one seeks to explain something in the real world of international relations, it is
never enough to just look at the facts’, because the facts — in this case concerning major
policy decisions on Iraq and Afghanistan — can be accorded a range of different meanings,
depending on how they are understood, processed and prioritised; depending, more
precisely, on the theoretical frame of reference one brings to them.

We still, nevertheless, have to make judgments on such issues. Indeed, as
members of the international community it is imperative that we do so. We have
to be aware, however, that our judgments do not rest on some infallible foundation
of absolute correctness, but on a process of theoretically framing the world which
provides ‘correct’ cognitive and political meaning for us. This need not lead to either
philosophical or political relativism. It is not good enough to conclude that because
there might be no single, irreducible way of understanding the political world we
need not bother thinking seriously about where we stand on important contemporary
issues. On the contrary, because our thinking, social behaviour and political judgment
is not determined by absolute categories of truth or reality, we must think ever more
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seriously about the theorised truths and reality which give us the political and ethical
foundations on which we live our lives.

Our task as students of international relations is to become increasingly aware
of the strengths and weaknesses of the theorised positions we take, to acknowledge
that these positions are, by definition, never beyond question, never closed to greater
knowledge as we experience a volatile, changing world. This chapter seeks to help
in developing this awareness. It seeks to illustrate that studying international relations
theory is an exciting and stimulating experience which engages a range of difficult
but crucial questions about human knowledge, political power and possible global
futures. Questions, traditionally, about ‘man, the state and war’ (Waltz 1959), but now
re-articulated and refocused to include questions of community, religion, global poverty,
terrorism, gender, refugees, justice and the environment in a complex contemporary
world. Questions of who we are, what we stand for and how we should live and
engage with others in the twenty-first century.

To begin to adequately address questions such as these one needs to go
beyond a simple ‘current affairs’ approach to international relations in order both
to understand the development of theory since the institutionalisation of the IR
discipline in 1919 (see Introduction), and to understand those areas of intellectual
and political contention that have helped accelerate the current era of critical diversity
in international relations theory — particularly the contention concerning questions
of scientific knowledge and international relations. Something, in particular, needs
to be said about questions of ontology and epistemology in this context. This is
necessary because since the early days of the IR discipline these have been issues
integral to its major debates.

Ontology, epistemology

and the science question in Key terms in the philosophy of
international relations theory sclence |

Ontology: the branch of philosophy that
studies the nature of being. It asks: What is
there in the world? What is the character of
the things that make up the ‘furniture’ of the
world?

Epistemology: the branch of philosophy
that studies how we produce and acquire
knowledge. It asks: Are our knowledge claims
valid? How do we justify our knowledge
claims?

Method: a way or means of producing or
attaining knowledge.

Methodology: the study of ways (methods)
of producing or attaining knowledge. It asks:
What are the best conceptual tools for
producing knowledge about international
relations?

Meta-theory: theory about theory.

Ontology is, formally at least, the theory of ‘being’.
It is concerned with what one considers to be the
fundamental elements of the world. Epistemology
is the theory of ‘knowing’; it is concerned with
the question of how we come to know what we
know about these fundamental elements. From
this position we can make decisions about our
methodological preferences — how we illustrate
that our ontological premise is correct.

Kant’s ontological position, for example, is
that self-creating individuals are the fundamental
elements of the social world. He ‘knows’ this, and
seeks to illustrate it by reference to a progressivist
history in which the rational and moral capacities
of individuals are increasingly expressed in
democratic social formations. Realists ‘see’ the
world differently because their ontological and

epistemological positions direct their image of
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reality in a different way. Their ontological position has, arguably, the same focus —
individuals — but not of the Kantian variety. The realist individual instead is driven by a
lust for power and the relentless pursuit of security. Realists ‘know’ this also by reference
to history — this time the history of the anarchical states-system. Thus, epistemologically
realists concentrate on states and a history of ‘recurrence and repetition’ rather than of
developmental change.

It is via this ‘meta-theoretical’ (see Box 1.1) process that Kantian liberals and
their realist counterparts make their theoretical claims for real knowledge. Both have
coherent and cogent ways of illustrating their case, both point to ‘history’ as the vehicle
for their knowledge of reality, and yet they are substantially different, holding different
implications for understanding international relations and making foreign policy
decisions. What then is the truth of the matter? And how is judgment to be made?

These were the kinds of questions which led to the search for a science of IR: for
a process by which different knowledge claims could be transformed into a single
scientifically established knowledge form, a body of objectively gleaned knowledge
generated via methods of the natural sciences. This issue was integral to the early
realist-idealist debate in the 1920s and 1930s (the so-called ‘first great debate’), and in
the 1950s and 1960s it was an issue of stark contention between the mainly American
behaviouralists and their traditionalist critics (the so-called ‘second great debate’). And it
was at the core of the disputes between positivists and anti-positivists that characterised
‘the third great debate’ in IR during the 1990s.

It remains an ongoing issue of contention in the twenty-first century, particularly
with regard to the US core of the discipline where a positivist form of scientific enquiry
has held sway since the 1950s (Vasquez 1998). A section of the IR community became
increasingly opposed to this positivist approach in the 1980s and 1990s. It is important
to note that this was never an attack on science per se, but ironically, on the anti-
scientific tendencies of positivism which, its critics argue, has misrepresented and/or

ignored some of the most sophisticated dimensions
of scientific thinking since the 1920s, in the field of
Positivism and scientific IR quantum pk'lysics in p'articular ('see Box 1.'2).

o - o ] The point here is that with the shift from
Positivism utilises empiricist epistemology. seventeenth-century  Newtonian  physics  to
Empiricism maintains that only observable
facts should form the basis of ‘real’ knowledge;
facts that can be scientifically validated to
create a knowledge base for IR analogous to
the natural sciences. This strict empiricist line
has been the norm in ‘scientific’ IR, but it has
not been adopted by all positivists.

Outside the study of IR, German theoretical
physicist Werner Heisenberg (1961: 20) has
questioned the universal applicability of
empiricism: ‘In atomic physics observations
can no longer be objectified ... The science of
nature does not deal with nature itself but in
fact with the science of nature as man thinks
it and describes it’.

twentieth-century quantum physics came the shift
from a science based on observable things to a
science based on unobservable things — a science
of sub-atomic particles as the new building blocks
of existence, the new ontological foundations of
‘being’. Because they are not directly available to the
‘senses’ these building blocks of existence cannot
be ‘observed’ in any direct or objective manner; they
thus defy the empiricist epistemology of positivism.

The significance of all this for contemporary
IR is that it severely problematises positivist
approaches to science, while maintaining a
healthy respect for the scientific enterprise
which, at its best, proposes that there are facts
and truths and realities in the world — but that
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facts are always contingent, and that the truths and realities are always infused with
theoretical and interpretive dimensions. There is no room for intellectual closure in this
scientific enterprise, no room for dogmatic insistence about single, universal truth and/
or unchangeable and unchallengeable reality. No room either for the notion that theory
is divorced from, or irrelevant to, the ‘real world’.

This kind of scientific insight has been rare in IR circles. For the most part the
debate over science and IR has been carried out as a debate between positivism and its
critics. This debate continues into the present with tensions within constructivist theory
a particularly evident example of it (see Chapter 7). But the insights evident at the
apex of scientific scholarship have had significant influence within a range of critical
international relations theories, and we will touch on this influence shortly.

Mainstream international relations theory

For now suffice it to say that the debate over scientific knowledge underlay the more
immediate concerns of early IR scholars in 1919 as they sought to explain the reasons
for the carnage of World War I and find ways of avoiding such mayhem in the future. A
liberal perspective dominated the early years of the discipline; a perspective exemplified
in the neo-Kantianism of US President Woodrow Wilson (1856-1924), who urged a
new world order based on individual liberty and the rule of law, capitalist free trade,
scientific progress, and the establishment of liberal institutions of crisis management
such as the League of Nations and the International Court of Justice.

But as the mood again darkened during the years of Depression and rising ideological
extremism, realists attacked liberalism as dangerously utopian in the face of extreme
danger. E. H Carr’s The twenty years’ crisis, 1919—-1939 (1946) is the literary exemplar
in this regard. Carr was scathing about liberal idealism at a time of looming catastrophe
and about liberal theory more generally in an international environment characterised,
he argued, by the logics and strategies of traditional power politics.

A major problem of the inter-war years, Carr proposed, was that under liberal
tutelage IR as a field of knowledge was in a ‘pre-scientific’ phase of its development,
whereas under realism it could become scientifically advanced — dealing with reality
as it actually ‘is’, rather than how idealists assume it ‘ought’ to be. This is not quite
the simple positivism it might appear. Carr understood that crude dichotomies of ‘is/
ought’ and ‘realism/idealism’ are unsophisticated and inadequate explanatory devices.
But for a variety of reasons — concerning the ambiguity of some of his arguments,
and the pragmatic way in which his work was later read and appropriated by Cold
War realists — this dichotomised frame of reference (realism v. idealism) arguably
became Carr’s major legacy to IR scholarship. A more appropriate legacy is one
which acknowledges The twenty years’ crisis: first, as an extraordinarily insightful
commentary on inter-war international relations as fascism threatened; second, as
an early attempt to deal with some complex theoretical issues that were not seriously
revisited by the discipline of IR until fifty years later; and third, as a work which
indicated something of what realism and liberalism represent, at their best and at
their worst.

Realism, at its best, reminds us that the international environment is invariably
dangerous and volatile and that in such an environment the use of violence is sometimes
necessary to counter the violent intent of others; that sometimes rational debate is not
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enough to deter this violent intent. At its best realism reminds us of something else too:
that the use of force should be sanctioned only as a last resort, when national security
and/or fundamental values are threatened; that rules of proportionality be applied; that
the safety and rights of non combatants be strictly observed. And at its best realism uses
power as a ‘means’ to an ordered and relatively peaceful ‘end” — not as an end in itself.

Liberalism, at its best, reminds us that even in a world of danger and violent
intent there can be realistic alternatives to force projection as a means of maintaining
international order. Liberalism reminds us that ideas — of freedom and democracy, and
individual dignity and human rights — are not just abstractions but have real concrete
significance in the changes that have shaped the modern world; inspiring progressive
change for many millions of people over the past few centuries, and inspiring social
emancipation in the face of seemingly overwhelming structures of violence and
oppression. At its best liberalism does not ignore the fact of violent conflict but refuses
to reduce the human condition to the perceived dictates of an anarchical system of
states, insisting instead on the power and persuasiveness of international law (see
Chapter 16) and of the humanitarian instinct (see Chapter 31).

After World War II, however, increasingly crude variants of realism (and liberalism)
came to dominate the IR agenda. No sooner had the fascists been defeated than the
USSR emerged as the major threat on the Western international relations agenda.
Consequently, the intellectual and strategic focus of the discipline became the Cold
War, with international relations theory increasingly focused on American Cold War
interests and perspectives. During this period Hans Morgenthau (1904-1980) became
the emblematic American realist, with his Politics among nations (1973), first published
in 1948, largely framing the agenda for generations of students and policymakers during
the Cold War.

Informed principally by Max Weber and Carl Schmitt, Morgenthau’s ideas infused
realism with a deep intellectual tension derived from the pessimism of much nineteenth-
century European thought about ‘human nature’, and a commitment to the notion that
a science of modern political life is possible and necessary. This had a number of
implications for Morgenthau’s conclusions about international relations in the early
years of the Cold War — in particular, his conclusion that the struggle for power is the
fundamental political fact which determines the foreign policy behaviour of all states
(as they pursue their ‘national interest defined as power’) in an anarchical system.
This leads to a second major proposition: that the pursuit of power by all states in the
system is an ‘objective law’ of international relations. The superiority of realist theory,
consequently, is that it is ‘governed by objective laws that have their roots in human
nature’ (Morgenthau 1973: 5).

Elsewhere, Morgenthau makes clear the need for realist policymakers to take into
account specific historical and political factors in making judgments on the workings of
these ‘objective laws’. As had happened with Carr’s work, however, the ambiguity and
inconsistency of Morgenthau’s attempts to answer the ‘big’ questions of international
relations at a time of political crisis resulted in a number of possible interpretations of
his positions which were variously seized upon by the IR community, particularly in
the US.

Indeed, Morgenthau articulated both classical and scientific realist influences
(referred to as ‘classical’ and ‘structural’ realism in Chapter 2), and both strains of
realism have claimed him as their own. The latter’s influence helped accelerate the
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movement toward the ‘scientific turn’ and positivism in American realism in particular.
It was also to be the catalyst for major critiques within realism and, beyond it, by those
concerned about the nature of the positivist quest per se.

One internal critique is of special significance: Hedley Bull's (1932-1985) attack
on the employment of scientific method in IR. Bull’s (1960) intervention is important
because it indicates that realism is a much more theoretically nuanced perspective than
it is sometimes given credit for. Although Bull was an Australian his work increased the
profile of the so-called ‘English School’ of IR, an approach which remains significant to
the present day (Dunne 1998, 2007; Linklater and Suganami 2000).

There is contention surrounding precisely what the English School approach stands
for (but see Box 17.1). In its early manifestations it appeared a kind of gentrified realism
in comparison to the harder-edged American variant. It has developed into rather more
than this and Bull’s works indicated this potential (see his The anarchical society, 1977).
It suggests that a rudimentary ‘international society’ operates in the realist ‘anarchical’
sphere, which sees states and other actors dealing with their clashes of interests not just
by resort to war or aggressive alliance-building, but also by recourse to agreed-upon
social norms and regulations and the processes of international law.

This does not add up to liberal internationalism. The English School approach
repudiates the progressivism intrinsic to liberal IR thinking while positively engaging
with some of its major concerns, such as human rights and questions of justice in the
international system (Vincent 1986) — concerns, it stresses, which cannot be adequately
addressed in value-free scientific terms. Nor, however, can they be answered without
taking into consideration an abiding reality about ‘international society’ — that it exists
because its members have very basic interests in common (what the Soviets used to
call ‘peaceful coexistence’), not because they share a common desire for cosmopolitan
democracy.

The English School perspective, and its critique of orthodox realism, has continued
to have influence in IR theory circles, primarily in the UK and Australia, though it has
been much less influential at the core of the discipline in the US.

Since the 1970s the critiques of realism and of liberalism have gone well beyond
English School perspectives. The Vietnam War (1964-1973) was the catalyst for much
of this wider critique as US foreign policy and its way of thinking about international
relations came under increasing scrutiny. The breakdown of the Bretton Woods system
and the development of an unregulated global marketplace only enhanced the sense
that neither realism nor liberalism had the capacity to deal with the changing nature
of an international agenda where questions of poverty, justice and human rights were
increasingly perceived as first order issues.

A second critical dimension became more evident at this time, which saw attention
paid to the similarities between realism and liberalism — as effectively two sides of
the same historical and cultural coin. So many peoples, cultures and interests, it was
argued, are left out of the orthodox narratives. The traditional frame of reference, critics
contended, was inadequate for understanding a world where ontological commitments
to the sovereign state, or the sovereign individual, simply do not encompass the
experiences of a multi-faceted, multi-ethnic, multi-religious world — a world where
Western theory and practice might no longer be dominant in the future.

This critical pace increased in the 1980s and 1990s as a response to the emergence
of neorealism and neoliberalism as the mainstream answers to post-Vietnam, post-
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Table 1.1 Mainstream IR theories

Theories Theorists

Realism E. H. Carr, Hans J. Morgenthau
Liberalism Michael Doyle, Richard Rosecrance
Neorealism Kenneth Waltz, John Mearsheimer
Neoliberalism Robert 0. Keohane, Andrew Moravcsik
English School Martin Wight, Hedley Bull

Bretton Woods critiques; answers which, on the one hand, reasserted realist notions
about structural imperatives and unchangeable principles of anarchy, security and fear
at the core of modern international relations (Waltz 1979; Mearsheimer 2007), and, on
the other, which reasserted the individualistic free-trade mantras of liberalism as the
universalistic basis for prosperity and peace in a new age of economic globalisation
(Friedman 1999).

In both cases the self-interested, power hungry individual-cum-state is the
primary ontological assumption; in both cases universalist and scientifically inclined
epistemologies are retained; in both cases systemic order and efficient market
performance is considered dependent upon US global hegemony. There are differences
between the ‘neos’ (Lamy 2005), but it has been these similarities which have most
concerned their critics, and it has been the resulting narrowness of the mainstream
agenda that has been a catalyst for much of the critical diversity in international relations
theory since the 1990s.

The era of critical diversity

Among radical liberals, for example, there are those who fear the static and militaristic
orientations of neorealism but also reject neoliberal perspectives on globalisation and
free market progress. The two dominant ‘neos’, they argue, are indeed two sides of the
same coin and liberalism has dimensions that are not encompassed by the neo—neo
exchange (see Chapter 3). Neoliberalism, it is proposed, is actually designed to enhance
the power and prosperity of the global North, whatever its rhetoric about liberalisation
and democratisation. In this context, and hand-in-hand with neorealism (e.g. the US
iron fist in the velvet glove) it is producing a ‘global apartheid’ as privilege and poverty
increase in the world (Falk 1999). Simultaneously it is provoking global dissent and
‘blowback’ terrorism aimed at the major western states (C. Johnson 2000).

From this particular variant of radical liberal internationalism, IR theory and practice
should concentrate less on a zealous free market doctrine and more on issues of
global justice, sustainable development, cultural pluralism, human rights and genuine
democratisation (see Chapter 8). Much of the empirical analysis in this liberal critique
centres on the question of global governance and how major economic and political
institutions might be restructured to assist the world’s ‘have nots’ (S. George 2004).

Marxists, of course, have been concentrating on the relationship between the global
rich and poor for many years. And while Marxism (Chapter 4) was effectively silenced
in mainstream IR during the Cold War, there is now a renewed interest in what Marx had
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to say about advanced capitalist societies, globalisation and the limitations of liberalism
(and neoliberalism) in international relations (Colas and Saul 2000).

Critical challenges have come also from neo-Marxist perspectives, with the works
of Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci (1891-1937) particularly important in prompting a
range of contemporary counter-hegemonic challenges to the mainstream in recent years.
Central to this project, accordingly, are a range of works on critical social movements
around the world seeking, in their different ways, to overcome the impact upon them
of hegemonic power (see Rupert 2003, 2007).

Writing in the 1920s and 1930s in Fascist-ruled Italy, Gramsci reformulated Marxism
in line with perceived weaknesses in its classical formulation. States no longer protected
their ruling class interests by explicit or direct means, he argued, but now utilised
more nuanced and insidious forms of cognitive and political persuasion to undermine
emancipatory theory and practice. This process of ruling class ‘hegemony’ was so
powerful, Gramsci proposed, because it didn’t appear to be happening, and because it
took place in seemingly neutral spaces — in schools, universities and churches — where
ideas are infused into working people, naturalising capitalist relations of production,
political passivity and nationalism, rather than cultivating critical reflection and
internationalist sentiments. The task for those committed to radical change consequently
was to engage in ‘counter-hegemonic’ projects designed to expose and undermine
the processes by which ruling classes gained ‘consent’ for their rule from those most
disadvantaged by it.

Since the 1980s neo-Gramscians in IR theory have been utilising these broad
Gramscian themes to illustrate how an international ‘ruling class’ — of states, corporations,
and a variety of global economic institutions such as the IMF, World Bank and the WTO
(see Chapter 24) — acts to naturalise a system designed to enhance the power and
prosperity of a small minority of the world’s states and peoples. Central to this project
too is a range of neo-Gramscian works on critical social movements and counter-
hegemonic forces around the world seeking in their different ways to overcome the
impact upon them of hegemonic power (Morton 2002; Butko 2006; Gill 2000).

Another dimension of this project has seen scholars such as Robert Cox critically
analysing the process by which certain ideas and attitudes become hegemonic in
international relations. Cox indicates this via his oft-quoted proposition that theory
‘is always for someone and for some purpose’ (Cox 1981: 128). His point here is to
reiterate that there are no neutral vantage points in international relations theory, and
to illustrate how neorealism seeks to present itself as an objective analysis of the world
‘as it really is’ (see Box 4.2). It is, Cox argues, a problem-solving theory which accepts
the status quo, seeking only to make the present system work more efficiently. Critical
Theory (Chapter 4), by contrast, locates current problems in a broader historical and
intellectual context. This helps it question how the system came to be the way it is, how
various social forces impacted upon its historical development, and how further change
might be possible (Cox 1987; Linklater 1990).

These themes have been central to other works influenced by Gramsci (and by
Kant) — those of Andrew Linklater, for example, whose work resonates with critical
concerns about new forms of identity in the age of globalisation; about the possibilities
for an ethics of human community; and about the relationship between knowledge
and power in international relations (Linklater 1990, 1998). Two works by Linklater
are particularly important in this context. The first, Men and citizens in international
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relations (1982) offered a philosophical critique of state sovereignty and defence of
global ethical obligations. The second, Beyond realism and Marxism: Critical Theory
and international relations (1990), sought to build upon realist insights into power
and anarchy and upon Marxist concerns for ‘universal emancipation’ beyond state
boundaries (1990: 4). A daunting analytical and normative ambition to be sure, but
one which Linklater has confronted in sophisticated fashion and which has established
some qualitative benchmarks for Critical Theory scholarship in the twenty-first
century.

Linklater’s concerns about community, ethics and difference have been intrinsic
also to a range of other critical perspectives on the contemporary IR theory agenda —
feminism, post-colonialism, postmodernism and constructivism among them. Intrinsic
to these approaches also has been an explicit concern with the power—knowledge
nexus in IR.

Postmodernism gleans its primary understanding of the relationship between
knowledge and power from Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900), who proposed that all
knowledge claims, particularly those invoking universalist stances on behalf of the
truth, or the reality of human life, are actually driven by a ‘will to power’ on the part
of the claimant, be they Platonic philosophers, theologians, or modern radicals and
conservatives (see Chapter 6). This Nietzschean legacy was filtered through the works
of a number of French intellectuals in the 1960s and 1970s (especially Michel Foucault
and Jacques Derrida) as their disillusionment with the structuralism of Louis Althusser
saw them developing post-structuralist critiques of both the radical enlightenment and
contemporary liberal-capitalism.

As it was filtered into IR during the 1980s and 1990s, ‘postmodernism’ sought to
re-locate the dominant IR narratives of reality as foundationalist discourses of power
and to illustrate the dangers and limitations of such discourses (see Campbell 2007).
Foundationalism in this sense represents a claim to knowledge perceived as beyond
challenge, beyond change, beyond social reassessment and adaptation.

Postmodernists in IR have sought to challenge these claims since the 1980s,
maintaining that, as the major foundationalist articulations of theoretical orthodoxy in the
1990s, neorealism and neoliberalism are incapable of the critical self-reflection needed
in a changing, volatile post-Cold War world. In this regard an important political aim
associated with exposing the silences and limitations of the dominant ‘neos’ is to create
‘thinking space’ for analytical and policy options previously excluded from the ‘art of the
possible” in traditional IR. This was a theme central to Richard Ashley’s groundbreaking
works (1988, 1989) and to a range of similarly focused studies that introduced postmodern
perspectives to an IR audience (R. B. J. Walker 1987; Der Derian and Shapiro 1989).

It is a theme central to the second wave of postmodern IR literature which, building
upon these earlier ‘breakthrough’ works, and no longer burdened by the need to argue
at the level of discursive foundations, has used the clear analytical space to more
directly engage some of the crucial international relations issues of the day. Works, for
example, on US foreign policy (see Campbell 1992; Shapiro 1988); on the war in Bosnia
(Campbell 1998); on the tensions on the Korean peninsula (Bleiker 2005); on questions
of humanitarian intervention (Orford 1999; Edkins 2004); on the global political economy
(de Goede 2000); and on security policy (A. Burke 2000) have helped broaden and
deepen the postmodernist contribution to the critical turn in IR in recent years. Another
theme constant within postmodernist writings has been its concern for those excluded
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from the dominant discourses of power politics and free-market individualism. In this
sense postmodernism shares an ethical position with Critical Theorists like Linklater
and Cox and with much feminist scholarship in IR theory, particularly in its first wave
articulation in the 1980s and 1990s.

At the core of early feminist literature was the claim that women had been
systematically excluded from the IR agenda (see Chapter 5). More precisely, that IR
theory has never been gender neutral; that, on the contrary, its orthodox frame of
reference — centred on notions of ‘fallen man’, endemic anarchy and/or aggressive,
market-oriented individualism — rests on a deeply gendered caricature of humankind
(Tickner 1992; Grant and Newland 1991). Since the 1990s a second wave of feminist
literature has continued this theoretical assault on gendered theories and practices of
international relations.

In so doing it has produced a broad and burgeoning literature which speaks in
different ways of women’s lives and experiences, which illustrate their struggles and
achievements and their intrinsic contributions to the everyday world of international
relations (see Tickner and Sjoberg 2007; also Chapter 6). Feminists have sought to add
important extra dimensions to core IR themes. On security, for example, orthodox
concerns have been supplemented with works on other kinds of security threats —
concerning rape, poverty and sexual degradation (Lee-Koo 2008).

And on issues of global economics, feminist scholars have focused on the particular
burdens placed on women and children as, for example, the main victims of decisions
taken to impose sanctions (e.g. on Iraq in the 1990s), and/or to impose structural
adjustment policies upon already impoverished societies (Tickner and Sjoberg 2007).

This flourishing feminist literature is very much an indication of the ‘age of diversity’
in IR — even more so, perhaps, in regard to post-colonial theory which, above all, insists
that its voice now be heard on the IR agenda. The desire of the diverse peoples of
Africa, Asia, the Arab world and elsewhere to speak in their own voice has particular
resonance for post-colonial scholarship because of its central argument that the voices,
cultures and histories of colonised peoples have been reformulated or caricatured or
erased completely by the dominant Western powers in the modern era (Ashcroft et al.
1989; Darby 2000; Spivak 1987).

A powerful and influential dimension was added to this literature by Edward Said (1935-
2003) via his notion of ‘orientalism’ (1979), a process, Said argued, which transformed the
identities, cultures and religions of colonised peoples into simple caricatures of imperialist
imagination, most often in terms which rendered them inferior to their colonial rulers and
susceptible therefore to Western discipline and punishment. Post-colonialist literature thus
rejects both culturally specific and imperialistic images of human society, and those liberal
and radical alternatives which remain ignorant of cultural otherness, or patronising when
it comes to the ‘poor world’ (see Chowdrey and Nair 2002). In all of these contexts post-
colonialism argues for global inclusiveness and a toleration of difference as fundamental
elements of any ‘universalist’ approach to international relations.

All these critical perspectives are currently making their contributions to a vibrant
IR theory agenda in the twenty-first century, as is constructivism, which is arguably the
most influential of the critically-inclined perspectives on the current theory agenda.
This is primarily because it has been accepted, and in many ways appropriated, by the
mainstream of IR in the US. It has used this opportunity to produce a body of theoretical
and empirical work which has added insightful dimensions to the ‘critical turn’ in IR
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Table 1.2 Critical IR theories

Theories Theorists

Marxism Immanuel Wallerstein, Fred Halliday
Critical Theory R. W. Cox, Andrew Linklater
Feminism Cynthia Enloe, J. Anne Tickner
Postmodernism R. B. J. Walker, Richard Ashley
Constructivism Nicholas Onuf, Alexander Wendt

theory (see Chapter 7). Importantly, this has allowed constructivists to refashion the
lexicon of real meaning in American IR circles, in particular, on issues of power, identity
and rationality and most famously on anarchy, which, as Alexander Wendt has put it, ‘is
what states make of it’ (Wendt 1992).

This is not simply to wish anarchy away in idealist fashion, but to underline the
point that nothing in international relations exists independently of the meanings and
practices of social actors. This has significant implications for the way in which the
behaviour of states, global organisations and individual actors might be understood,
and constructivist writings have explored these possibilities in works on the ideas,
norms, rules and meanings that constitute everyday theory and practice in international
relations (Kratochwil 1989; Reus-Smit 2004a; Onuf 1998).

A good deal of this constructivism continues to utilise traditional positivist
methodology; hence its popularity in the US. Some constructivism, however, has a
more radical edge and pursues the ‘social construction of reality’ theme on issues of
global peace and systemic transformation where it has, to some extent, overlapped
with elements of the English School (see Reus-Smit 2002).

Conclusion

This chapter has provided an account of how one might understand not only the
evolution of IR theory since its inception, but also how we might begin to think
about the relationships between the diverse theoretical approaches. It has advanced
two important propositions: first, that international relations cannot be understood
independently of the theoretical frameworks which give meaning to the world; second,
that the development of IR as a discipline has seen the progressive enlargement of
the theoretical imagination as a diverse range of critical theories have challenged
mainstream approaches.

None of this is to suggest that the realist and liberal mainstreams have been swept
away on this tide of critical diversity. In policy communities and in many areas of the
IR community in general the traditional agenda’s vocabulary and lexicon of meaning
still dominate. Indeed, in the post-September 11 era ‘classical’ realism has undergone
something of a renaissance as attention has shifted back to traditional issues of power,
war and international order. But, as a number of critical theorists have suggested, realism
no longer has an analytical mortgage on the meaning of power in international relations,
or on realistic understandings of its implications. Additionally, liberalism faces many
challenges as it seeks to articulate a universal voice beyond the suspicion and cynicism
widely held around the world as to its real meaning and intent in an age of globalisation
and global governance.
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As for the critical approaches touched on here — all of them have strengths and
weaknesses. All deserve respectful attention, but none of them should be accepted or
advocated without rigorous, scholarly inspection and contemplation. This chapter has
sought to give you a frame of reference by which this process might usefully begin.
You are invited now to continue this process in regard to the more comprehensive
treatments of the traditional and critical theory agendas.

QUESTIONS

1. Why are questions of ontology and epistemology integral to the IR theory debate?

2. Why does the issue of ‘scientific’ IR theory continue to evoke major disagreement within
the IR theory community?

3. Carr's The twenty years’ crisis, Morgenthau's Politics among nations and Waltz's Theory of
international politics are arguably the three major realist texts in IR theory. What does this
tell us about the development of the IR discipline?

4. Are neorealism and neoliberalism ‘two sides of the same coin’?

5. What, if anything, are the political and analytical themes which bind together Marxism,
Critical Theory, postmodernism, feminism, post-colonialism and constructivism?
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Introduction

This chapter reflects on the tradition of political thought known as realism. Its
main purpose is to identify who realists are, and to explain what realism is in the
study of international relations. The first part of the chapter introduces students to
some important thinkers, both ancient and modern, ascribed to the realist tradition
of thought. Tt also identifies two broad strands of realist thought: ‘classical’ and
‘structural’ or ‘neorealist’. The second part investigates attempts to conceive realism
as a unified theory and practice of international relations. It highlights realism’s
central concepts of the state and anarchy before reflecting on realism’s normative
dimension.

Realism has historically been the dominant theory of International Relations and
a point of reference for alternative theories, even if only critically. It aspires to be
suprahistorical, explaining in all epochs the fundamental features of international politics:
first and foremost, conflict and war. Emerging in the 1930s, realism’s polemical target
was the progressive, reformist optimism connected with liberal internationalists such as
American president Woodrow Wilson. Against this optimism, realism comported a more
pessimistic outlook which was felt to be necessary in the tragic realm of international
politics.

Realists lay claim to a long tradition of political thought, including such eminent
thinkers as Thucydides, Machiavelli and Hobbes, whose point of departure is the study
of conflict and power politics. According to realists, conflict is inevitable, even necessary
in international politics. When disputes cannot be resolved peacefully or diplomatically,
force, and ultimately war, is a decisive means of settling matters. Insofar as order
exists in international relations, it is the precarious product of the balance of power
or hegemony (domination by a great power and its allies), say realists (Dehio 1962;
J. Levy 1983). The pragmatic acceptance of conflict and power politics are essential to
realism’s outlook. But who are the realists? And what is realism? This chapter provides
answers these two questions.

It will be suggested here that realism is best understood, first, as an eclectic and
plural tradition of thought, rather than a theory as such; and second, as a practical guide
to the politics of international relations. Realists are political theorists and practitioners
who, since the interwar years (1918-1938), have self-consciously subscribed to this
tradition of thought.

Despite the efforts of late twentieth-century neorealists such as Kenneth Waltz
(1979), realism is not properly speaking a theory — an explicative coherent whole,
clearly defined by an explicit set of axioms and propositions. Rather, realism is the
name given by exponents and critics alike to a tradition of thought, signifying an
approach to international relations which claims to avoid wishful thinking by dealing
with international politics as they actually are, rather than as we would like them to be.
It does not abandon morality altogether, but it does extol a morality specific to the state
(raison d’état or reason of state) and statesman (ethics of responsibility). So although
realism rejects morality as the starting point for the theory and practice of international
relations, it does not eschew morality altogether (A. Murray 1997: chapter 3; Hulsman
and Lieven 2005).
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Who are the realists? Genesis of a tradition
of thought

The classical approach: realism

In one of his 1950s lectures, Martin Wight, a British professor, told his students: ‘The
initial pointer towards the Realists was that they are those who emphasize in international
relations the element of anarchy, of power politics, and of warfare. Everyone is a
Realist nowadays, and the term in this sense needs no argument’ (Wight 1991: 15). Wight
here is emphasising the distinctive importance and disciplinary dominance of realism
as a tradition in the theory and practice of international politics. But he also alludes to
some of realism’s key tenets: the concept of anarchy and the historical supposition that
international relations are unavoidably shaped by power politics and war. According to
the realist construction of the tradition, the intellectual origins of these tenets may be
traced back to the historical and political thought of arguably the first and the greatest
political realists respectively, Athenian general (strategos) and historian, Thucydides
(c. 460-406 BC) and Florentine diplomat and writer, Niccold Machiavelli (1469-1527).

One of the reasons for realism’s enduring relevance is its emphasis on history.
Realism claims to speak about historical reality and takes its convictions, orientations
and practice from history. Thus, it is not surprising that we can locate its roots in
the Greek political and historical thought of the fifth century BC as embodied in
Thucydides’s History of the Peloponnesian War (1972) (see Box 0.3). Looking at the
clash between the great powers of his time (Athens, Sparta and Persia), Thucydides
searched for the fundamental causes of conflict, the profound logics behind political
events, and the instruments of power which political actors deployed, either openly,
secretly, or through dissimulation. He concentrated on war because war is the ultimate
test for those who want to distinguish reality from appearance in international politics.
As the name itself reveals, this resolute striving to engage with stubborn political
realities, no matter how violent or tragic, is one of the principal claims of realism as a
tradition of thought.

In the most controversial and powerful advice-book for rulers ever written, 7he
prince ([1513] 1998), authored by Machiavelli during the critical age of the Italian city-
states, we can detect a view of international politics partially inherited from Thucydides.
We find, for example, a cyclical conception of history based on a recurrent nexus
of necessity, chance and human decision. Using a modern expression, international
relations are conceived as a ‘realm of recurrence and repetition” where ‘political action
is most regularly necessitous’ (Wight 1966b: 26). The essence of this recurrence and
repetition lies in the historical fact that rulers are regularly called upon to suspend
conventional moral and legal rules to deflect threats to the state. We can call this
Machiavelli’s doctrine of necessity, which is central to the logic of politics.

We see in Machiavelli’s writings recognition of the autonomy of politics from other
realms of human action, most especially its ultimate independence from morality and
law. Politics has its own rules, and cannot be reduced to or contained by moral or legal
rules since it must respond to the demands of necessity. We also see the primacy of the
political, because conflict and competition for power are inevitable and irrepressible.
Four centuries later, these notions of the autonomy and primacy of the political were
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rearticulated and reformulated by two influential German jurists, Hans J. Morgenthau
(2010) and Carl Schmitt (1976), who identified the intense antagonism between friend
and enemy as the crucial dimension of concrete historical politics.

Above all, it was through Machiavelli’s analytical lens that it became possible to

regard international politics free of ethical prescriptions. He insisted on attending to ‘the
effectual truth’ of political matters, not idealised or utopian constructions (Machiavelli
1998: 52). In other words, he advocated a clear-eyed, pragmatic consideration of the
amorality of power that St Augustine (AD354-430) acknowledged from a Christian
perspective and that was to become so influential on many twentieth-century realists,
including Reinhold Niebuhr and Herbert Butterfield. Significantly, Carr (1946: 63)
considers Machiavelli ‘the first important political realist’. From Machiavelli he deduces
three essential realist tenets. First, ‘history is a sequence of cause and effect, whose
course can be analysed and understood by intellectual effort, but not ... directed by
“imagination”. Second, ‘theory does not create practice ..., but practice theory’. Third,
and most contentious of all, ‘morality is the product of power’ (Carr 1946: 63-64).
Finally, Machiavelli, like Thucydides and St Augustine, draws our attention to certain
anthropological and psychological features alleged to be constant. They discern the
political dimension of human nature, and the role of fear, avarice and ambition in
driving political action and generating conflict.

This combination corresponds to the causes of war indicated by the English
philosopher Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679). His masterpiece Leviathan ([1651] 1968)
has provided the realist tradition with perhaps its most fundamental idea, later taken
up by the French thinker Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778): that international life
is a miserable condition because it is actually a condition of war, whether latent or
actual. Realists conceive the anarchical structure of international relations through an
analogy with an imaginary and primordial condition called the state of nature. In this
‘natural condition’ conjectured by Hobbes in Chapter 13 of Leviathan ([1651] 1968:

185), individuals exist in a lawless or ungoverned environment, ‘without a common
Power to keep them all in awe’. Hobbes equates

this st.ate of nature, Wthb exists prior to the
establishment of a state, with a state of war (see

Box 2.1). To escape this intolerable condition, Hobbes’s ‘state of nature’
individuals agree to enter a civil society and In Leviathan ([1651] 1968) Hobbes portrays
install a sovereign power. But though individuals the state of nature as the antithesis of the civil
society that forms when individuals agree to
establish a state and sovereign authority. The
state of nature, says Hobbes, is a state of
war that pits ‘every man, against every man’
because there is no ‘common Power to keep
them all in awe’ (p. 185). In such a condition
there is no justice, no law, and no property,
says Hobbes (p. 188); ‘every man has a Right
to every thing’ (p. 190). This is why Hobbes
famously described the life of individuals

in this condition as ‘solitary, poore, nasty,
captures the fact that sovereign states do not brutish, and short’ (p. 186)

may escape this state of war, the states they form
do not, Hobbes suggests; international relations
are thus a state of war.

This condition originates in the absence
of an overarching sovereign power. Therefore
domestic political life, where sovereignty is
present, is essentially different from international
life, where there is no world government. This
latter condition is properly described in modern
terms as international anarchy. This does not
indicate a state of disorder or chaos, but rather

recognise any other higher authority above
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themselves. Two consequences derive from the absence of world government (or the
presence of a state of nature) according to realists: first, nothing can impede the normal
recurrence of war; and second, states are responsible for their own self-preservation.

A turning point: the ‘international anarchy’

The expression ‘international anarchy’ made its first appearance during the Great
War, and became a fundamental concept not just for realists but more generally
for International Relations as a twentieth-century academic discipline. Ironically,
G. Lowes Dickinson, who published books titled The European anarchy (1916) and
The international anarchy (1926), was one of the authors whom British diplomat,
newspaper editor and historian E. H. Carr discredited as a naive idealist in his classic,
The twenty years’ crisis. This latter book, considered by one historian as ‘the first
coherent realist theory yet in print’ (Haslam 2002: 187), has had an immense impact not
just on realist thought but on the development of IR as a discipline.

Carr’s seminal text has been perpetually discussed and debated since it was
published on the brink of World War II. Originally proposed under the title Utopia and
reality, it consists of a polemical attack in the name of realism against the so-called
utopian approach. Carr considered this intellectual approach, basically consistent
with nineteenth-century principles of liberalism (see Chapter 3), flawed and in many
respects responsible for the disaster of World War I. The most important, and the most
problematic, assumption was that of a natural harmony of interests in international
relations, born of ‘the almost total neglect of the factor of power’ (Carr 1946: cv).

For Carr international relations have an oligarchical configuration, where a few
states are more important than others. States are basically divided into two classes,
which he called the ‘haves’ and the ‘have-nots’. The inescapable disparity between the
‘haves’, states that possess wealth and influence and that are satisfied with the existing
international order (status quo powers), and the ‘have-nots’, dissatisfied states or
revisionist powers, explains recurrent tensions. Therefore, Carr rejects ‘the utopian
assumption that there is a world interest in peace which is identifiable with the interest
of each individual nation’ (Carr 1946: 51). This ‘harmony of interests’ assumption fulfils
an ideological rather than analytical function, concealing ‘the unpalatable fact of a
fundamental divergence of interest between nations desirous of maintaining the status
quo and nations desirous of changing it’ (Carr 1946: 51).

At the end of World War II, Hans J. Morgenthau, a German-Jew who escaped from
Nazi Germany to the United States, would again declare the end of liberal illusion
and its rationalist faith in progress. Echoing Nietzschean sentiments, Morgenthau
conceded ‘the tragic presence of evil in all political action’, and ‘the lust for power
[which] manifests itself as the desire to maintain the range of one’s own person with
regard to others, to increase it, or to demonstrate it (Morgenthau 1946: 202-203, 192).
Morgenthau, like US ambassador George Kennan (1951), was sceptical about human
rationality in international politics and critical of the excessive American confidence in
a ‘legalistic-moralistic approach’ to international relations (Morgenthau 1973: 11). These
realists stress the corrupting and pervasive influence of power on human relations,
including international relations. Morgenthau’s seminal book, Politics among nations
(1973), first published in 1948, places power at the centre of the political universe,
declaring: ‘International politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power” (Morgenthau
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1973: 25). However, this struggle does not obstruct a search for a rational — as opposed
to a ‘rationalist’ — understanding and conduct of international politics.

Morgenthau’s commitment is summarised in six general principles of political realism,
which are a concise formalisation of a more complex theory (Morgenthau 1973: 3-13).
Here we can recognise some of the typical elements we have seen in other realists:
a flawed human nature in which the laws of politics have their roots; politics as an
autonomous field of human activity; moral principles with relative, rather than universal,
value (see Box 2.2 for Morgenthau’s full list of realist principles). Among these principles,
one deserves particular attention. According to Morgenthau, there is a ‘main signpost that
helps political realism to find its way through the landscape of international politics’: this
is ‘the concept of interest defined in terms of power’, which he considers ‘an objective
category which is universally valid’. It is this concept that makes possible the distinction
between political and non-political facts. It also provides the ‘link between reason trying
to understand international politics and the facts to be understood’ (Morgenthau 1973:
5). The rationale behind this notion is linear: if we think in terms of interest defined as
power, we think as statesmen and stateswomen think. Thus, we can understand, and
perhaps foresee, their thought and actions. However, before any other purpose in foreign
policy, these actions are, or should be, directed towards the defence of the national
interest, what one’s own nation needs and wants in order to reach its aims.

BOX 2.2: DISCUSSION POINTS

Hans J. Morgenthau’s six principles of political realism

1. Politics are governed by ‘objective laws that have their roots in human nature’.

2. The concept of ‘national interest defined in terms of power’ is the most important foreign
policy goal.

3. While ‘interest defined as power’ remains unaffected by historical change, the exercise of
power is permanent.

4. ‘Universal moral principles’ cannot be used to judge the actions of states in their abstract
formulation. Prudence is the morality proper to politics.

5. ‘Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a particular nation with the
moral laws that govern the universe’.

6. Politics is an autonomous sphere, distinct from, and not subordinate to the standards of,
economics, law, morality, and so on (Morgenthau, 1973: 3—-13).

Notwithstanding the contested nature of the national interest, in the context of
international anarchy security is one of the interests that Raymond Aron (1966: 72),
following Hobbes, calls ‘eternal’. As in the state of nature, self-help is the only certain
means to the uncertain end of self-preservation or survival. Each state aspires to
survive as independent, making major decisions on its own. But, in the last analysis,
it can count only on itself. Since sovereign states do not recognise any other higher
authority, nothing other than states themselves can prevent, or counter, the use of force
in their relations. It is only through the balance of power that states, alone or through
alliances, can check the power of other states. Most importantly, the balance of power
can preserve a state’s independent existence from threat, aggression and hegemony
(the domination by a great power and its allies). It is for these reasons that realists see
the balance of power as the only real means of achieving common security.
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Diplomacy, the art of communication and negotiation between powers (see Chapter
18), is an essential part for the conscious preservation of political equilibrium among
states. It is also for this reason that some realists (Aron 1966; Wight 1978), including
former US Secretary of State and Nobel Peace Prize winner Henry Kissinger (1964) and
George Kennan, have assigned a relevant role not just to power and its distribution
among states, or to the motives and intentions of statesmen and stateswomen, but also
to the nature of states and their internal characteristics. Cultural and ideological factors
matter because states that belong to the same type and share common policy goals
prefer resolving disputes through the work of a trusted diplomacy. Having considered
the concepts and ideas of some authors of classical realism, we should now explore
what is called structural realism or neorealism.

The structural approach: neorealism

The basis of neorealism is a scientific method that systematises core doctrines of
realist thought into a structural model of international relations. Elaborated during the
second half of the Cold War (see Chapter 20), it is based more on economic theory and
philosophy of science than on historical reflection. In Waltz’s (1959, 1979) parsimonious
version, neorealism breaks the connection between the internal and external dimensions
of politics, denying that the internal structure of states has any serious effect on inter-
state relations. By defining the structure of the international system, neorealism seeks to
establish the autonomy of international politics.
Waltz rejects the classical realist arguments that

BOX 2.3: TERMINOLOGY human nature or the domestic character of states

Waltz’s theory of international
politics: key terms

System = structure + interacting units.
Structure, Waltz says (1979, 79) is ‘the
system-wide component that makes it
possible to think of the system as a whole’. It
is made up of three components:

1.

are relevant factors in explaining fundamental
aspects of international relations. War, alliances,
the formation of a balance of power, and the
precariousness of cooperation cannot be explained
by focusing on the behaviour of the ‘units’ or
states in themselves, an approach Waltz criticises
as reductionist. States, or ‘units’, according to
Waltz, must be treated as empty boxes because
their domestic arrangements and characteristics

ordering principle, sometimes called
‘deep structure’ (either hierarchy or
anarchy)

. differentiation of units according to their

function (in international relations the
units (states) are functionally the same
or undifferentiated — performing the
same range of functions and concerned
primarily with security)

. distribution of capabilities (how states

stand in relation to one another, according
to the power they can mobilise and the
aggregation of power around one or
more poles — unipolarity, bipolarity,
multipolarity).

do not really make a difference at the level of
the international system, which is the concern
of international relations theories. At the system
level, it is the fundamental structure of anarchy
that shapes the behaviour of states or units, not
their internal make-up.

For a systemic analysis of structure, Waltz says,
there are only three elements that matter: the
differentiation of units, the organising principle,
and the distribution of capabilities (see Box 2.3).
However, with regard to the international system,
the differentiation of units is irrelevant since states
are undifferentiated in their primary function: to
produce their own security. States are required to
pursue their own security because no one else can
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be counted on to do so. The reason is that the organising principle of the international
system is anarchy, not hierarchy; and ‘self-help is necessarily the principle of action
in an anarchic order’ (Waltz 1979: 111). This structural condition obliges each state
constantly to guard its security and defend its relative position with regard to other
states without relying on others.

Anarchy imposes mistrust and uncertainty on others’ intentions, obstructing
mutually advantageous cooperation even in ‘soft’ dimensions like economics and trade
(Grieco 1990). States, like oligopolistic firms, must be concerned with the asymmetric
distribution of advantage, worrying about relative gains ("“Who will gain more’) rather
than absolute gains (‘Will both of us make some gain?’). Further, cooperation under
anarchy is limited because to be dependent on others who are free to cheat is risky.
Interdependence thus produces not just amity, as liberals claim, but also, and more
importantly, reciprocal vulnerability, according to neorealists.

Virtually all states ‘at a minimum, seek their own preservation and, at a maximum,
drive for universal domination’ (Waltz 1979: 118). Hence the distribution of capabilities
across states, especially in the military field, is the only fundamental changing
element in the international system. As a result it can be bipolar (with two great
powers) or multipolar (more than two). These systemic configurations are regularly
produced by the balance of power, which counteracts excessive accumulation of
power, even provoking war. Waltz (1979) thinks, like Rousseau ([1756] 1917: 138),
that the balance of power works as an automatic mechanism. It is not the product of
intentional diplomatic efforts made by states. On the contrary, it is an unintentional
and inevitable outcome of their interactions under conditions of anarchy. Facing
the unavoidable repercussions of balance of power constraints, great powers tend
to adopt a defensive behaviour that upholds the status quo. For this reason the
international system, like the market, always tends towards equilibrium, according to
Waltz’s theory of international politics.

Neorealists, however, present at least one other view. John Mearsheimer (2001: 29,
250), concentrating on war and strategy in his Tragedy of great power politics, suggests
that great powers ‘are always searching for opportunities to gain power over their
rivals’. Here Mearsheimer diverges from both Waltz and Carr. Great powers, he argues,
are rarely satisfied and, instead, seek to extend their hegemony. This implies that the
ultimate concern for states is not simply for security, as Waltz asserted (1979), but
for maximising power. Here Mearsheimer’s offensive realism is closer to Morgenthau’s
classical realism than to Waltz’s neorealism.

Mearsheimer has studied how offensively-oriented states could behave as
revisionist powers in response to structural constraints. Thus he has considered one
of the criticisms made of neorealism by contemporary realists. These realists, who
have integrated into their thinking elements of the classical tradition (and thus earn
the name ‘neoclassical’ realists), have contested neorealism’s assumption that all states
have an equal set of interests (Schweller 1998). Some have reaffirmed the relevance
of domestic politics and human nature factors, like perceptions and motivations
(Walt 1987); others have challenged the automaticity that neorealism attributes to the
political process, primarily the balance of power (Schweller 2000). All this suggests
that realism is a broad tradition of thought with an ongoing debate about the relative
importance of power and security in grasping the interests of states under conditions
of anarchy.
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What is realism? Synthesising theory and practice

The previous section has shown that realists compose an eclectic and heterogeneous
tradition of thought with at least two main approaches, classical and structural, named
realism and neorealism. Despite their differences, however, the two varieties of realism
share key concepts and doctrines, as explained above. In this section we are going
to reconcile the two varieties of realism in a single scheme of thought. Two shared
assumptions are analysed: the state as the main actor in world politics and the logic
of anarchy as a dominant constraint in international relations. Finally we will consider
realism as a practical guide to politics that, despite allegations to the contrary, affirms
two moral values: prudence and responsibility.

The state

We have seen that realism, as a theory of international politics, is principally concerned
with states as power- and security-maximising actors in a context of international
anarchy. States are the fundamental units of organised, hierarchical power and their
relations dominate world politics. We may identify three key features of the state as
understood by realism. First, states possess sovereignty, the supreme authority to make
and enforce laws. Second, states govern by exercising a monopoly over both internal
and external instruments of legitimate violence (embodied in the police and armed
forces respectively). Third, these sovereign organisations are territorial, partitioning the
Earth by imposing both material and immaterial barriers between people (namely,
borders and citizenship respectively).

Other existing organisations — international (e.g. United Nations), supranational
(e.g. European Union), transnational (e.g. NGOs) — perform important roles but are
always ultimately subordinate to states, or, at least, to the most powerful among
them. International law occupies an analogous condition of subordination, being
the product of the contingent will and actual practice of the states (see Chapter 16).
Individuals and other non-state actors (e.g. activists, transnational corporations) without
the state’s support have reduced political space to conduct their transborder activities in
international relations (see Chapter 22).

States perform essential political, social and economic functions for all other actors
in world politics and no other organisation appears today as a possible competitor
(Spruyt 1994). In particular, most powerful states make the rules and maintain the
institutions that shape international life, including its economic and cultural dimensions,
popularly known as ‘globalisation” (Waltz 1999). That is why even today globalisation’s
core values are those championed by the United States and its liberal and capitalist
allies, predominantly in the West. These values could change if another state with
different values and interests, perhaps China, were to achieve hegemony in international
relations; but the point for realism is that dominant global trends generally depend on
the power and interests of hegemonic states.

For realism the international use of violence by civil factions, like terrorists, against
a foreign enemy’s territory is nothing new or unusual. There are historical precedents,
such as the Egyptian-based fedayeen raid against Israel before the 1956 war. What
is new are the ideological goals and the worldwide nature of Islamist terrorism, in
particular its links across frontiers, as in the case of the September 11, 2001 attacks on
the US (see Chapter 29). Among other things, these attacks represented a challenge
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to the claim that only states may legitimately employ violence. In response, a US-led
coalition of states destroyed the Afghan-based terrorist headquarters of al-Qaeda
and overthrew the ruling Taliban government. Shortly thereafter, ‘September 11" was
taken as an opportunity by the world’s most powerful state and its allies to launch a
war against Iraq, despite opposition from many states and by the UN. The US thus
reasserted its legitimacy and power in the face of the terrorist challenge by attacking
states alleged to be complicit with terrorism. Moreover, the US’s actions are consistent
with Mearsheimer’s logic of offensive realism. Since opposition to the Iraq War did
not generate a balancing coalition, US power was thus left unchecked. This may be
considered a concrete sign of unipolarity, meaning the supremacy of the US in an
international system bereft of any comparable power.

Anarchy

The logic of international anarchy conditions and constrains inter-state relations.
For realism, conflict over power and insecurity can only be definitively superseded
through a hierarchical structure of dominion based on command and obedience — in
other words, when world government supersedes anarchy. In the absence of world
government, however, security can only be obtained through self-help. For this reason
survival in international relations is of paramount relevance and fear is a fundamental
emotion because it is an indispensable emotion for survival.

The absence of an overarching authority to prevent and counter the use of force
creates a crucial uncertainty about others” intentions. This lack of trust generates what
in 1748 the French philosopher Montesquieu (2000: 224) called a ‘disease’ that has
‘necessarily become contagious’. He was noting that ‘as soon as one state increases
what it calls its troops, the other suddenly increases theirs, so that nothing is gained
thereby but the common ruin. Each monarch keeps ready all the armies ... and this
state in which all strain against all is called peace’. In modern terms this spiral of
insecurity is called the security dilemma (Herz 1962). It means that providing for one’s
own security can, often inadvertently, increase the sense of insecurity in other states.
Thus the military arrangements of one state, including ‘defensive’ ones, are likely to be
matched by other states, thereby creating a dangerous spiral that, paradoxically, leaves
every state feeling even more insecure.

International anarchy breeds not only fear but also hostility among states. When
this hostility is mixed with scarcity of resources it makes peaceful and just solutions to
political conflicts difficult to achieve. Indeed, without hostility an equal distribution of
resources, or power, would be possible. Without scarcity, hostility could be neutralised.
For realism this is not the case in international politics. Hostility and scarcity are
structural conditions left unsettled by the absence of a common government. Hence
conflict is inevitable and may always reach the point where war becomes a legitimate
instrument for reaching a final decision.

Prudence and responsibility

Neorealism is more theoretically rigorous but less historically or normatively rich than
classical realism. The scientistic inspiration of the former reduces, or removes, the
latter’s normative interest in the tension between morality and politics; a tension that
inevitably affects the conduct of statesmen and stateswomen in the realm of international
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relations. However, we can find, implicitly or explicitly, a common normative theme:
the ethic of responsibility.

The logic of international politics grants supreme moral value to the survival of the
state and its interests. This supreme moral value — which legitimates the infringement
of ‘secondary’ values such as liberty and justice, because they depend on the state’s
survival first and foremost — yields the doctrine of reason of state (Meinecke 1962).
Reason of state (from the original French, raison d’élat) is a specifically political
form of reasoning that responds to necessity. It is based on the idea that politics is
both autonomous and primary; that political reasoning, especially when the state’s
vital interests or survival are at stake, obeys its own rules and logics, independently
of morality or law.

But this is not to say that reason of state is completely free of normative intent (see
Box 2.4). As already indicated, reason of state is a morality of and for states; it generates an
‘ethic of responsibility’, as opposed to an ‘ethic of conviction’, to use Max Weber’s (1948)
terms. The latter conceives politics as the realisation of morally pure ‘ultimate ends’. The
former, by contrast, is based on a sharp distinction between personal and political moral
behaviour, and privileges consequences over intentions. Good intentions or convictions
do not matter in international politics as much as the consequences of actions, which
is why realists have often been outspoken critics of US foreign policy adventurism (see
Box 2.5). The duty of statesmen and stateswomen is to accept the responsibility for these
consequences on behalf of the nation. Justifying bad consequences in terms of good
convictions is politically unacceptable. On the contrary, leaders must confront the reality
that good political consequences often require morally questionable, or even evil, means.
For Machiavelli (1998: 60), this meant rulers were often obliged to act against conventional
ethics, and should be prepared ‘to enter into evil when necessity commands’.

BOX 2.4: DISCUSSION POINTS

Realism’s political morality
Morgenthau (1973: 3-4) on the ‘lesser evil”:

‘This being inherently a world of opposing interests and of conflict among them, moral
principles can never be fully realized ... [Realism] appeals to historic precedent rather than
to abstract principles, and aims at the realization of the lesser evil rather than of the absolute
good’.

Kennan (1996: 270) on the amorality of reason of state:

‘The interests of the national society for which government must concern itself are basically
those of its military security, the integrity of its political life, and the well-being of its people.
These needs have no moral quality. They arise from the very existence of the national state
and from the status of national sovereignty it enjoys. They are the unavoidable necessities of a
national existence and therefore not subject to classification as either “good” or “bad”’.

Morgenthau (1973: 12) on prudence:

‘There can be no political morality without prudence; that is, without consideration of the
political consequences of seemingly moral action. Realism, then, considers prudence ... to
be the supreme virtue in politics’.

For realists, IR theories built on an ethic of conviction cannot solve the dilemmas
and paradoxes of international politics. Hence, the ethic of responsibility is the proper
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political ethic, and prudence, as the judging of consequences of different political
actions, is the supreme moral virtue in politics. The distinction between an ethic of
responsibility and an ethic of conviction, made by Max Weber, can be considered a
lasting, albeit inconclusive, word from realism about the morality of states.

BOX 2.5: CASE STUDY

Realism and the Iraq War

It may seem curious, but realists have often been outspoken critics of war, especially
‘unnecessary wars’. In early 2003, before the US launched its war against Iraq (19 March
2003), John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt (2003), two prominent US realists, published
a powerful critique of the neoconservative case for war. They rejected claims made by the
Bush administration that Saddam Hussein’s Iraq could not be managed through a policy of
containment. Hussein’s past behaviour, they argued, however deplorable, was not irrational.
Though a brutal dictator with a history of aggression (the Iran-Irag War, 1980-88 and Gulf
War, 1990-91), Hussein would remain deterrable, even in the event of acquiring a chemical
or nuclear weapons capability. ‘Why? Because the United States and its regional allies are far
stronger than Irag’ (2003: 59).

Mearsheimer also argued elsewhere (2005) that this critique of the Iraq War was consistent
with Hans Morgenthau’s critique of the Vietnam War. The neo-conservative case for war, built
around Wilsonian idealism ‘with teeth’, failed to appreciate the historical tendency of states
to balance against power (rather than bandwagon), and failed to recognise nationalism as
a more powerful ideological force than democracy. Following Morgenthau, Mearsheimer
emphasised the dangers of pursuing global crusades (whether against communism or for
democracy). Mearsheimer concluded that Morgenthau ‘would have opposed [the Iraq War]
as well if he had been alive’.

Conclusion

In this chapter we have seen that, despite some differences among realists, realism offers
a range of concepts and ideas to capture enduring, if tragic, aspects of international
relations. But we have also understood that the barycentre of realism is historical
continuity. This reveals a tendency to occlude a crucial dimension of international
relations — change (Ruggie 1983). Theories influenced by the ‘critical turn’ (Marxism,
Critical Theory, postmodernism feminism and constructivism) and liberalism are
sceptical about realism’s assumption of anarchy’s historical permanence, and enquire
into logics of transformation and potentials for change neglected by realism.

States continue to be the dominant political units in international relations and
do not show much inclination to abandon their sovereign powers or to convert
international anarchy into some kind of formal hierarchy. On the contrary, they seem
to sustain the logic of international anarchy that realists describe. In international
relations, power and its immediate expression, force, remain central preoccupations.
Demands for justice are commonly outweighed by reasons of state, and human interests
are often sacrificed for national interests. These are but some of the reasons why
realism remains an indispensible tradition of thought for any student of international
relations today.
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QUESTIONS

1. What is international anarchy and why it is a fundamental element for realism?

2. According to realists, what was the most flawed assumption of so-called ‘idealist’ thinkers?
Why?

3. Why do realists view international relations as a ‘realm of recurrence and repetition’?

4. What are the main differences between classical realism and neorealism?

5. Realism is often accused of being immoral. Why? And do you agree with this
accusation?
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CHAPTER 3: LIBERALISM

Introduction

This chapter discusses a political theory, long present as one of the traditions of thought
about international relations, which has come to the fore in the discipline since the end
of the Cold War. Understanding liberalism requires acquaintance with the historical
context in which the political arguments for freedom and toleration were first enunciated.
After providing a brief survey of some key liberal tenets and the manifestation of these
tenets in international institutions and foreign policies, the chapter considers the way
that contemporary liberal theories of international relations (IR) have developed along
empirical and normative trajectories.

Liberalism

Liberalism is often seen as the characteristic political philosophy of the modern West.
Its central principles — freedom, (human) rights, reason, progress, toleration — and
the norms of constitutionalism and democracy are deeply embedded in Western
political culture. Nonetheless, liberal theories of IR were until recently disdained as
utopian, by IR scholars no less than by diplomats. The two world wars and the Cold
War seemed to bear out the realist thesis that the international milieu was inevitably
subject to the harsh imperatives of power politics.

Since the end of the Cold War, however, the world has looked quite different. There
is no hostile power threatening the liberal democracies, indeed major war has come
to seem unthinkable, and the international economy is organised in accordance with
the norms of the liberal market. Liberal internationalism has gained a new relevance.
The predominant school of liberal IR theory, most strongly represented in the United
States, focuses on the forces of change that are regarded as having brought about this
transformation: democratisation, institutionalisation and economic interdependence.
Liberal thinkers outside that school, dispersed internationally and across academic
disciplines, are concerned with more troubling questions. Can liberalism, grounded in
Western historical experience, sustain its universal claims in a world of many cultures?
Can liberal ideals really be translated into practice in a world marked by today’s extreme
inequalities, and if so, how? These theorists are aware of the need to address tensions
among the traditional liberal concepts that have become more acute in today’s global
setting, and perhaps even to rethink liberalism’s fundamental principles.

The historical—-political context

The term ‘liberalism’ dates only from the nineteenth century, but the distinctive liberal
pattern of ideas crystallised much earlier, in the political struggle against monarchical
absolutism in seventeenth-century England, and were formulated as a coherent political
doctrine by the English philosopher, John Locke, whose Two treatises of government
([1690] 1988) ranks as the first great liberal text. For Locke the rights and freedoms of
the individual were paramount; government should rest on consent, not monarchical or
religious authority, its powers should be strictly limited, and it should practise religious
toleration (see Box 3.1).

Liberalism developed as a full-fledged ideology in the ideas of the French
Enlightenment philosophes and the American founding fathers. History, viewed as the
advance of civilisation, had reached a stage where the oppressive absolutist regimes
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of the day lacked all rational justification. It was time to establish government anew,
based on universal principles derived from reason. Liberal rights and freedoms were
proclaimed in declarations such as the American Declaration of Independence (1776)
and the French Declaration of the Rights of Man (1789), and manifestos such as Thomas
Paine’s Rights of man (1791-92) and Mary Wollstonecraft's A vindication of the rights
of woman (1792). Liberal thought on political economy developed along similar lines.
Adam Smith’s Wealth of nations ([1776] 1998) with its themes of the division of labour,
free trade and the beneficent ‘invisible hand’ of the market, remains the Bible of liberal
economists, much revered but little read, its qualifications long forgotten (see Box 3.1).

BOX 3.1: DISCUSSION POINTS

Early liberal thought
Locke ([1690] 1988: 306) on liberty:

‘[Tlhe end of law is not to abolish or restrain, but fo preserve and enlarge Freedom:
... Where there is no Law, there is no Freedom. For Liberty is to be free from restraint and
violence from others which cannot be, where there is no Law: But Freedom is not, as we are
told, A Liberty for every Man to do what he lists [desires]: (For who could be free, when every
other Man’s Humour might domineer him?) But a Liberty to dispose, and order, as he lists,
his Person, Actions, Possessions, and his whole Property, within the Allowance of those Laws
under which he is; and therein not to be subject to the arbitrary Will of another, but freely
follow his own’ (Second Treatise, chapter VI, paragraph 57).

Smith ([1776] 1998: 289, 292) on the market’s ‘invisible hand’:

‘Every individual is continually exerting himself to find out the most advantageous
employment for whatever capital he can command. It is his own advantage, indeed, and not
that of the society, which he has in view’. ... ‘[H]e intends only his own gain, and he is in
this, as in many other cases, led by an invisible hand to promote an end which was no part
of his intention. Nor is it always the worse for the society that it was no part of his intention.
By pursuing his own interest he frequently promotes that of the society more effectually than
when he really intends to promote it’ (Book IV, chapter ii).

Liberal ideas on international relations also took shape in the later eighteenth
century. Viewing war as irrational violence and attributing it to the unrestrained power,
vanity and ambition of monarchs, liberals looked to the same remedy as for internal
oppression: the removal of the old regime. The republics which were to replace it
would have no reason to make war, but would be free to enjoy the benefits of peaceful
commerce. There is no major theoretical statement of these ideas, but they were drawn
together by the German philosopher Immanuel Kant in a brief essay, Perpetual peace
([1795] 1970).

Early liberal thought was not democratic. In line with Locke’s emphasis on property
rights, ‘consent’ meant election by property-holders, then a small minority. Kant’s republics
were not democracies. The violence of the French Revolution confirmed liberal fears of
the ‘tyranny of the majority’ — or, more simply, ‘the rule of the mob’. Liberal democracy
dates only from the nineteenth century — relatively early in the US, much later in Europe,
initially for men only. Women had to wait until the twentieth century.

Liberalism has always been a broad creed, permitting many variations. Liberal
principles have been grounded in different philosophical systems; there are
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Figure 3.1 Mary Wollstonecraft — engraving by James Heath (1757-1834), from a
painting by John Opie (1761-1807)
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Source: Library of Congress LC-USZ62-64309.

remarkable contrasts in intellectual styles; and there are even major differences
over the content of liberal principles. Space permits no more than a mention of
philosophical differences: utilitarianism (‘the greatest happiness of the greatest
number’), popularised by Jeremy Bentham, flatly contradicted the natural rights
philosophy of most earlier liberals, and the German idealism which inspired later
nineteenth-century liberals qualified the traditional individualism by introducing a
concern for the community.

The intellectual style of the Enlightenment was notable for its self-confidence:
liberals appealed to Reason for unambiguous answers to all questions, and came under
criticism for making light of serious problems, for assuming that there were simple
solutions, evident to right reason, and that ‘all good things go together’ — that no truly
difficult choices need to be made. A quite different style of theorising — reflective
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and critical, struggling with ethical dilemmas — may be dated from the time of John
Stuart Mill's On liberty ([1859] 1983) (see Box 3.2). This became more characteristic in
Europe, especially in the twentieth century, while American liberals remain closer to
the Enlightenment tradition.

BOX 3.2: DISCUSSION POINTS

John Stuart Mill, from On liberty ([1859] 1983)

‘The aim, therefore, of patriots was to set limits to the power which the ruler should be
suffered to exercise over the community; and this limitation was what they meant by liberty.
It was attempted in two ways. First, by obtaining a recognition of certain immunities, called
political liberties or rights, which it was to be regarded as a breach of duty in the ruler to
infringe, and which if he did infringe, specific resistance or general rebellion was held to be
justifiable. A second, and generally a later, expedient was the establishment of constitutional
checks by which the consent of the community, or of a body of some sort, supposed to
represent its interests, was made a necessary condition to some of the more important acts
of the governing power’ (60).

‘... the sole end for which mankind are warranted, individually or collectively, in interfering
with the liberty of action of any of their number is self-protection ... the only purpose for
which power can be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized community, against
his will, is to prevent harm to others’ (68).

‘The only freedom which deserves the name is that of pursuing our own good in our
own way, so long as we do not attempt to deprive others of theirs or impede their efforts to
obtain it’ (72).

A major difference over the content of liberal principles opened up in the later
nineteenth century. While ‘classical’ liberals retained their faith in the wholly free
market (‘laissez-faire’) and in limiting the powers of government to the minimum, a
new school of thought was more responsive to the socialist critique of the inequities of
the early industrial era. ‘Social’ liberals saw a positive role for the state — in preventing
the abuse of economic power and in promoting basic services, for example in public

Figure 3.2 Portrait of John Stuart Mill

Source: Popular Science Monthly, vol. Ill, 1873.
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health and education. For classical liberals, freedom meant freedom from control or
interference by the state (‘negative freedom’); for social liberals it meant, in addition,
the opportunity for all members of society to develop their individual capacities
(‘positive freedom’). This division between two senses of freedom, originally articulated
by Benjamin Constant ([1819] 1988), and made famous in the twentieth century by Sir
Isaiah Berlin (1982), has proved extraordinarily persistent, reemerging in the cleavage
between today’s economic neoliberalism and the social or ‘inclusive’ liberalism of
those who seek a more equitable ordering of the economy, at both the national and
international levels.

The critique of imperialism, challenging the traditional liberal confidence in the
virtues of the economic order, opened up a further division within liberalism. J. A.
Hobson’s Imperialism: A study ([1902] 1968) mounted an uncompromising critique of
certain tendencies inherent in the liberal society of the day. His wide-ranging analysis
of the economic and political sources of imperialism, which he saw as a deformation
of liberal capitalism, had much in common with the Marxist critique. But whereas
Marxists saw no remedy short of war or revolution, Hobson looked to democratic
political processes to overcome the vested interests and prejudices which lay behind
the phenomenon. Liberal imperialists, on the other hand, continued to support what
the French called the civilising ‘mission” of European colonial rule (Duncan Bell 2000;
Hindess 2001; Pitts 2005).

With respect to international relations more generally, nineteenth-century
liberalism remained in opposition to the realist assumptions of great-power diplomacy,
maintaining the traditional Enlightenment critique but also bringing in realist arguments
of the national interest to support liberal policies such as free trade, arms reduction,
adherence to international law and support for liberal movements elsewhere. It
became evident that liberal principles could lead to opposing policy choices: for
example, with respect to intervention, support for nationalism or even involvement
in war.

The creation of the League of Nations in 1919 briefly raised hopes for a new liberal
international order, hopes that were dampened by the US refusal to join the League
and extinguished by the aggression of the Axis powers in the 1930s. Nevertheless, the
liberal vision of Woodrow Wilson, the chief sponsor of the League, and in particular
his confidence in America’s leading the way to a universal liberal future, the ‘American
mission’, has remained an unquestioned premise of US foreign policy.

The mood associated with the founding of the United Nations (UN) in 1945 was
more sober, and ‘Cold War liberals’ soon became reconciled to a protracted struggle
against the Soviet Union. The preoccupation with the Cold War diverted attention
from the principal post-war liberal achievement: the construction, under American
auspices, of a dynamic liberal economic order in the Western world. The unexpected
collapse of the Soviet Union opened the way to the world-wide extension of this
system (‘globalisation’), generating in some circles a mood of liberal triumphalism:
there was now no alternative, it was proclaimed, to the market economy and liberal
democracy (Fukuyama, 1989).

Although the various Western countries proclaim the same liberal values and
share a common political culture, this finds quite different expression in their foreign
policies, reflecting their different historical experience. In the US, as we have seen,
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it is the sense of an American mission to promote a liberal world order. In Britain,
the leading liberal power in the nineteenth century, while there was genuine support
for liberal causes, it was never at the expense of the Empire nor of the traditional
principle of upholding the balance of power. In Australia, the primary concern was
the potential threat from the unfamiliar, culturally alien and densely populated Asian
continent, and the consequent need for a powerful ally/protector. This came to be
complemented by support for the UN, especially on the part of ALP (Australian Labor
Party) governments, but it is only recently that the idea of regional engagement has
come to the fore.

Contemporary liberal IR theory

The contemporary social sciences draw a basic distinction between empirical and
normative theory. The former is concerned with the factual: what is the case, what
patterns of behaviour can be observed and explained? The latter examines what is
desirable or obligatory: what goals should be pursued, what norms should be accepted
as binding? The distinction is not as straightforward as is assumed, and indeed raises
difficult philosophical issues. Moreover, most significant political questions raise both
kinds of issue; the normative and the empirical are not separate worlds. However, since
the two types of theory have been developed separately, it is convenient to consider
them under these headings.

Empirical theory: an emerging liberal order?

As noted earlier, the three most prominent liberal empirical theories are concerned
with democracy, international institutions and interdependence. In the forefront
of the liberal challenge to realism is the democratic peace theory, first set out
by Michael Doyle (1983, 1986). This holds that, contrary to the realist claim that
peace depends on the balance of power, not on forms of government, the crucial
factor is whether or not the governments of the major powers are democracies. In
effect, so long as the balance of power favours the democracies, it ceases to be
relevant; thus it is not of fundamental importance whether the present world is
‘unipolar’ — a quasi-American empire — or multipolar. In ecither case there is no
danger of major war.

The basis for this confidence is the convincing body of evidence that has been
assembled in support of the liberal claim that democracies do not go to war against
one another (Doyle, 1983, 1986; Russett, 1993) (Box 3.3). Theorists offer two principal
explanations for this. First, democracies are committed to the principle of resolving
political differences non-violently, and they adhere to this in their relations with other
democracies no less than in internal politics. Second, the public, who would bear the
cost, is unwilling to support war against another democracy. These explanations are
plausible, but not conclusive. A realist can argue that the reason for the democratic
peace in the twentieth century was that the democracies were allies against a common
enemy, and that at present nuclear weapons are a more secure guarantor of peace than
the ascendancy of democracy. A Marxist can argue that peace is to be expected so
long as the international system is controlled by a transnational business class with an
interest in preserving an economic order highly advantageous to it.
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BOX 3.3: DISCUSSION POINTS

Liberal legacies?

Michael Doyle (1983, 1986) made a powerful and provocative argument in the mid-1980s that
modern liberalism bore two main legacies. First, ‘the pacification of foreign relations among
liberal states’; and second, ‘international “imprudence”’ (Doyle 1986: 1156-7). The first legacy
is based on the claim that stable liberal democratic sovereign states (comprising market
economies, the rule of law and democratic representation) historically have never waged war
against each other. By exercising restraint, liberal democracies have created a separate ‘zone
of peace’. The second legacy is that liberal democracies exercise this restraint, and form a
separate zone of peace, only among themselves. Liberal democracies have ‘discovered Liberal
reasons for aggression’ (Doyle 1997: 206), and continue to fight wars against ‘non-liberal’ and
‘non-democratic’ states. Afghanistan and Iraq are only the most recent examples where liberal
democracies have waged such wars. Are they examples of ‘liberal imprudence’?

Nevertheless, the thesis of the democratic peace has greatly influenced policy
thinking in the US. Not always for the best: scholars of the democratic peace, who
never envisaged war as the means of promoting democracy, were dismayed by the
way in which their theories were put into practice by George W. Bush (Russett, 2005).
Liberal political thinking outside the US, on the other hand, has not been so greatly
influenced by the democratic peace thesis. While other Western countries generally
support the establishment of democratic institutions, they do not share the US zeal for
the promotion of democracy.

A second school of liberal theory, institutionalism, seeks to explain why, and
how, international institutions have become so important with the rise of complex
interdependence (Keohane and Nye [1977] 1989). It is concerned with questions such
as: what are their principal functions, what determines their effectiveness, and how
much do they ‘matter’ (i.e. are they more than just convenient vehicles for the exercise of
power by their strongest members)? This last question shows that institutional theorists
such as Robert Keohane (1984) and David Lake (1996) take realism very seriously, but
argue that it needs to be supplemented (see Box 3.4). Although institutional theory no
longer focuses directly on the goal of promoting peace, there is an assumption that
institutions contribute indirectly to this goal by fostering habits of cooperation and a
sense of shared interests. Institutionalists maintain that international cooperation is far
more extensive than realist theory would lead one to expect, and indeed has become
indispensible in many areas, such as economic relations. But it is not automatic: a
shared interest in peace, for example, or in a clean environment, does not ensure
cooperation to achieve it. Institutions can devise means to implement shared goals, to
apportion costs, and to prevent cheating. Through showing how cooperation can be
achieved in practice, institutions influence the perception of national interests and shape
expectations. At the most general level of abstraction, institutional theorists focus on
information, norms and conventions as fundamental aspects of international relations.

BOX 3.4: DISCUSSION POINTS

Neoliberal institutionalism and neorealism: what’s the difference?
Neoliberal institutionalism, as the name suggests, identifies with the broad tradition of liberal
political thought. However, it shares several key assumptions with neorealism (Nye 1988).
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Indeed, one of the first major statements of neoliberal institutionalism, Robert Keohane’s After
hegemony (1984) explicitly and deliberately embraces neorealism’s starting assumptions
only to show how they can lead to altogether more ‘liberal’ and less pessimistic international
outcomes if institutions are taken seriously. Keohane accepts not just neorealism’s positivist
method, but its substantive claims about the state as a self-interested ‘rational egoist’, and
the international system as a structure of anarchy. Nonetheless, according to Keohane, states
are capable of sustaining international cooperation under conditions of anarchy, especially
when levels of interdependence are high. Institutions provide mutually beneficial contexts
in which information is communicated, transaction costs are reduced, and expectations are
stabilised (Keohane 1989: 166—7). For further reading on neoliberal institutionalism, see
Stein (2008) and J. L. Richardson (2008).

Institutions are understood, in a broad sense, to include much more than formal
organisations. The useful concept of an international regime has been introduced to
include, as well, informal agreements and understandings, and also norms and practices
that can decisively influence the effectiveness of organisations (see Krasner 1983). To
take an example: the nuclear non-proliferation regime, centred on the Non-Proliferation
Treaty and the organisation responsible for monitoring it, the International Atomic
Energy Agency, includes informal agreements not to export sensitive technology and
equipment, security assurances to many non-nuclear states, and more generally the
concerting of incentives and disincentives to increase the cost of acquiring nuclear
weapons; and all this rests on a broad consensus on the dangers of an unrestricted
nuclear proliferation. Due to nuclear developments in Iran and North Korea, this regime
is now under stress, but this is not for the first time, and thus far it has succeeded in
keeping the number of nuclear-armed states far below the number technically capable
of acquiring the weapons, and once widely expected to do so.

Western governments for the most part endorse liberal institutionalism, in the belief
that the increasing recourse to international institutions makes for a more predictable,
cooperative and thus peaceful environment. Even great powers appreciate the
order institutions help maintain. G. John Ikenberry (2001) has shown how the liberal-
constitutional postwar order built by the US and its allies has functioned to bind and
restrain US hegemonic power. Nevertheless, major powers such as the US at times
prefer ‘unilateralism’. In many other countries, however, policymakers prefer a situation
where important sectors of international activity are regulated through generally
accepted rules rather than through ad hoc bargaining among the strongest actors. The
active involvement of small and middle powers in the World Trade Organization,
arms control regimes, UN peacekeeping and regional economic cooperation can
be seen in these terms. And, in these and other liberal democracies, the continuing
relevance of an earlier form of liberal institutionalism can be seen in the contrast
between the consensus supporting the UN-sanctioned Gulf War (1991) as against the
divisiveness of the Iraq War (2003), which lacked the endorsement of the UN.

The third theoretical school, commercial liberalism, has focused on the rise of the
international trading system. It has sought to explain the shifting relationship between
what Richard Rosecrance (1980) calls the ‘two worlds of international relations”: the
‘military-political” world of the territorial states, and the increasingly interdependent
world of trading states. This school has seen little innovation, but rather a refinement
of the traditional liberal claim that commerce promotes peace. In the years before
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1914 liberals were over-optimistic on this score, some going so far as to assert that
the unprecedented interdependence of that era rendered major war impossible or,
as Norman Angell (1912) put it, ‘futile’. World War I totally discredited this idea, but
commercial liberals now advance the plausible but unremarkable thesis that extensive
economic links reduce the likelihood of war among those involved. Thus, for example,
according to this view, increasing trade and investment in the Asia-Pacific region,
through enhancing prosperity and welfare, strengthens the incentive on all sides to avoid
actions that could lead to major war. Since the early nineteenth century free trade has
amounted to an article of faith for liberal economists. IR scholars, though uneasy over
the universality of the economists’ claims, tend to defer to them, such that the political
economy of trade remains underdeveloped. Studies of free trade and protection, for
example, tend to see the issues through the lenses of orthodox economic theory.

An interesting exception is the concept of ‘embedded liberalism’, introduced in
John Ruggie’s analysis of the post-1945 international economic order (Ruggie 1982).
What was notable about the reconstruction of the liberal system, in Ruggie’s view,
was that it did not give total priority to liberalising trade, but sought a balance
with other goals such as full employment, social equity and political stability. He
suggests that the success of the liberal reconstruction was due to this balanced
approach. Since the 1980s, however, international economic relations have been
reordered in accordance with the neoliberal doctrine which subordinates such
political goals to achieving the maximum of liberalisation, not only in trade but
in all aspects of economic life — notably deregulation, privatisation and the free
movement of capital. This extended version of commercial liberalism, originating in
the US and Britain under Reagan and Thatcher, has been wholeheartedly endorsed
by policy communities and governments in many Western countries where they
have dismantled tariff barriers and undertaken major economic restructuring in
accordance with neoliberal doctrine.

Although this subordination of society and politics to the rule of the market
was contested in many countries, Western governments remained committed to the
neoliberal orthodoxy until the outbreak of the global financial crisis in 2008, which
shook confidence in the virtues of deregulation. Long prior to this, however, there
had been extensive theoretical debate on the issues raised by the neoliberal version
of globalisation, but liberal IR theory was conspicuously absent. There was little
theorising of a social liberal alternative to neoliberalism, although some IR scholars
such as Richard Falk (1999) offered valuable critical studies of its consequences.

To conclude this part of the discussion, it may be said that empirical liberal theory
and research have shown that in important respects the liberal understanding of current
world politics is more illuminating than the realist. It cannot yet be said whether this
represents a historical turning point or just another ‘false dawn’ for liberalism. And a
number of questions and reservations suggest themselves. First, while IR theory in the
US tends, like the foreign policy debate, to oscillate between realism and liberalism,
these do not exhaust the theoretical universe. Second, is this liberal theory too close
to the American political discourse, mirroring its emphases and silences? The tone of
the theorising is always positive and occasionally celebratory, as when the president
of the International Studies Association hailed the indications that the liberal vision
of Woodrow Wilson was at last coming to fruition (Kegley 1993). In many ways
empirical liberal theory offers the perspective of those comfortably located at the top
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of the global hierarchy (Falk’s ‘globalisation from above’), excluding the dark side
of globalisation and the many ways in which the partially liberal order falls short of
a more critical liberal vision. Some of these issues are taken up by normative liberal
theorists.

Normative theory: dilemmas and aspirations

Liberal normative issues form part of the everyday foreign policy debate. For example:
what priority should be accorded support for human rights (see Chapter 32)? At what
cost, in terms of important relationships with emerging or great powers (see Chapter
19), such as China, Russia or Indonesia? Under what circumstances is humanitarian
intervention justified (see Chapter 31)? Must it be approved by the UN (see Chapter
21)? Is there an obligation to assist the globally disadvantaged, many of them at
the margins of subsistence (see Chapters 8 and 27)? Some of these debates remain
inconclusive, others arrive at a practical compromise, but the reasoning behind
differing ethical claims is never pressed very far. The task of normative theory is to
pursue this reasoning in order to establish consistent ethical principles grounded in
a coherent philosophy. Since philosophies differ over fundamentals, this cannot lead
to a consensus; but the search for a philosophical grounding enhances the awareness
of the complexity of ethical issues and the import of contending philosophical
traditions.

Liberals are divided among several traditions, including the utilitarian, the pragmatist,
the Kantian, and more recently followers of American theorist John Rawls, who
shares much with the Kantians. Normative theory may seem remote from the everyday
debate, but on reflection it is not difficult to see that familiar policy standpoints are
associated with one or other liberal tradition: for example support for human rights
with ‘classical’ Lockean liberalism, foreign aid with social liberalism, and the UN with
liberal internationalism. Within each philosophical school it is possible to distinguish
between ‘ideal theory’ (Rawls’s term) — a normative vision based on first principles —
and theorising which focuses on what is practicable and also on ethical dilemmas,
when accepted principles come into conflict (see Chapter 8). Students of international
relations tend to be drawn to the practicable, and even to disparage ideal theory as
utopian. But there is a place for both kinds of theorising: ideal theory enlarges the
awareness of what could become practicable, but meanwhile — as argued powerfully
by Amartya Sen (2009) — there is an urgent need for theorising on practicable remedies
for manifest evils and injustices.

It is not possible in this short survey to do justice to the range of issues addressed
by liberal normative theorists. Two of the most prominent issues, human rights and
humanitarian intervention, are the subject matter of later chapters (Chapters 31 and 32).
A discussion of one major issue area, however — global distributive justice — may serve
to illustrate the range of different liberal approaches and viewpoints.

Western development assistance dates from the 1950s, but the issue termed
global distributive justice stemmed from third-world demands for a new international
economic order in the 1970s, in the context of increasing awareness of international
interdependence. The policy issues and the problems of effective implementation are
highly complex, but for purposes of normative theory the relevant question is whether,
as a matter of justice, not self-interest or a sense of a common humanity, the wealthy
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countries should make substantial resources available for the purpose of improving the
conditions and opportunities of the less well off — many of them living in conditions
unimaginable in the Western world.

At one pole of the debate are classical liberals such as Friedrich Hayek, for whom
justice can refer only to the conduct of individuals, not the ordering of society (Hayek
1976). Thus, social justice is a meaningless concept: there can be no obligation to assist
the disadvantaged. At the other extreme, the utilitarian principle of the greatest good of
the greatest number can be interpreted to justify a transfer of resources on an almost
unimaginable scale, since any additional resources made available to the poor will
tend to increase their welfare by a greater amount than the loss of those resources will
diminish the welfare of the well off.

The debate between Rawls and his followers shows that a common philosophical
starting point can lead to quite different conclusions, depending on what further
considerations are taken to be relevant. Rawlsian theorists start from the ethical principle
that social inequalities can be justified only if their overall effect is to benefit the least
well off (Rawls 1971). This is usually taken to require measures to enhance the well-
being and opportunities of those socially disadvantaged. For Rawls himself, however,
the principle is not relevant in international relations, since the world as a whole is
not a political community as he understands it, but (stil) a world of independent
communities (Rawls 1999). Some Rawlsian theorists, on the other hand, hold that when
globalisation is taken into account, and in particular the extent to which economic life
in the poorer countries is subject to regulation by international institutions controlled
by the Western states, the principle is indeed relevant (Pogge 2002). As in the case of
utilitarian theory, this would lack credibility if it were taken to require near-limitless
transfers of resources. But either principle would justify practicable transfers to meet
urgent needs, well beyond present limits.

The separation between empirical and normative theory is disadvantageous
to the study of international relations. The normative theorists are keenly aware of
deficiencies in today’s partially liberal order that empirical theory does not address. A
closer engagement with normative theory would bring a critical dimension to empirical
theory and could prompt research into ways in which that order falls short of liberal
ideals, and how improvements might be brought about.

Conclusion

Liberalism developed in opposition to realism, a theory of constraint which sees the
world of states as subject to the imperatives of geopolitics, with major war the final
arbiter. Liberalism is a theory of choice: social and political evils are not just a given of
the human condition, but can be remedied — if only after protracted struggles. One of the
strengths of contemporary liberal theory is that it takes the realist constraints seriously,
while denying that they are final imperatives. If traditional liberal thought underestimated
the importance of power in international relations, recent theory incorporates realist
understandings of power while insisting that they do not tell the whole story. But the
major strength of liberal theory is its orientation to new trends in world politics. Most of
the new agenda issues discussed in Part 3 can be related to one or other area of liberal
theory. This does not mean that liberalism seeks to incorporate every new issue. To take
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the case of global terrorism: a liberal might well regard the issue as vastly over-sold as
a ‘war on terror’ heralding a new era in world politics (see Chapter 29).

One criticism of liberalism which remains valid is that it tends to underestimate
the strength of ethnicity, nationalism and religion in both internal and international
politics. A typical liberal response is that while this may be true in the short run, the
appeal of liberal values is such that they are bound to prevail in the longer run. As
Francis Fukuyama expresses it, only liberal democracy can satisfy the material needs
and the aspirations that are common to all mankind (Fukuyama 1989). But it is precisely
this universalism which is increasingly under challenge. It would not be surprising if
non-Western cultures such as the Chinese and the Islamic should remain resistant to the
liberal model. But many liberals, lacking respect for non-liberal values, are ill-prepared
for coexistence with such cultures.

Overall, liberalism, like most theories, is weak in self-criticism. Thus there is little
liberal theorising on the dangers posed by the liberalism of the powerful — whether
the militant liberalism of the Bush Administration or neoliberal ideology’s enhancing
of the power of the economically strong at the expense of the weak. Nor have liberal
theorists devoted much time to the hollowing out of liberalism at home through misuse
of executive power in the name of ‘security’. At a time when the most familiar liberal
theories can make for a certain complacency, it is important to become as aware as
possible of liberalism’s typical biases and blind spots.

QUESTIONS

1. What are the major historical and intellectual factors that shaped liberalism?

2. There are a number of distinct ‘liberalisms’ — which of these has most influenced the
international relations agenda?

3. What did the neo-Kantian liberalism of Woodrow Wilson stand for in the years between
the two world wars? Is Wilsonian liberalism still significant in the contemporary era?

4. What are the main characteristics of ‘commercial’ liberalism? Are these characteristics
discernible in the neoliberal globalisation project?

5. What is Democratic Peace Theory?
How do countries other than the US embody liberalism in their foreign policy?
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CHAPTER 4: MARXISM AND CRITICAL THEORY

Introduction

This chapter introduces students to the rich and controversial legacy of Marxism and
one of its major offshoots in the twentieth century, Critical Theory. The common thread
linking the two theories is an interest in struggles to dismantle structures of oppression,
exclusion and domination. The chapter is in two parts. The first focuses on Marxism
and its contribution to IR, the second on an offshoot of Marxism that goes by the
name Critical Theory. The part on Marxism provides a discussion of how Marx’s ideas
have been received in IR, an account of the historical and intellectual context that
‘created” Marxism, and an account of Marx’s method of historical materialism. The part
on Critical Theory provides outlines of the two strands of Critical Theory that have
emerged within IR: a strand derived from the so-called Frankfurt School, and a strand
derived from Italian thinker Antonio Gramsci.

Historical and intellectual context: Marx and the
critique of capitalism

During the nineteenth century, European societies underwent dramatic and sometimes
traumatic changes internally, while expanding their colonial rule to almost every corner
of the world. Importantly, this expansion of European imperialism and the global
consolidation of what is often referred to as the “Westphalian states-system’ occurred
simultaneously with the comprehensive shift to industrialised production (known as
the Industrial Revolution), significant changes in the ownership and control of property
and large-scale population transfers, both internally and externally towards parts of
the colonised world. By the nineteenth century economic affairs were also changing
significantly, with the gradual demise of mercantilism and the rise of capitalism.
Victorian Britain (England, specifically) had emerged as the hotbed of these developments,
with its extraordinary innovations in industrial production and technology and in the
capitalist production processes. It also provided many of the conceptual principles
for understanding and legitimising the socio-economic transformations inaugurated by
capitalism.

Building on the works of earlier liberal thinkers, and on a generalised desire to
advance Enlightenment ‘reason’ in line with scientific research into both the natural and
social worlds, philosophers like Adam Smith (1723-1790) in the eighteenth century and
David Ricardo (1772-1823) in the nineteenth century were involved in developing what
became known as liberal ‘political economy’. An outgrowth of moral philosophy, this
field of inquiry was concerned primarily with the political and economic conditions of
social change. It also became the basis for the discipline of (neo-classical) economics.

The new political economists advanced more stringent conceptions of ‘efficiency’
under capitalism. Arguing against the accumulated wealth and land ownership of the
traditional aristocracy, they insisted wealth must be circulated and invested across the
whole society. In this regard they were advocates of an ‘entrepreneurial’ shift from
subsistence economies to industrial production, and of social progress guided by
scientific reason.

The optimism and pragmatism of these liberal political economists, however, ran
into some rather stark practical problems during the course of the nineteenth century.
Rural displacement and unplanned urbanisation led to widespread urban poverty,
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destitution and social problems (including the rampant alcoholism of London’s famous
‘Gin Lane’), and industrial labour proved costly, not least in terms of human lives. What
Adam Smith, and many other liberal advocates of the capitalist political economy, had
envisaged as a pathway to widespread freedom and prosperity turned out to be much
more ambiguous.

Forced to accept the terms of their employment, workers organised to contest
their often meagre wages and workplace conditions. Industrial capitalists became
increasingly involved in disputes and confrontations with their often hungry and
desperate labourers. What the political economists had advanced in theory as a system
of symmetrical contract relations between capital and labour thus turned out in practice
to be a highly explosive mix of social unrest and oppression.

Into this situation came Karl Marx (1818-1883), a friend and collaborator of Friedrich
Engels (1820-1895), whose father was a wealthy industrialist in Manchester. Like the
liberal political economists whose work they would criticise quite fundamentally, Marx
and Engels agreed that industrial development was necessary and desirable; ‘because
only with this universal development of productive forces is a universal intercourse
between men established’ (Marx 1977: 171). Where they disagreed with their liberal
(or, as they preferred to call them, bourgeois) counterparts was in regard to the social
and political relations which attended the modernisation process. They wanted to
develop what might be called a ‘critical social theory’ that would overcome capitalism’s
intolerable excesses, yet harness modernity’s progressive forces to the welfare of all.
Capitalism — defined as a social system based on the accumulation of capital or the
extraction of surplus value - therefore formed the central object of Marx’s critique,
while modernisation retained its potential to liberate humankind.

In late 1849 Marx arrived in England, convinced the contradictions of capitalist
societies like England would explode into crisis and lead to the revolutionary overthrow
of capitalist class rule and its replacement by more equitable and democratic political
societies. While Marx realised the necessity of struggle and leadership in overturning
capitalist social relations, he also seemed to think that, ironically, bourgeois capitalism,
in its antagonistic augmentation of capital, was preparing its own demise: “What the

Figure 4.1 Karl Marx, 1867

Source: Photograph by Friedrich Karl Wunder.
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bourgeoisie, therefore, produces, above all, is its own grave-diggers’, as he and Engels
([1848] 1977: 231) dramatically put it in the Communist manifesto.

With this brief snapshot we have introduced some key features of Marxism (see
Box 4.1): first, an acknowledgement of the negative consequences of industrialised
capitalism without completely dismissing its latent potential for an emancipated,
post-capitalist society. Second, a critique of capitalism focused on the social relations
established by its mode of production rather than the productive forces themselves.
Marx’s concern here was that capitalist economies generate unequal social relations of
power that lead to domination, exploitation and oppression. Third, that the domination
of the great majority by a small wealthy minority which owns and controls the means
of production creates the sources of class conflict. Fourth, a critique of capitalism’s
ideology: liberalism — the argument being that liberalism is designed to legitimate,
yet conceal, the true nature of capitalism’s relations of domination, exploitation and
alienation. Finally, an historical and materialist method capable of explaining the
reproduction of capitalist society, understanding and criticising its exploitative social
relations, and exploring potential sources of progressive social change; a method Marx
called ‘historical materialism’.

BOX 4.1: DISCUSSION POINTS

Key features of Marx’s theoretical framework

1. Recognition of industrial modernity’s emancipatory potential.

2. Critique of capitalism for generating unequal social relations which lead to domination,
exploitation and oppression.

3. Explanation of class conflict as an outgrowth of power struggles between those who
own and control the means of production (the bourgeoisie) and those who do not (the
proletariat).

4. Critique of liberalism as an ideology that legitimises capitalism.

5. Exploration of potential sources of progressive social change.

Marxism as historical materialism

As the above section suggests, Marx had a good deal in common with liberal political
economists even if, in the end, he offered devastating critiques of capitalism and
its ideological accompaniment, liberalism. In this section we map out some of the
common ground Marx shared with the liberal political economists before outlining
their differences. Marx’s progressivist but non-liberal account of political economy grew
out of an historical materialist theory premised on a materialist method that identified
conflict and struggle as the driving forces of history.

Both Marx and the liberals shared a commitment to a progressivist conception
of history. On this view history is understood as a progressive unfolding of better
and more rational social arrangements in which people could look forward to more
fulfilled, more ‘civilised” lives than previous generations. Capitalism was modernising
society, generating progressive potentials for all societies, even the most primitive.
As Marx and Engels pronounced ([1848] 1977: 225), capitalism’s global expansion
at the behest of the bourgeoisie ‘draws all, even the most barbarian, nations into
civilization’.
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Some versions of Marxism speak as if this historical progress is inevitable — that it
is somehow inherent in human relations. But to be fair to Marx, the emphasis in his
works is only sometimes (and polemically) on inevitability; more often it is on the need
for those who seek progressive change to understand the necessity of struggle. Those
who have power, Marx argued, will not willingly cede it. The key to historical, political
and economic change depends upon organised struggles for change at those historical
moments when the defenders of the status quo are at their most vulnerable — at
moments of great class antagonism and crisis. The point — well understood by the
Russian revolutionary leader V. 1. Lenin (1870-1924) and Italian Communist Party
leader Antonio Gramsci (1891-1937) — was that active political leadership was necessary
if struggles were to realise radical, progressive change; such transformations would not
occur automatically, no matter how unequal or oppressive capitalist societies were.

To help make sense of Marx’s theory of historical materialism it will be useful to
note what makes this theory both materialist and historical. Marx famously proclaimed
that Hegel’s idealist philosophy needed to be turned on its head. To achieve this Marx
developed his materialist method of analysis, which is premised on the production of
physical life by individuals in society; the ‘way in which men produce their means of
subsistence’, which involves, ‘before everything else eating and drinking, a habitation,
clothing’, and so on (1977: 161, 165). While Marx does seem to accord primacy to
this physical or material dimension of human social life — ‘Life is not determined by
consciousness’, he says, ‘but consciousness by life’ (Marx 1977: 165) — he also recognises
the vital importance of the ideational dimension. How individuals and societies
intellectually conceive ‘modes of life’ is an activity integral to the human condition.
‘As individuals express their life, so they are’, says Marx (1977: 161). Humans are what
they do; and what they do, and therefore what they are, is historically changing. As the
material bases of the human condition change, history moves on and politics acquires
new forms.

This suggests that states, markets and all other human institutions must be understood
as historical products, not abstract unchanging entities. Indeed, as we shall see, Marxists
insist on seeing these institutions as manifestations of an underlying social whole or
totality. To this historical proposition must be added another, which posits the structural
constraints, as well as freedoms, of history:

Men make their own history, but they do not make it just as they please; they do not make it
under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances directly encountered, given,
and transmitted from the past (Marx 1977: 300).

This proposition has affinities with constructivism (see Chapter 7), which also recognises
that while the worlds of politics and international relations are social and historical
productions, they cannot be changed at will.

The final, and perhaps central, historical proposition is that, as Marx and Engels put
it in the Commumnist manifesto ([1848] 1977: 222), ‘The history of all hitherto existing
society is the history of class struggles’. This ongoing struggle is the driving force of
history for Marx, shaping social relations and all the civil and political institutions that
grow out of them, not least states, markets and the states-system — the political and
economic manifestations of changing modes of production. Against liberal expectations
of harmonious social progress under capitalism, Marx expected heightened class
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conflict. By placing class conflict and struggles between capital and labour at the
centre of its analysis, and by redescribing politics (the state and states-system) as a
product emanating from the social relations of global capitalism, Marx’s theory of
historical materialism offers a radically different understanding of the evolution of the
international system.

Marx and Marxism in IR

Years before he penned his realist classic, The twenty years’ crisis, 1919—1939 (1946),
renowned realist E. H. Carr wrote a study of a thinker generally thought to be the
complete antithesis of realism. Karl Marx: A study in fanaticism (1934) was a respectful,
if critical, engagement with Marx’s life and thought. Of Marx’s thinking, Carr (1934:
72-3) said: ‘it is a tour de force of unparalleled dexterity and brilliance. It is fascinating
to watch the disjointed fragments, marshalled by Marx’s ingenious brain, fall into place
like pieces of a well-made puzzle. Everything fits, and nothing is superfluous’. Carr’s
deep interest in Marx may come as a surprise to many, but it should be remembered
that realism, like Marxism, is concerned with the material and historical dimensions of
conflict and struggles for power. It may be that realism and Marxism take opposing
views on the sources of these conflicts and struggles, but they nonetheless occupy
some common ground.

Carr notwithstanding, the general view IR scholars have taken of Marxism is that
it has little or nothing to say about international relations. Martin Wight (1966b: 25)
famously asserted that ‘Neither Marx, Lenin, nor Stalin made any systematic contribution
to international theory’. Even Lenin’s theory of imperialism, which Kenneth Waltz (1979:
19) concedes is ‘elegant and powerful’, is ultimately dismissed because it fails to deliver
a systemic theory of international politics. The reasons are obvious: Marx’s thinking
did not take the state or states-system as its primary focus; it did not take questions
of war and peace as its raison détre; and it did not engage extensively with the
canonical thinkers usually associated with IR. For these and other reasons, Marxism’s
focus was long considered extraneous to the traditional agenda of IR. This seemed
to find confirmation with the Cold War’s ending (see Chapter 20), and liberals and
capitalists triumphantly claimed that Marxism had, like the Soviet Union, finally been
tossed into the dustbin of history.

Refusing to go the way of purportedly communist states like the Soviet Union,
Marxist IR scholars have continued to build upon the large and intellectually significant
body of knowledge guided by the spirit of Marx and his interpreters. The main focus of
Marxist theorists of IR has been on the nature of the state and states-system and their
relationship to the capitalist world economy. While Marxists continue to debate the
true nature of the state and states-system and the precise nature of their relationship
to the capitalist mode of production, there is agreement that the global expansion
of the modern state (see Chapter 9) is inseparable from the development of global
capitalism.

Marxist theorists of the state and international relations, including world-systems
theorists such as Immanuel Wallerstein (1974; 1996), have tended to regard the state
and states-system as the political forms of the global capitalist system. For Wallerstein,
it is best to conceive of a functionally integrated modern ‘world-system’ — composed of
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a states-system and a world economy — which is governed by a single logic and set of
rules associated with the relentless accumulation of capital. Emerging out of the ‘long
sixteenth century’ (1450-1640) crisis of feudalism, the world-system was, according to
Wallerstein (1974: 19), ‘from the beginning an affair of the world economy and not of
nation-states’. Indeed, Wallerstein (1996: 89) argues that the states-system and world
economy were born together:

Capitalism and the modern state-system were not two separate historical inventions (or conceptions)
that had to be fitted together or articulated with each other. They were obverse sides of a single
coin. They were both part of a seamless whole. Neither is imaginable without the other.

Wallerstein’s world-systems theory has been criticised by some Marxists for, among
other things, economic determinism and failing to grasp the original geopolitical context
in which capitalism arose. Marxist IR scholars composed counter-histories to achieve
better understandings of the relationship between the states-system and capitalist world
economy, and more nuanced understandings of the relative autonomy of politics and
the state from capitalist logics. Two IR scholars stand out for their attempts to provide
more subtle historical accounts of the relationship between the states-system and
capitalism: Justin Rosenberg and Benno Teschke.

Rosenberg (1994) argues in his seminal Marxist account of international relations,
The empire of civil society, that different historical states-systems (although this term is
anachronistic) are governed by different modes of production, and therefore different
social structures. He argues that ‘geopolitical systems are not constituted independently
of, and cannot be understood in isolation from, the wider structures of the production
and reproduction of social life’ (Rosenberg 1994: 6). He insists that if we remain attentive
to structural change we will see that the eighteenth century gave rise to distinctive new
institutional forms, namely, the sovereign state as the modern form of political rule
specific to capitalism (Rosenberg 1994: 126-9).

Another important application of historical materialism to IR can be found in
Teschke’s (2004) historical studies of the transition from feudalism through absolutism
to modern capitalism. He argues that historical changes in the modern state and states-
system are a reflection of the changing ways in which societies organise their economic
lives, especially the way property is conceptualised and distributed. Despite nuanced
differences, both Rosenberg and Teschke hold the view that the particular form taken
by the state at any moment in time is always an outward reflection or manifestation of
capitalism’s inner logic as it interacts with geopolitical logics. This is in keeping with the
spirit of Marx’s theory of historical materialism, that political and economic institutions
are manifestations of changing modes of production.

Critical Theories of IR
Frankfurt School Critical Theory in IR

‘Frankfurt School Critical Theory’ is the name given to the kind of Marxist-inspired
social and political philosophy that emerged out of the Institute of Social Research.
Established in Frankfurt under the directorship of Max Horkheimer (1895-1973) in
1923, the Institute brought together a number of like-minded scholars and researchers,
including such twentieth-century German luminaries as Theodor Adorno, Benjamin
Walter and Herbert Marcuse (see Held 1980; Jay 1973). Though inspired by Marx,



BOX 4.2: TERMINOLOGY

Cox on critical and problem-solving
theories

In his seminal 1981 Millennium article, Robert
W. Cox proposed a distinction between what
he called ‘problem-solving theory’ and ‘critical
theory’.

e Problem-solving theory is based on
positivist methods and oriented to
maintaining the prevailing structures of
social power, or at least working within
the constraints of the present system
to smooth over any problems or crises.
‘It takes the world as it finds it, with the
prevailing social and power relationships
and the institutions into which it is
organised, as the given framework of
action’ (Cox 1981: 128).

e (ritical theory, as Cox portrays it, is based
on historical materialism and seeks more
radical transformations that will enhance
the global conditions for freedom and
democracy. It does not take the prevailing
order of social and power relationships
and institutions as the given framework
for action, but ‘asks how that order came
about’, calls that order into question, and
enquires ‘whether [it] might be in the
process of changing’ (Cox 1981: 129).

Cox denied that knowledge of the social world
could be neutral or objective in any genuine
sense, despite mainstream theorists’ claims
to the contrary. As Cox put it in his oft-cited
proposition: ‘theory is always for someone
and for some purpose’ (1981: 128). In other
words, all theory derives from a perspective
or position in the social world, is embedded in
social relations that characterise the political
and ideological order at any given time, and
thus cannot claim to be ‘divorced from a
standpoint in time and space’ (Cox 1981: 128).
Critical theories, including feminism, Marxism
and postmodernism, are usually quite open
and explicit about the position, perspective and
interest of their theories.

CHAPTER 4: MARXISM AND CRITICAL THEORY

Frankfurt School Critical Theorists were interested
in analysing the multiple modes of domination
afflicting the modern world, from psychological
and cultural to political and economic modes.
From its inception Critical Theory questioned
the impact upon social life of scientific-rationalist
modes of inquiry. In particular, it believed that post-
Enlightenment modernity had become colonised
by a form of instrumental rationality interested
only in calculating the efficient means to ends,
not evaluating the moral legitimacy of those ends.
Instead of assisting humankind’s mastery over
nature, instrumental rationality had arrested human
freedoms and empowered various forms of social
domination. For the Frankfurt School, one of the
key tasks of the social philosophy they advocated
was to recover alternative forms of rationality with
emancipatory potentials. This can be illustrated by
referring to a distinction made by Max Horkheimer.
Horkheimer distinguished between ‘traditional’
theory, which is based upon scientific principles
of positivism and empiricism and designed to
buttress the status quo, and ‘Critical Theory’, which
is based on interpretive and self-reflective methods
and designed not just to ‘describe’ the world, but
to ‘act as a force within it to stimulate change’
(Horkheimer ([1937] 1972: 215). In this, Horkheimer
was paying homage to Marx’s 171th thesis on
Feuerbach: ‘philosophers have only interpreted the
world, in various ways; the point is to change it’ (Marx
1977: 158). By privileging instrumental rationality,
‘traditional’ theory becomes the handmaiden of
social domination (Jay 1973: 171-2). Rejecting the
positivist separation of facts and values, subject and
object of knowledge, Critical Theory examines and
reflects on the theorist’s immersion in a particular
historical and socio-political context and seeks to
remove forces and forms of domination. A very
similar distinction has been proposed in IR by Robert
W. Cox, although he has confessed to having no
knowledge of Horkheimer or the Frankfurt School
when he coined the distinction (see Box 4.2).
Jurgen Habermas (1929-) is the most famous
of the second-generation Frankfurt School scholars
who has continued the project of Critical Theory.
He has remained committed to the idea that
societies can undergo social learning or normative
development; by which he means improving
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Table 4.1 Knowledge and interests

Knowledge Purpose Method IR theory

constitutive interest

Instrumental or Achieving technical Positivist and Neorealism,

technical control over natural and  empiricist neoliberalism
social environments

Strategic or practical Achieving a Hermeneutic and Classical realism,
framework of mutual interpretive English School,
understanding and constructivism
coordination for social
interaction

Emancipatory Achieving freedom and Self-reflective Marxism, feminism,
autonomy from various Critical Theory,
forms of domination and postmodernism
exclusion

the human capacity to devise social and political arrangements built on principles of
justice, democracy and the rule of law. He has persistently argued that politics can
always be analysed and evaluated from a ‘moral point of view’. It is the recovery and
clarification of this normative or moral perspective in politics that Critical Theories of
IR have embraced.

In his early writings Habermas (1972) focused on how we acquire knowledge and
how this knowledge is shaped by prior interests of which we are often unaware.
He sought to illustrate how particular ‘knowledge constitutive interests’ shape and
limit the way in which people think and act. Habermas differentiated three kinds of
knowledge based on underlying interest or purpose:

* instrumental — referring to ‘scientific’ knowledge regarding human relations with nature

e strategic — referring to ‘political’ knowledge aimed at coordinating human action for
particular social purposes, and

* emancipatory — referring to knowledge directed at overcoming coercive or oppressive
social and political relations (see Table 4.1).

All these knowledge constitutive interests are crucial to a healthy, functioning society.
Habermas does not deny the validity and great value of instrumental or strategic
knowledge — we rely on instrumental rationality for achieving technical knowledge in
fields such as medicine, engineering, aeronautics, and so on — only that they should not
‘colonise’ all spheres of knowledge, especially social and political spheres where the
emancipatory interest should also guide the ways we think and act.

The first significant effort to introduce these ideas into IR was undertaken by Richard
Ashley (1981). In this work Ashley used the ‘knowledge constitutive interests’ framework
to argue for critical reflection on the guiding assumptions and interests of the two
dominant IR theories, neorealism and neoliberalism. Both theories, argued Ashley,
provide important explanations of the way the world works, at least from the viewpoint
of the dominant states in the states-system and global economy — explanations they tend
to represent as reality per se; and both underpin their explanations with an objectivist
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and ‘scientific’ ontology (see Chapter 1). What was missing from these dominant IR
theories, Ashley insisted, was an ‘emancipatory’ interest in changing the system in order
to remove the sources of domination and cultivate freedom and democracy. Ashley was
subsequently to shift his thinking in line with postmodern perspectives (1984; also see
Chapter 6) but his early engagement with Frankfurt School Critical Theory represented
an important breakthrough in the development of a critical diversity in IR theory in the
twenty-first century (see Chapter 1).

The influence of Habermas and Frankfurt School Critical Theory has been growing in
IR since the 1980s, with many scholars engaging Frankfurt School themes and methods
to analyse world politics (see Bohman 2010; Crawford 2009; Devetak 2009a; George
1994; Hoffman 1987; Hutchings 2005; Neufeld 1995; Roach 2010; Shapcott 2009; Martin
Weber 2005). Its influence is most evident, however, in the writings of Andrew Linklater
(1990, 1996, 1998, 2007).

BOX 4.3: DISCUSSION POINTS

Kant, Habermas and Linklater on normative justification

Kant’s ([1785] 1987: 27, 58) categorical imperative: ‘I am never to act otherwise than so
that | could also will that my maxim should become a universal law'. He later presents an
alternative formulation: ‘So act as to treat humanity, whether in thine own person or in that
of any other, in every case as an end withal, never as means only .

Habermas’s (1998: 41) discourse ethics: ‘Only those norms can claim validity that could
meet with the acceptance of all concerned in practical discourse’.

Linklater’s (1998: 96) dialogical ethics: ‘The widening of the circle of those who have
rights to participate in dialogue and the commitment that norms cannot be regarded as
universally valid unless they have, or could command, the consent of all those who stand to
be affected by them’.

Utilising themes drawn from Kant and Habermas, Linklater has pushed further the
notion that in the post-Cold War era, and in an age of globalisation, the possibilities
of democratic dialogue between peoples have improved significantly (see Box 4.3).
Linklater’s Critical Theory adopts a cosmopolitan ethic (see Chapter 8) that, while
appealing to the principle of humanity, nonetheless reaffirms the multiple communities
to which individuals belong; recognising subnational, national, regional and transnational
identities. Essential to this cosmopolitan ethic is the desire to overcome the ‘moral deficits’
created by gendered, economic, cultural and political exclusions built into the modern
state and states-system. The political goal is to enlarge the spheres of freedom and
equality by creating appropriate constitutional arrangements for states in a reconstructed
world order. Linklater (1998: ch. 6) sees the European Union’s extraordinary experiment
in cross-border cooperation and constitutionalism, for all its faults, as offering concrete
hope that less exclusionary, less violent, more tolerant and diverse forms of political
community might be realisable in a ‘post-Westphalian’ world order.

Gramscian Critical Theory in IR

There is an alternative version of Critical Theory that has emerged in IR, associated primarily
with the writings of Robert W. Cox. In positing and defending critical theories against

Al



72

AN INTRODUCTION TO INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Figure 4.2 Antonio Gramsci in 1915

Source: Photographer unknown: Wikimedia commons.

problem-solving theories (see Box 4.2), Cox shared a conception of theory’s purpose
with the Frankfurt School theorists. But Cox’s main intellectual influence was an Italian
Communist Party leader, Antonio Gramsci, and his reformulated historical materialism.

Sardinian by birth, Gramsci lived a short and dramatic life. He became a major
Marxist intellectual and political activist in the period after the Great War when Italy
became the violent site of the first fascist regime in history (1922-1944). Arrested in
1926 for his political activities, Gramsci was tortured and mistreated in jail, dying shortly
after his release. But, remarkably, while in prison Gramsci wrote his influential Prison
notebooks (1971) in which he reassessed and reformulated the works of Marx and
effectively created another major strand of Critical Theory.

One of the keystones of Gramsci’s reassessment of Marxism, and of the kind
of Critical Theory that bears his name in much contemporary IR, is the notion of
hegemony. The Gramscian concept of hegemony affords an understanding of the state
as a distinctive mode of rule achieved through the consent the masses give to the social,
political and legal ideas and institutions cultivated by the ruling classes. For Gramsci,
modern rule was not secured by direct coercion alone, but indirectly through a range of
compromises and concessions made to the populace. This is why Gramsci (1971: 170)
invokes Machiavelli’s image of Chiron the centaur (half man, half beast) to make his
point that the state combines coercion with consent, violence with civilisation.

Gramsci showed that the full array of civil society institutions — such as the family, the
church, the school, the media, the workplace, and so on — provide the state with vital
assistance in helping to socialise citizens, cultivating a willingness to embrace the ruling
class’s economic, cultural, moral and political agenda even as it effectively disenfranchises
them as democratic political participants. The state thus plays an ‘educative and formative
role’, says Gramsci (1971: 242), in adapting the populace ‘to the necessities of the
continuous development of the economic apparatus of production’. It works to create
and sustain ‘a certain type of civilisation and citizen’ (Gramsci 1971: 246).

Through his notion of hegemony Gramsci redirected Marxist theory to the role
of culture and ideology in reproducing the state and capitalism. In focusing on the
material (base) at the expense of the cultural and ideological (superstructure), dominant
variations of Marxism neglected powerful ideational forces mobilised to sustain the state
and capitalism; forces that could, with savvy leadership, perhaps serve to dismantle
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prevailing political structures through ‘counter-hegemonic’ political movements. For
Gramsci it was important to broaden our understanding of the mode of production
beyond the materialist focus — on the means of production (work and technology)
and consumption (buying and selling goods and labour) — to include the cultural
and ideological resources utilised to produce ‘a certain type of civilization and citizen’
through civil society’s educational and formative processes.

In a number of works over more than two decades, Robert W. Cox has combined
painstaking empirical analyses of states, social forces and world orders with insights
drawn primarily from Gramsci to illustrate the problems of contemporary global life
and the potential sites of counter-hegemonic struggle. By deploying Gramsci’s notion of
hegemony in IR, he thus adopts Gramsci’s dual focus: on the role of ideas and culture
in producing and reproducing the prevailing world order, and on counter-hegemonic
potentials latent within it.

Cox provides an approach to international relations that focuses on the interplay
of ideas, institutions and material capabilities (see Figure 4.3); its aim is to explain ‘the
relative stability of successive world orders’ by utilising Gramsci’s notion of hegemony
(Cox 1981: 139). Neorealist and neoliberal accounts of hegemony, premised on the
dominant state’s material capabilities, fail to recognise the political importance of ideas.
Recalling Gramsci’s Machiavellian allusion to Chiron the centaur, Cox (1983: 164) insists
that hegemony is not achieved purely with instruments of material power. Explaining
how hegemony produces and maintains a particular world order configuration requires
an account of how ideas and ideologies socialise states and institutions into adopting
certain policies and practices, cultivating certain conceptions of the state’s role and
purpose, and consenting to certain world order arrangements. Hegemony, as Cox
(1987: 7) understands it, is a form of dominance where the preeminent state in the
international system creates a world order consistent with its ideology and values and
serving to maintain the pre-eminence of that state and its ruling classes, yet able to
secure some degree of consent from other states and classes by offering ‘some measure
or prospect of satisfaction to the less powerful’.

Some of the most influential neo-Gramscian work has explored contemporary
hegemonic formations of world order, focusing particularly on the crisis and
transformation of pax americana triggered by globalisation and the rise of neoliberal
economics (see Cox 1987; Gill 1990, 1993a, 1995; Bieler and Morton 2004; Rupert 1995).
The central proposition here is that a global ‘common sense’ has been constructed
around the deregulation of trade and finance — what Gill (1995) refers to as ‘market
civilization’ — which, while claiming to serve global interests, in fact serves to consolidate
and enhance the power and prosperity of the major states and global corporations. At
the apex of this process is the US, which, alongside its unrivalled military and economic
power, utilises its extensive reserves of ‘soft power’ (from political and diplomatic
influence to the cultural power exercised through its music and film industries) to
embed its ideology and ideas in global economic institutions (GEIs) (see Chapter 24)
which support world order arrangements favourable to its hegemony.

Since the 1980s, and for a range of reasons, Cox has suggested that this dimension of
hegemonic rule is becoming increasingly problematic for the US as it faces a ‘legitimation
crisis’ concerning both its strategic and its economic behaviour around the world. After
the Cold War this difficulty has arguably increased as, via neoconservative belligerence
in recent years, it has sought to shore up its power and status — in the Middle East and
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Figure 4.3 Cox’s dialectic of hegemonic forces
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in Central Asia — and as the ‘market civilization” it champions provokes widespread
discontent and resistance (see Chapter 28). The rise of these ‘counter-hegemonic’ forces
(e.g. global labour movements, social movements, women’s movements, indigenous
movements and environmental movements) has heightened the legitimation crisis
facing the prevailing US-led world order.

Neo-Gramscian Critical Theory offers a diferent way of thinking about the realities
of IR than do mainstream perspectives that focus on the material dimensions of great-
power politics or global economic hierarchy. Consistent with the Frankfurt School,
it asks: how was it that the powerful became so dominant and what is the price to
be paid for this dominance? It examines successive world orders and finds not just
triumphant ‘winners’, but disenfranchised ‘losers’ (see Chapter 27). However, it is also
interested in identifying vulnerabilities in the prevailing world orders that may open up
alternative, less exclusionary, more democratic futures.

The cautious dialectics of this approach are well articulated by Mark Rupert and
Scott Solomon (2006: 2) on the issue of neoliberal globalisation. Pursuing an inquiry
originated by Marx and continued by Gramsci and the Frankfurt School in different
ways, they ask: in a world of massive corporate profits and unimaginable wealth for
relatively few, and a world of ‘sweatshops, domestic servitude and toxic waste dumps’
for so many others, how can we construct alternative futures? How, more precisely,
might we construct ‘a transnational culture of solidarity, mutual respect and reciprocal
responsibility’ as the basis for a progressive global future? Their answer invokes
the Marxist theory of historical materialism, but bereft of any sense of imminence
or inevitability; it acknowledges that, as ‘a complex and contradictory phenomenon’,
globalisation harbours both progressive and regressive tendencies. Which tendencies
will prevail depends on the outcome of multiple, cross-cutting struggles within civil
society (Rupert and Solomon 20006: 2). But they, along with Cox (1999), see in national
and transnational civil societies progressive, counter-hegemonic potentials to eliminate
inequalities between rich and poor, powerful and powerless, and to create new
democratic spaces, new forms of self-determination.

Conclusion

For most of the Cold War era Marxism occupied the fringes of IR (Kubidlkova and
Cruickshank 1985). More recently, however, there has been a resurgence of interest in
Marx’s works, particularly his detailed critiques of capitalism which, for many, contain
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valuable insights into globalisation, and offer pointers to a Critical Theory of IR. In this
chapter we have introduced the chief elements of the Marxist approaches to IR, and
showed how the Marxist legacy has been carried forward and modified by Frankfurt
School and neo-Gramscian versions of Critical Theory. In an era of increasing global
poverty and multiplying crises throughout the capitalist world economy, Marxism and
Critical Theory offer valuable conceptual resources for thinking about IR in radically
different ways. Most importantly, they encourage explanations and understandings
guided by an interest in eliminating various kinds of domination, inequality and
exclusion that characterise the present world order.

QUESTIONS

1. What is capitalism and why are Marxists so critical of it?

2. How do Marxists understand the relationship between the capitalist world economy and
the states-system?

3. What assumptions, if any, are shared by realism, liberalism and Marxism? How does
Marxism differ from these mainstream theories?

4. What are the distinct characteristics of historical materialism?

5. Why do Critical Theorists focus on the interests underlying theories?

6. What are the major problems of the Westphalian world order as identified by Linklater
and Cox?
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CHAPTER 5: FEMINISM

Introduction

This chapter examines different feminist approaches to the study and practice of
international relations. It highlights the similarities between these approaches, but also
the differences. It does this first by tracing the interventions made by feminists into
international relations and the creation of a distinctly feminist agenda. Second, it uses
the ‘gender lens’ to demonstrate and analyse how experiences and understandings in
international relations can be ‘gendered’. Finally, it explains and criticises the different
feminist approaches to international relations.

International relations meets feminism

With evidence of continued inequality between women and men in key areas of
international politics, the goal of feminist IR is to highlight, understand and address
this inequality, and to encourage the discipline to recognise the importance of gender
politics. Consequently, like international relations generally, feminist IR is a broad and
diverse field of study. It is a field rich with debate, controversy, cutting-edge research
and challenging new methodological approaches. Feminist IR scholars are often
necessarily interdisciplinary, synthesising international relations with gender, cultural,
post-colonial, environmental and other studies while also drawing heavily from
more traditional disciplines. Feminist scholars have made important contributions
to international relations theory, security studies, international political economy,
development studies, international law and questions of global governance, among
other fields.

While feminist international relations encompasses numerous feminisms which
are based on distinct theoretical approaches, feminist IR scholars have a common
commitment to highlighting and addressing the discrimination and disadvantage that
women in particular suffer in international politics. Feminist IR scholars are concerned
primarily with the ways in which the study and practice of international politics
discriminates against women. This discrimination can lead to disadvantage which
results in, for example, the lack of access that women have to political power and to
economic resources. These issues of discrimination and disadvantage set much of the
agenda for feminists working in international relations (see Box 5.1).

BOX 5.1: DISCUSSION POINTS

The feminist international relations agenda
Feminists contribute to a broader international relations analysis in two ways:

1. By offering a broader set of issues to consider.
2. By offering new insights into existing international relations concerns.

The feminist IR agenda

Feminist IR examines a vast range of issues covering women (and men) from different
social, political and economic backgrounds. Its agenda includes at least three key
issues: first it highlights and examines cases of gender inequality between men and
women (such as the disparities in political representation); second, it looks at issues
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that disproportionately affect women but have remained largely neglected by IR
scholars (such as the human trafficking of women for the purposes of sexual slavery);
third, it explores the ways that key issues in IR (such as conflict) differently affect men
and women. In doing so it examines men and women’s experiences of war, peace,
democracy, governance, economics, development, justice, security and health. A
focus on these topics, with gender in mind, promotes a rich agenda of important
issues that are often neglected by more mainstream approaches to IR.

For example, by considering gender equality in global politics we can reveal the
extent to which women are often disadvantaged. The UN’s Commission on the Status
of Women reported in 2010 that in the preceding year women held only 18.8 per cent
of parliamentary seats while only fifteen women were heads of states or governments
(UNESC 2010: 45-6). In the developing world women do the majority of unpaid work
(such as caring, subsistence farming and agricultural work) and in the developed
world women still earn less than men for the same work. This discrimination is
also reflected in access to education, health care, land ownership and legal rights.
Feminists argue that the causes of this discrimination are structural and institutional.
For instance, there are many reasons why women are less likely to be landowners.
These reasons could include discriminatory laws relating to land ownership, lack
of access to credit, inheritance or divorce settlements, or there could be social and
cultural practices which inihibit women'’s abilities to access land rights. The feminist
IR agenda therefore involves identifying patterns of discrimination and seeking to
explain their causes.

Second, the feminist agenda includes a consideration of issues that
disproportionately affect women. An example of this is the global campaign to stop
violence, including sexual violence, against women, particularly during times of
conflict. Feminist scholars have spent decades documenting the violence committed
against civilian women during conflict. The reason it is considered to be gender-
based violence is that it specifically targets women because they are women.
Feminists have argued that violence against women is often a deliberate strategy of
war which can be used to achieve a range of political or military goals. These might
be to humiliate a nation, to enact policies of ethnic cleansing and genocide, to
punish communities for supporting an enemy, to gather intelligence, or to ensure
the compliance of a community. Research by feminist IR scholars on this topic
has raised awareness and increased understanding of the experiences of women
in conflict which, in turn, also contributes to our overall understanding of conflict.
For example, these arguments have been accepted by the international community
and have led to the prosecution of war rape as a crime against humanity and a
crime of genocide at the international criminal tribunals for the former Yugoslavia
(established in 1993) and Rwanda (established in 1994).

Finally, feminist IR scholars are interested in how the same global challenges affect
men and women in different ways. For example, pandemics, climate change and
natural disasters will affect men and women differently. This is usually because of
their different levels of social, political and economic power as well as the social
expectations of their behaviour. For instance, while HIV/AIDS affects both men and
women, women are two to four times more vulnerable to infection than men. This is
because they often have less social, cultural and political power to negotiate safe sex
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and to access redress for rape and sexual abuse (UNIFEM 2009). Similarly, while the
2010 Pakistan floods devastated the lives of men and women throughout the country,
it affected them differently. In some cases women had less mobility to evacuate
from floods as they were caring for the young and elderly, were unaccustomed to
travelling independently, had not been taught to swim, and had less access to public
communication announcements about flood warnings. It is also the case that the aid
efforts were ‘gendered’. NGOs on the ground found that aid was often delivered to
men, because men traditionally occupy public spaces, without ensuring that women
had appropriate access to it. In other cases the specific needs of women’s health
(such as maternal health) and women’s safety (such as protection from violence in
the displaced persons camps) were not adequately addressed (see UNIFEM 2010).
Feminists are interested in studying these differences to ensure that the needs of both
women and men are met (see Box 5.2).

BOX 5.2: DISCUSSION POINTS

The goals of feminist international relations theory

1. To highlight and challenge the way international relations privileges certain masculine
identities and ways of knowing.

2. To examine the roles and experiences of women in international politics.

3. To analyse how gender is constructed and the consequences this has for men and women
in international politics.

4. To examine the relationships within and between masculinity, femininity, men and
women.

Tracing feminist international relations:
challenging the masculine bias

In the early 1990s feminists began to make their mark in international relations. One
of the first goals of these scholars was to highlight what they saw as the masculine
bias of the core assumptions and concepts of the discipline. Important contributions
like Jan Jindy Pettman’s Worlding women (1996) and J. Ann Tickner’'s Gender in
international relations (1992) demonstrated how the theories and practices of
international relations reflect and respect the experiences of certain men and certain
masculine qualities. For example, one of the first achievements of feminist engagement
in international relations was its questioning of realism’s ‘rational man’ as the basis
of international life. It argued that the ‘rational man’ model of human nature (which
is self-serving, aggressive, competitive and warlike) does not speak for many women,
or indeed many men (Tickner 1992: ch. 2). Similarly, these feminists argue that the
‘important concerns’ of international politics such as states, sovereignty, anarchy
and military power all reflect, to the neglect of alternatives, masculine ways of
knowing and masculine traits. Moreover, they reflect a particular kind of masculinity,
a hegemonic masculinity, that prefers aggressive and liberal/realist ways of thinking
about the world. Feminist IR scholars argue that this is why mainstream accounts
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of international relations typically feature elite men and their experiences in war,
statecraft and diplomacy.

For feminist IR scholars, however, this only accounts for part of the story of
international relations. After all, there are far more examples of states peacefully
negotiating potential disputes than there are of war. Similarly, global relations are not
confined to Europe and North America, as is sometimes implied by the discipline’s
grand narratives. A key goal of feminist theorising, therefore, is to demonstrate, firstly,
how this masculine bias operates in such a way that it often privileges and promotes
certain actors and experiences and, secondly, to reject the claim that these are
universal experiences. Consequently, much feminist international relations scholarship
is directed towards uncovering the experiences of people who are hidden by this
masculine bias.

Where are the women?

A key goal of feminist research is to correct the male-centric bias in international
relations by asking ‘where are the women? and then redressing this imbalance
by incorporating women’s experiences into any analysis of international relations.
Groundbreaking works like Cynthia Enloe’s Bananas, beaches and bases (1990) reveal
that women play important roles in international relations. In addition to the popularly
known stories of Western women as nurses and factory workers during wartime,
feminists point out that women, in their everyday lives, are also agents and activists
in war, in the international political economy, and in the search for peace, security
and reconciliation. Enloe argues that the lives of ordinary women can provide useful
insights into how international relations operates. For instance, a young Mexican
woman working as a cleaner in a New York hotel may not appear to be a major actor
in international relations. However, an analysis of her life can tell us a great deal
about the workings of state relations, the international political economy, migration,
globalisation, the politics of labour and gender relations. In this sense she is an
important agent of international politics.

Consequently, asking ‘where are the women? offers a fount of empirical knowledge
which can be used to analyse and understand international relations. In compiling this
catalogue of women’s experiences, however, feminists have had to employ new kinds
of methodologies. First, in order to uncover many of these experiences it has been
necessary to move away from some of the more established ways of research used in
mainstream international relations. Feminist IR scholars, therefore, sometimes rely upon
sources of knowledge that are unashamedly subjective, including personal interviews,
diaries, letters and memoirs. Furthermore, they use as sources of knowledge people
who do not claim to be prominent decision-makers in international relations, but who
nonetheless significantly contribute to the practice of international relations and whose
lives international relations can profoundly affect. Second, therefore, feminists often
employ a bottom-up, rather than top-down, approach to studying IR. Rather than
describing international relations through a grand narrative that analyses the actions
and behaviours of whole nation-states in a geopolitical context, these feminists prefer
to offer micro-narratives by explaining how individual people, because of their gender,
affect, or are affected by, the behaviours and actions of nation-states in different ways.
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Reconstructing international relations: examining
the differences between sex and gender

For feminists working in international relations, the question then becomes ‘how can we
reconstruct the ways in which we study and practise international relations so that the
experiences of all people are accounted for and there is no gendered discrimination?’ It
is perhaps this project that causes much of the controversy between feminist scholars.
For some feminists it is simply a case of adding women to areas where they are
absent, such as in parliaments, militaries, boardrooms, peace negotiations, and in other
positions of power. For other feminists, however, this cannot be done without first
addressing the patriarchal culture that exists in international relations and that enables
the discrimination in the first place. This controversy surrounds the politics of moving
from ‘adding sex empirically’ to ‘analysing gender critically’.

Feminist theories rely upon an understanding of the differences between biological
sex and socially constructed gender. These terms are politically loaded and remain
contested. The term ‘sex’ is usually used by social scientists to refer to the biological
characteristics which define a person as being male or female. However, gender, most
feminists argue, is an identity which is not biologically determined but is instead socially
constructed. It is a construction that dichotomises identities, behaviours, responsibilities
and expectations in society as being not male or female but, rather, masculine or
feminine.

For example, some may argue that many Western societies continue to be gendered.
This implies that men and women are socially expected to adopt the gendered roles
of masculine and feminine respectively and behave in ways that are supposedly
appropriate to those roles. This might mean that men are the members of parliament
while women are their supportive wives. In this sense, gender is not a biological
imperative but a social expectation. Consequently, when a man or woman steps out
of their traditionally defined gendered identities they appear peculiar or are thought
to lack credibility. For instance, in 2010 Australia elected its first female Prime Minister,
Julia Gillard. Throughout her career she has often been questioned about the fact
that she does not have a husband and is not a mother (the traditionally defined social
expectations of her gender). Frequently, there is also public comment on her choice
of clothing, her fashion sense and her hairstyle. These comments are dwelt upon in
a way that is not usually the case for male politicians. The gendered expectation that
‘women should dress nicely” was summed up by one commentator who told Gillard,
‘If you can’t put an outfit together, how can we trust you to put the Labor Party back
together? (Quigley 2000).

Feminist scholars use examples like this to demonstrate that politics still operates
on powerfully gendered ideas and social expectations of behaviour. Yet for feminists
it is not simply the case that there is a difference between the social constructions of
masculinity and femininity. They argue that there is an unequal relationship between
masculinity (and its associated characteristics of being strong, decisive, aggressive and
dominating the public realm) and feminine characteristics (which are seen as weak,
irrational, peaceable, conciliatory and restricted to the private realm). This unequal
relationship sees femininity as politically, economically and socially devalued while
masculinity is valorised.
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Progress towards gender equality in the academy and the

policy world J. Ann Tickner

As the second decade of the new millennium begins, indicators of vast gender
inequality in global economic, social and political life remain. Women are still the
majority of the world’s poor, and underpaid relative to men; the majority of civilian
victims in war are women and women are less than 20 per cent of elected political
leaders worldwide. Since it entered the discipline, just over twenty years ago,
feminist International Relations (IR) theory has been concerned with bringing these
inequities to light, helping us to understand what causes them, and thinking about
ways to end them. Many of the IR scholars, myself included, who write about gender
and women in global politics were first motivated to do so when we began to notice
how few IR books were written by women scholars. We also began to see that the
subject matter of the discipline rarely included anything about women'’s lives.

For those of us who began this work in the late 1980s, it was remarkable that
similar ideas seemed to be emerging in different geographical locations at the same
time. Feminist scholars in Europe, the Asia-Pacific and North America began to
express similar ideas about how the IR discipline was gendered — and gendered
masculine — and how few women were visible in international policymaking. In
most societies, this did not appear to be due to legal barriers alone, so we had to
look elsewhere for explanations. Consequently, IR feminists began to examine the
language of international politics, noting that concepts such as autonomy, power,
independence and rationality — characteristics so often described as masculine by
men and women alike — were preferred ways for states to behave also. It appeared
that the language of international politics and its subject matter — national security
and war being the most important — were subjects about which women were
presumed to have little of importance to say.

It has been gratifying to those of us who embarked on this journey twenty
years ago to watch how feminist IR has grown and flourished. Courses about
gender and international relations are regularly taught at universities around the
world. Books and scholarly articles have multiplied; new ways of thinking about
international relations have been introduced and feminists have helped to broaden
the subject matter that is now included in the discipline. Feminists are thinking
about security in new ways — about what goes on in war, as well as how wars
begin and end. Feminists have drawn attention to the increasing number of civilian
casualties in recent wars — many of them women and children. Rape in war is now
recognised as part of military strategy rather than an unavoidable consequence
of conflict. Feminists have introduced trafficking and forced prostitution onto the
security agenda. They have pointed out that the majority of the world’s refugees
are women and children and they have written about women who are crossing
state boundaries to seek work as domestic servants and nannies in order to
provide income for their families back home. All of these issues have important
consequences for how we analyse security and the global economy and it has
been exciting for me to see how these issues are now considered part of the
subject matter of our discipline.
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We usually find that what is included in the discipline reflects broader concerns
of the policy world, and it is indeed the case that women and gender have received
much greater attention from the policy community over the past forty years. Gender
issues in development were first introduced onto the international policy agenda
in the 1970s. Before that time, aid agencies and development experts had not
considered whether programs aimed at improving people’s material lives might
have differential effects on women and men. That such considerations are now
routinely included on the policy agendas of intergovernmental organisations is
largely due to the efforts of women themselves, organising at the national and
international levels.

Under pressure from women’s non-governmental organisations (NGOs),
and aiming to focus attention on the status of women, both within the UN and
in its member states, the UN General Assembly declared 1975 as International
Women'’s Year. This year marked the beginning of the United Nations Decade for
Women; three UN Conferences on Women were held during the decade (in 1975,
1980, and 1985). A fourth, the largest, was held ten years later, in Beijing (1995).
Parallel NGO conferences were held at each of the official conferences. Attendance
at these conferences increased from 5000 in Mexico City in 1975 to an estimated
25 000 in Beijing.

Pressure from women’s groups was important in getting the UN to disaggregate
its data — such as its quality of life indicators — by sex. Adoption of the Gender
Development Index (GDI) by the UN Human Development Programme in 1995
was an important step in helping to formulate policies to improve women'’s well-
being. The GDI has helped policy-makers to see that countries that score low on
gender equality tend to be the same countries that score low on development
more generally. This shows that ignoring gender comes at great cost, not only
to women but also to men and to development more generally. In response to
this concern, in 1997 the UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) articulated
its Agreed Conclusion on Gender Mainstreaming, a strategy for making women'’s
as well as men’s concerns and experiences an integral dimension of the design,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of all UN policies and programs. Now all
UN agencies are required, in theory at least, to operate under its mandate.

Again, due to pressure by women’s groups, in 2000, the UN Security Council
(UNSC) passed a milestone resolution 1325. UNSC 1325 was the first resolution ever
passed by the Security Council to specifically address the impact of war on women,
and women’s contributions to conflict resolution and sustainable peace. It was the
first in a series of Security Council resolutions recognising women’s vulnerabilities
and also women’s right to participate in peace-building processes. Within the
next ten years, the Security Council built on 1325 with additional resolutions. In
2008, UNSC 1820 recognised sexual violence as a tactic of war, and in 2009,
UNSC 1888 was passed to advance its implementation.

There is still a long way to go before the practices of international policy-
making live up to the lofty goals that these resolutions have articulated. Since
academic feminism was born out of a political movement, those of us who work
in the academy believe that we cannot and should not separate our intellectual
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work from politics and activism. Knowledge is an important first step to building
a more equitable, just and peaceful world. | hope learning about how our
discipline has expanded over the past twenty years to include the lives of those
who had not previously been part of what we call IR will inspire you to think
about further steps we can all take towards building a discipline and a world
that includes us all.

J. Ann Tickner is Professor of International Relations at the University of Southern California, and one of the
discipline’s leading feminist thinkers. A TRIP survey ranked her twenty-first of academics with most impact on
the field, and she was included in Routledge’s Fifty key thinkers in international relations. Her books include
Gender in international relations: feminist perspectives on achieving global security, Gendering world politics:
Issues and approaches in the post-cold war era; and (with Laura Sjoberg) Conversations in feminist international
relations: Past, present and future?

Men have genders too!

Feminist international relations can never be on/y about women. While the focus may
be on the discrimination and disadvantage that women face in international politics,
it can only be understood within the context of the relationship between men and
women and the relationship between the masculine and the feminine. For instance,
feminists are interested in how some men can be ‘feminised’ while some women are
‘masculinised’. Western militaries, for example, are sites where gay men are often
feminised and women are expected to be masculine. Consequently, until 2011 the
‘don’t ask, don’t tell’ policy prohibited gay men and lesbians from serving openly in
the US military (see Belkin and Bateman 2003), while films like G Jane (1997) portray
successful women in the military as being necessarily masculine and aggressive.
However, it is important to recognise that these cultures do change and feminists are
interested in mapping these changes and directing them towards outcomes of equality.
Useful discussions of the relationships between gendered roles and between men
and women can be found in Zalewski and Parpart’s Rethinking the ‘man question’ in
international relations (2008) and Kathy Ferguson’s The man question (1993) as well
as contributions by male scholars like Terrell Carver (2003, 2004), Joshua Goldstein
(2001), Fred Halliday (1988) and Steve Smith (2005).

It is a common misconception that feminism is only interested in women. It’s
important to remember that men are also affected by gender politics. While feminists
often describe the international relations field as male-dominated, it is worth noting
that it is often dominated by certain groups of elite men. Furthermore, it is important
to identify areas and issues where certain groups of men may be discriminated against
or disadvantaged by international politics. For instance, R. Charli Carpenter (2006) has
argued that in conflict able-bodied men of combat age are frequently the targets of
wartime violence as both combatants and civilians. This is because men are assumed
to be natural combatants and therefore are seen to pose an immediate threat, even if
they are civilians. Similarly, even though there has been growing awareness of sexual
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Figure 5.1 The gendered politics of war: front cover image from The Queenslander’s
Christmas supplement, 1915. During World War | it was expected that men would take
part in the war-fighting to protect the women and children at home. These expectations
of gendered roles and responsibilities were repeated during the Bosnian War where,

in 1995 in Srebrenica, 8000 civilian men and boys were killed while the women of the
village were left as mourners (Figure 5.2).

REDUCED FAC SIMILE OF THE * QUEENSLANDER™ CIRISTMAS
. SIPTPLEMENT, DECEMBER. 1915, :

“FOR THOSE IN PERIL."

Figure 5.2 Coffin grief, Srebrenica, by David Kozar (with permission).
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violence committed against women in war, there has been less attention given to such
violence against men.

However, while feminists generally agree on the importance of understanding and
addressing gender-based discrimination and disadvantage, they can (and do) disagree
in a number of important areas. It is from these sites of contention that different feminist
international relations theories (and practices) arise.

Feminist theories of international relations

Like all political theories, feminist international relations has many strands, some of
which contradict each other. While two people may each call themselves a feminist,
they can still find themselves disagreeing on basic ideas about women, men and the
international system. Feminisms such as liberal, radical, Marxist, cultural, post-colonial,
constructivist, critical and postmodern feminisms all reflect the different ways in which
feminists interpret the information before them (see Box 5.3). In this context, the various
feminisms look in different ways at: the nature of international relations and how we
should study it; the nature(s) of men and women; the power relationships that men
and women (and masculinity and femininity)

have both with each other and the international BOX 5.3: TERMINOLOGY
system; the idea of what constitutes the good

life; and strategies of how to attain it. While this Feminist theories of international

means that the strands of feminism can be quite relations
distinct, they can be broadly divided into positivist Below are some of the theories developed by
and post-positivist approaches (Tickner 2005). feminist scholars:

Examples of positivist approaches are liberal,
e Liberal feminismis based on liberal ideas

of equality between men and women.

e Marxist feminism argues that the
liberation of women can be achieved
through the dismantling of capitalism

Liberal feminism and oppressive class relations.

e Black feminism examines the relationship
between gender and race-based
discrimination.

e (ultural and maternal feminism argues
that women’s peaceful natures can
contribute to a politics of global peace.

e Post-colonial feminism seeks to examine
the different forms of oppression facing
women in colonial and post-colonial
societies that are often neglected by
Western-based feminisms.

e (Critical and postmodern feminisms seek to
ask fundamental questions about women’s
and men’s identities, the gendered nature
of the international system and possibilities
of emancipation for women.

radical, Marxist, cultural and some constructivist
feminisms, while post-positivist approaches
include critical, postmodern, some constructivist
and most post-colonial feminisms.

Liberal feminism is centrally concerned
with equal rights between men and women
(Steans 20006: ch. 2). As its name suggests, it
is broadly derived from the political theory
of liberalism. Liberal feminists, like liberals,
support the rights of individuals to seek
fulfilment, to pursue their own interests, and
to be equal before the law. Liberal feminism
has a long political tradition. British feminist
Mary Wollstonecraft's Vindication of the rights
of woman in 1792 was perhaps the first attempt
to make the liberal case for women’s rights. She
argued that discriminatory practices, such as
denying women education and full citizenship,
did not give women the opportunity to fulfil
their potential as human beings. Today, liberal
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feminists continue to argue that sex-based discrimination deprives women of equal
rights and the right to pursue their political, economic and social self-interest. They
argue that this can be eliminated by the removal of legal and other obstacles that
have denied them the same rights and opportunities as men. Consequently, most
liberal feminists agree that the state is the proper authority for lobbying for, and
enforcing, women’s rights. It is believed that even though the state may itself engage
in discriminatory practices, it is nonetheless capable of becoming the neutral and
objective arbiter of gender equality.

In Western nations, liberal feminism remains powerful in policy-making circles and
political lobbying. Throughout the centuries many prominent women’s organisations
have argued their cases from a liberal feminist perspective. These campaigns are
often rights-based, making reference to equal rights and the rule of law. These have
included the suffragette movements in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries which
championed the ‘right to vote’ campaigns for women, the ongoing ‘equal pay for equal
work’ campaigns, the ‘right to choose/pro-choice’ campaigns around issues of women
and sexual health, and the ‘right to fight' campaign for women in the military.

The success of liberal feminism can be attributed in part to its reliance upon a positivist
form of understanding knowledge that is familiar to international relations as a discipline
(Tickner 2001: 12-13). Liberal feminists are concerned only with women’s exclusion
from, and inequality in, areas of public life. They are 7not, however, concerned with the
nature of that public life (be it in the military, the state, the workplace or the economy).
It is on this point that a number of feminists have criticised liberal feminism.

Critiques of liberal feminism

Critiques of liberal feminism parallel many of the critiques of liberalism generally. First,
liberal feminism’s claim to universality is problematised. Just as liberalism speaks of the
rights of ‘man’; so too does liberal feminism speak of the rights of ‘woman’. It is accused,
particularly, of representing the interests of white women in Western societies as if they
were the interests of all women. In this sense it is often charged with claiming objective
knowledge for all women and being ignorant of subjective concerns and issues based
on other identities such as race, ethnicity, religion or socio-economic background.

It is from this particular criticism that we see the rise of specific issue/identity-
based feminisms such as black, Third World and post-colonial feminisms. This array
of feminisms points out that liberal feminism’s agenda may not always be relevant to
non-white women and that, in some cases, liberal feminist discourse excludes them
and their needs. For instance, bell hooks’ text Ain't I A Woman? criticised American
liberal feminists for excluding the needs and interests of African-American women
(hooks 1981). Five years later Chandra Mohanty’s famous essay ‘Under Western eyes:
feminist scholarship and colonial discourses’ (1984) critiqued Western feminists for
treating women from the developing world as a homogenecous group rather than
understanding the differences between these women and the challenges they faced.
These critiques do not mean that these scholars are not feminists, but rather that their
goals and ambitions as feminists are different and not necessarily based on a liberal
model.

This leads to the second major criticism of liberal feminism: its claim to know
‘the real world’” objectively. Liberal feminism by and large accepts current mainstream
articulations of the world ‘as the way it is’. It accepts the idea that the world is necessarily
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a conflictual place made of states vying for power in an international anarchical realm.
It doesn’t seek to change the nature of the world, but only to change women’s roles and
opportunities in it. In this sense, a woman like former US Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice is an important role model. Rice is proof that a woman is as capable as a man of
running the State Department and coordinating the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. This
approach does not, however, question the utility or efficacy of war as a key feature in
international relations.

Maternal and cultural feminism

Liberal feminists reject the idea that women are more nurturing and peaceable
than men; maternal and cultural feminists, on the other hand, argue that there is a
connection between women and peace and that this connection should be exploited
and emphasised to create a better world. This kind of feminism includes, first, those who
believe that women are ‘biologically’ more peaceful than men and, second, those who
argue that women are socialised into being more peaceful than men. These feminists
argue that women’s roles in the private sphere as mothers, carers, moral guardians and
nurturers link them to peace. Such arguments have been put forward by Sara Ruddick
(1989) and Jean Bethke Elshtain (1982) and have been a powerful organising tool in
women’s peace activism. For instance, throughout the Pacific Islands women use their
roles and experiences as mothers to give them legitimacy as activisists on a range of
social causes from domestic violence to peace building (see N. George 2010). Similarly,
American Cindy Sheehan founded the organisation Gold Star Families for Peace after
her son was killed serving in Irag. She too draws upon her identity as a mother and
what she calls ‘matriotism’ (a maternal patriotism), claiming that mothers (and those
who have been mothered) have unique insights into peace (Sheehan 20006). While
these ideas have a high profile in public debates, some feminist theorists are troubled
by these essentialist claims.

Critical and postmodern feminisms

For critical and postmodern feminists, essentialist and universal claims about women’s
and men’s natures and needs are problematic. Consequently, critical and postmodern
feminists are distinct from liberal, maternal and cultural feminists in a number of ways.
The first key distinction is that the former problematise and investigate the category
of ‘woman’. They reject the idea that ‘woman’ is a universal category and that women
have a specific, shared way of knowing and being. Instead, they not only acknowledge
the differences between women, they also embrace them. Critical and postmodern
feminists argue that, like all identities, being ‘a woman’ is a subjective experience. They
suggest that different women may suffer different forms of oppression and have different
needs or ways of addressing these issues. Therefore, individual feminists should not
assume that their own needs are the same as every other woman’s, and should accept
the possibility that different feminists may think differently about important issues.
Feminists, for example, may disagree about whether Islamic headscarves for women are
a source of oppression or a source of personal empowerment. Critical and postmodern
feminists argue that knowledge about this is subjective, therefore it is up to individual
women to make the decision for themselves, rather than rely upon a universal decision
imposed on all women.
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The second key feature of critical and postmodern feminisms is their claim that
gendered constructions pervade not just individuals’ but also institutions’ knowledge
and political discourse. Consequently, these feminisms attempt to challenge women’s
disadvantage and discrimination through an investigation and critique of the gendered
nature of broader political structures and institutions. Critical and postmodern feminists
do not accept any institution or claim to knowledge in international relations as
unproblematic and neutral, or free of gendered construction. They argue that institutions
like the state, the economy, the military and the academic discipline of IR are all
gendered in specific ways that promote masculine values and subordinate feminine
ones (Pettman 1990).

Consequently, critical and postmodern feminists argue that knowledge about
what should constitute the study of international relations is gendered to promote
masculine characteristics. Particularly, they argue that realist international relations is
not objective but, rather, privileges masculine values (Tickner 1992). Because it values
states, anarchy, power, aggression and rationality and devalues notions of cooperation,
conciliation, self-sacrifice, peace, physical weakness and emotion, it is considered a
masculine practice that often privileges elite men. As a result, it is these men who have
dominated international relations. Even though women such as Condoleezza Rice,
Madeline Albright (the first woman Secretary of State in the US) and Margaret Thatcher
(Britain’s first woman Prime Minister) have all been successful Western state leaders,
critical and postmodern feminists argue that their success can perhaps be accounted
for because they conformed to the masculine culture which dominates international
relations. In the 2003 conflict in Iraq, the war in the former Yugoslavia, and the
Falklands War, each of these women was able to demonstrate masculine qualities that
earned respect.

Finally, critical and postmodern feminists argue that because they can demonstrate
the ways in which gendered relations are constructed in international life, international
life is not immutable. This means that international relations, and the ways in which
we think about and study it, can change. International relations can be thought
about and practised differently, perhaps towards ways that are more emancipatory
for women and men (Lee-Koo 2007). For critical and postmodern feminists, then,
international politics does not need to be predicated on war, power, violence or
oppression but can (and perhaps should) be understood and valued in terms of
its potential for peace, emancipation, cooperation and equality. Tickner (2001: 47)
argues that a critical feminism should work towards an emancipatory politics of
international life that is inclusive of all identities and committed to ‘improving the
lives of the whole of humankind’.

Conclusion: what does feminism add to our study
of international relations?

For many feminists the role of gender in international relations is not a subset of the
discipline, but something that is intrinsic to every aspect of it. Feminist international
relations implies that there are other legitimate ways of seeing, knowing and being in
the world. This gender-sensitive lens offers international relations scholars a broader
series of issues which should be studied as part of the discipline, and a guide to how to
address areas of gender-based discrimination. Its bottom-up approach brings the lives

89



90

AN INTRODUCTION TO INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

of ordinary people into focus, and works towards understanding international relations
not as an abstract practice, but as something that affects, and is affected by, the lives
of people.

QUESTIONS

Why should international relations consider gender issues?
Why do most countries have more men than women in political leadership roles?
Why was international relations resistant to feminist theories for so long?

P wWwiN=

Feminists often investigate the ways in which women’s experiences in the international
labour market, development projects, diplomacy and post-conflict societies are different
from those of men. What might some of these differences be?

5. What does a study of the experiences of women and men add to our understanding of
international relations?
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Introduction

This chapter offers an account of postmodernism. It begins by drawing a distinction
between two broad approaches to the postmodern: one that outlines the contours of a
new historical period (postmodernity), and another that places emphasis on finding new
ways of understanding modern practices of knowledge and politics (postmodernism).
The second part of the chapter examines how postmodern ideas entered international
relations scholarship, and how the ensuing debates often had a strong polemical
tone. Given the complexity of these debates and the limited space available here,
my engagement in no way claims to be comprehensive. My objective is limited to
identifying some of the key themes in postmodern thought so that interested readers
can then explore the issues at stake if they wish to do so.

Before starting off it is useful to acknowledge that defining postmodernism is
no easy task. Postmodern scholarship is characterised more by diversity than by a
common set of beliefs. Add to this that the postmodern has become a very contentious
label which is used less by its advocates and more by polemical critics who fear
that embracing postmodern values would throw us into a dangerous nihilist void. But
while the contours of the postmodern will always remain elusive and contested, the
substantial issues that the respective debates have brought to the fore are important
enough to warrant attention.

Postmodernity as a new historical period

The postmodern has become a stretched, widely used and highly controversial term.
It first achieved prominence in literary criticism and architecture, but eventually spread
into virtually all realms, including international relations. What the postmodern actually
means is highly disputed. The increasing sense of confusion in the proliferation of the
postmodern led Gianni Vattimo (1992: 1) to note that this term is so omnipresent and
faddish that it has become almost obligatory to distance oneself from it. But Vattimo, and
many others, nevertheless held on. He, alongside such diverse authors as Jean-Francois
Lyotard (1979), Jean Baudrillard (1983), David Harvey (1989), and Fredric Jameson
(1984), viewed the postmodern as both a changing attitude and a fundamentally novel
historical condition. They focused on cultural transformations that have taken place in
the Western world and assumed, as Andreas Huyssen (1984: 8) summarises, that we are
witnessing ‘a noticeable shift in sensibility, practices and discourse formations which
distinguishes a postmodern set of assumptions, experiences and propositions from that
of a preceding period’.