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            Comprising essays by Michael W. Doyle,  Liberal Peace  examines the special 
signifi cance of liberalism for international relations. These essays shed light on 
one of the leading debates in the fi eld: whether democracies should and do 
maintain peace with each other. 

 The volume begins by outlining the two legacies of liberalism in international 
relations – how and why liberal states have maintained peace among themselves 
while at the same time being prone to making war against non-liberal states. The 
essays that follow both engage with international relations theory and explore the 
policy implications of liberal internationalism. Engaging theory, the author high-
lights differences among liberal imperialism, liberal pacifi sm and Kant’s liberal 
internationalism. He also orients liberal theory within the panoply of international 
relations theory. 

 Exploring policy implications, the author focuses on the strategic value of the 
inter-liberal democratic community and how it can be protected, preserved and 
enlarged, and whether liberals can go beyond a separate peace to a more inte-
grated global democracy. Finally, the volume considers when force should and 
should not be used to promote national security and human security across borders, 
and argues against President George W. Bush’s policy of “transformative” inter-
ventions. The concluding essay engages with scholarly critics of the liberal 
democratic peace. 

 This book will be of great interest to students of international relations, foreign 
policy, political philosophy and security studies. 
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and Political Science at Columbia University. He is author of many books, 
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                 Introduction   

     Liberal peace is defi nitely part of the rhetoric of foreign policy. Indeed, we have 
often been told that promoting freedom produces peace. At the US Republican 
Convention in 2004, President George W. Bush told “young men and women” in 
the Middle East and “. . . reformers and political prisoners and exiles” everywhere 
“. . . that their dream of freedom cannot be denied forever. . . . As freedom 
advances, heart by heart, and nation by nation, America will be more secure and 
the world more peaceful.” He was not the fi rst Republican to make these grandilo-
quent claims. In a speech before the British parliament in June of 1982, President 
Reagan proclaimed that governments founded on a respect for individual liberty 
exercise “restraint” and “peaceful intentions” in their foreign policy. He then 
(perhaps ironically) announced a “crusade for freedom” and a “campaign for 
democratic development.” And not just Republicans. President Clinton made 
“Democratic Enlargement” the doctrinal centerpiece of his administration’s foreign 
policy in the 1990s. And, of course, these ideas were the hallmark of Woodrow 
Wilson’s foreign policy and of the foreign policies of many other liberals. 

 The debate between liberals and their critics, skeptical of the effects of liberal 
principles and institutions (often called Realists), has been played out again and 
again. In Europe it shaped the exchanges between British prime ministers 
Gladstone and Disraeli in the nineteenth century. In the US, it goes back to the 
fi rst US presidential administration. During the Washington Administration, 
Alexander Hamilton at the Treasury and James Madison, a leader of the Congress 
and adviser to Thomas Jefferson, the Secretary of State, disagreed in pretty much 
the same ways as Realists and liberals do today.  1   Hamilton won the fi rst debate 
mostly because there were no credible liberal republics around. The US embodied 
at best the hope of becoming one (half slave, it was not the reality). The world is 
different today. 

 Liberalism is not just part of the rhetoric of foreign relations; it also has a real 
effect on them. Some political scientists, including many of the Realist critics 
noted above, argue that states are all pretty much the same. They pursue interests, 
such as security, oil and military bases, and seek hegemony and settle for the 
balance of power against power. Democratic and Liberal ideologies are banners 
waved in front of these interests, not their true sources. But, in my view, these 
scholars are too skeptical. 



2  Introduction

 Liberal states are different. They are indeed peaceful – among themselves. But 
they are also prone to make war – against nonliberal states. Modern liberalism 
carries with it two legacies, peace and war. They affect liberal states, not separately, 
but simultaneously. 

 The fi rst of these legacies is the pacifi cation of foreign relations among fellow 
liberal states. During the nineteenth century, the United States and Great Britain 
engaged in nearly continual strife. But after the Reform Act 1832 defi ned actual 
representation as the formal source of the sovereignty of the British parliament, 
Britain and the United States negotiated their disputes despite, for example, 
British grievances against the Northern Civil War blockade of the South, with 
which Britain had close economic ties. Despite severe Anglo-French colonial 
rivalry, liberal France and liberal Britain formed an entente against illiberal 
Germany before World War I. And despite generations of Anglo-American 
tension, despite the rise of the US to world power based on its population and 
industrial might, Britain leaned toward the US, rather than balanced against it, and 
the US reciprocated; thus liberal Britain, France and the US fought World War I 
together against illiberal Germany. 

 Beginning in the eighteenth century and slowly growing since then, a zone of 
peace, which the eighteenth century German philosopher Immanuel Kant called 
the “pacifi c federation” or “pacifi c union,” began to be established among liberal 
societies. More than 70 liberal states currently make up the union. Today, most 
liberal states are in Europe and North America, but they can be found on every 
continent. 

 Of course, the outbreak of war, in any given year, between any two given states, is 
a low probability event. But the occurrence of a war between any two adjacent states, 
considered over a long period of time, would be more probable. The apparent absence 
of war between liberal states, whether adjacent or not, for almost two hundred years 
seems therefore to have signifi cance. Western Europe was once the most war prone 
region; with the spread of liberal republics it has become a zone of peace. 

 The toughest empirical critics of the proposition fi nd that the democratic peace is 
statistically signifi cant over the past couple of centuries. The disagreement is over 
how to explain it. Signifi cantly, similar claims cannot be made for feudal, monar-
chical, communist, authoritarian or totalitarian forms of rule; nor for pluralistic, or 
merely similar societies. The balance of power shifts, great powers rise and fall, and 
yet this liberal peace holds. 

 The liberal or democratic peace was not just an artifact of Cold War bipolarity. 
Bipolarity correlated with peace in the liberal democratic West, not in the Warsaw 
Pact where the USSR invaded Hungary and Czechoslovakia, and not in the 
nonliberal Third World where both the US and the USSR intervened repeatedly to 
prop up Cold War allies or undermine the allies of rivals. The World War II alli-
ance with the USSR against Nazi Germany collapsed as soon as Nazi Germany 
did. The liberal alliance in NATO survived the Cold War despite the collapse of 
the Soviet Union. 

 When states are forced to decide on which side of an impending world war they 
will fi ght, liberal states sometimes align with authoritarian, or even totalitarian, 
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states to balance even more threatening authoritarian states. Thus, in World War I 
the liberal allies joined with Czarist Russia and in World War II with Stalinist 
Russia. Nonetheless, the liberals tend to wind up all on the same side, despite the 
complexity of the paths that take them there. 

 Here, the predictions of liberal pacifi sts are borne out: liberal states do exercise 
peaceful restraint and a separate peace exists among them. This separate peace 
provides a political foundation for the United States’ crucial alliances with the 
liberal powers (NATO, the alliances with Japan, Australia and New Zealand). This 
foundation appears to be impervious to the economic competition and personal 
quarrels that regularly take place with liberal allies. It also offers the promise 
of a continuing peace among liberal states. And, as the number of liberal states 
increases, it announces the possibility of global peace this side of the grave or 
world conquest. 

 These characteristics do not prove that the peace among liberals is perfect or 
inevitable, nor that liberalism is the sole valid explanation for the peace. But they 
do suggest that we consider the possibility that liberals have indeed established a 
separate peace – but only among themselves. 

 For liberalism also carries with it a second legacy – international “imprudence.” 
Peaceful restraint only seems to work in the liberals’ relations with other liberals. 
Liberal states have fought numerous wars with nonliberal states. 

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

 But we cannot simply blame warfare on the authoritarians or totalitarians, as 
many of our more enthusiastic politicians would have us do. Most wars arise out 
of calculations and miscalculations of interest, misunderstandings and mutual 
suspicions, such as those that characterized the origins of World War I. However, 
aggression by the liberal state has also characterized a large number of wars. Both 
France and Britain fought expansionist colonial wars throughout the nineteenth 
century. The United States fought a similar war with Mexico between 1846 and 
1848, waged a war of annihilation against the American Indians, and intervened 
militarily against sovereign states many times before and after World War II. Liberal 
states invade weak nonliberal states and display striking distrust in dealings with 
powerful nonliberal states. The invasion of Iraq in 2003 is only the latest instance 
of this. 

 The essays in this book, collected since I fi rst published “Liberal legacies” in 
two parts in 1983, explore both these legacies. But before I outline the contents of 
this volume and explain why I chose them, let me remind readers what I mean by 
liberal states and how liberalism and its major modern alternative, realism, do and 
do not differ from each other.  
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  Liberalism 
 By “liberalism” or “liberal states” I do not mean necessarily left-leaning, or more 
egalitarian politics, as “liberalism” often did and does in the political rhetoric of 
the US and many other states, including the UK (before the rise of Labour’s social 
democracy). By liberal, I mean states founded on such individual rights as equality 
before the law, free speech and other civil liberties, private property, and elected 
representation. This is a wide range that includes European social democracy, US 
domestic liberalism and US domestic conservatism. In the nineteenth century 
states were at best thinly liberal: the US was half slave, and the poor and women 
were excluded from the franchise everywhere. In the twentieth century liberal 
democracy deepened (as the franchise expanded) and widened (from three 
questionable liberal republics in 1800 to more than 70 today). 

 That said, there is no canonical description of liberalism. What we tend to call 
liberal resembles a family portrait of principles and institutions, recognizable by 
the traits just listed that most liberal states share, although none has them all. 
Political theorists, however, identify liberalism with an essential principle, the 
importance of the freedom of the individual. Above all, this is a belief in the 
importance of moral freedom, of the right to be treated and a duty to treat others 
as ethical subjects, not as objects or means only. A commitment to this principle 
(when put into practice) has generated rights and institutions. 

 A threefold set of rights forms the foundation of this ideal version of liberalism. 
Liberalism calls for freedom from arbitrary authority, often called negative 
freedom, which includes freedom of conscience, a free press and free speech, 
equality under the law, and the right to hold, and therefore to exchange, property 
without fear of arbitrary seizure. Liberalism also calls for those rights necessary to 
protect and promote the capacity and opportunity for freedom, the “positive free-
doms.” Such social rights as equality of opportunity in education and such 
economic rights as healthcare and employment, necessary for effective self-
expression and participation, are thus among liberal rights. A third liberal right, 
democratic participation or representation, is necessary to guarantee the other 
two. To ensure that morally autonomous individuals remain free in those areas of 
social action where public authority is needed, public legislation has to express 
the will of the citizens making laws for their own community. 

 This ideal liberalism is thus marked by a shared commitment to four essential 
institutions. First, citizens possess juridical equality and other fundamental civic 
rights, such as freedom of religion and speech. Second, the effective sovereigns of 
the state are representative legislatures deriving their authority from the consent 
of the electorate and exercising their authority free from all restraint apart from 
the requirement that basic civic rights be preserved. Most pertinently for the 
impact of liberalism on foreign affairs, the state is subject to neither the external 
authority of other states nor the internal authority of special prerogatives over 
foreign policy held, for example, by monarchs or military bureaucracies. Third, 
the economy rests on recognition of the right to private property, including the 
ownership of means of production. Property is justifi ed by individual acquisition 
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(for example, by labor) or by social agreement or social utility. This excludes state 
socialism or state capitalism, but it does not exclude market socialism or various 
forms of the mixed economy. Fourth, economic decisions are predominantly 
shaped by the forces of supply and demand, domestically and internationally, and 
are free from strict control by bureaucracies. 

 These principles and institutions have shaped two “high roads” to liberal gover-
nance. In order to protect the opportunity of the citizen to exercise freedom, 
laissez-faire liberalism has leaned toward a highly constrained role for the state 
and a much wider role for private property and the market. In order to promote the 
opportunity of the citizen to exercise freedom, welfare liberalism has expanded 
the role of the state and constricted the role of the market.  2   Both nevertheless 
accept the four institutional requirements and contrast markedly with the colonies, 
monarchical regimes, military dictatorships, and Communist Party dictatorships 
with which they have shared the political governance of the modern world. 

 Paralleling each of the high roads are “low roads” that, while achieving certain 
liberal values, fail to reconcile freedom, equality, and order. An overwhelming 
terror of anarchy and a speculation on preserving property can drive laissez-faire 
liberals to support a law-and-order authoritarian rule that sacrifi ces democracy. 
Authoritarianism to preserve order is the Realist argument of Hobbes’s Leviathan, 
and it fi nds an echo in Locke’s liberal concept of “tacit consent.” It also shapes the 
argument of right-wing Liberals who seek to draw a distinction between “authori-
tarian” and “totalitarian” dictatorships. The justifi cation sometimes advanced by 
liberals for the former is that they can be temporary and can educate the population 
into an acceptance of property, individual rights, and, eventually, representative 
government. Other liberals focus solely on freedom of property and market relations 
and portray the state as a simple rational agent of property rights or as a fi rm ready 
for entrepreneurial capture, as does Schumpeter. Lastly, some liberals on the left 
make revolutionary dictatorship a vehicle for democratic education.  3   

 There are at least three distinct theoretical traditions of liberalism, attributable 
to three groups of theorists: John Locke, the great founder of modern liberal indi-
vidualism, who together with the later utilitarian Jeremy Bentham, provided the 
liberal foundations of international law; Adam Smith and Joseph Schumpeter and 
other commercialists, explicators of the liberal pacifi sm invoked by the politi-
cians; and Immanuel Kant, a liberal republican who calls for a demanding inter-
nationalism that institutes peace among fellow liberal republics. In  Ways of War 
and Peace  I paid attention to all three. In this collection, I focus on Kantian liberal 
internationalism and the wider attributes of actual quasi-liberal polities in the 
nineteenth, twentieth and twenty-fi rst centuries.  

  Liberalism and realism in international theory 
 For international relations theory, the political theorist’s high and low views of 
liberalism have ambiguous implications. Defi ned by the centrality of individual 
rights, private property, and representative government, it is a domestic theory. 
Realism, on the other hand, is an international theory, defi ned by the centrality of 
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the state of war. There appears to be no simple theoretical comparison of the 
two. Realist theory would be falsely portrayed, indeed caricatured, if it were 
“domesticized” by being limited to states with authoritarian or totalitarian 
domestic politics or even purely unitary states. Correspondingly, liberal theory 
would be caricatured if it were “internationalized” by being limited to assertions 
about the natural harmony of world politics. Some Realists are totalitarian; 
Hobbes justifi ed authoritarian states. Some are democratic communitarians, such 
as Rousseau. Machiavelli was a republican Realist. Some liberals, such as 
Bentham or Cobden or Schumpeter, saw deep tendencies toward homogeneously 
pacifi c world politics. Others, such as John Stuart Mill, justifi ed imperialism 
under some circumstances and intervention under others. No simplifi cation well 
represents the actual philosophical and historical richness of their worldviews. 

 The core of realism (to simplify) portrays world politics as follows: a state of 
war among all states and societies, which is a condition not in which war is 
constant but in which war is regarded as a continuous possibility, a threatening 
prospect, in which each state has to regard every other state as presenting the 
possibility of this threat.  4   This is because:

   1   Relations among states are anarchic, in that they lack a global state. Trade, 
culture, even institutions and international law could still exist under anarchy, 
but none can alter its anarchic and warlike character.  

  2   States are independent units that could be treated as strategic actors. The varia-
tions in state structure range from the abstractly unitary sovereign rationality of 
Hobbes to the ideally unitary moral rationality of the General Will and the 
sociologically diverse non-ideal states of Rousseau, to the rational princes and 
imperial republics of Machiavelli, to the diverse states of Thucydidean Greece. 
Despite the diversity, some group or unit have enough political power to consti-
tute a state, capable of competition in the international arena.  

  3   Some of these states seek to expand; others, merely to survive. No one is 
prepared to engage in long-term accommodation or cooperation, because 
even though one state may be ideally focused on non-aggressive security, it 
needs to assume that there are at least some states that are aggressive and, 
therefore, a normative policy has to assume a dangerous state of war, in which 
rational states pursue their diverse goals.    

 Each was in a state of war that we call a security dilemma, where attempts to 
enhance security make others less secure. The net result is that many key inter-
national goods have only relative value. They are relative because, as Hobbes 
opined, “clubs are trumps.”  5   At the extreme every good thus has to be measured 
fi rst by the extent to which it contributes to security in a world where only self-
help secures one’s existence. Some relations are mutually assured deterrence 
standoffs, in which both have an absolute, interdependent and positive interest in 
survival. Within an alliance positive absolute values can be appreciated, but only 
because they contribute to the relative superiority of the alliance over a rival 
alliance. And alliances are easy to break. The liberals are different. 
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 World politics, rather than being a relatively homogeneous state of war, is at the 
minimum a heterogeneous state of peace and war and might become a state of 
global peace, in which the expectation of war disappears. If two or more liberal 
societies coexist in the international system, then rather than have a security ratio-
nale governing all interaction – as it must for rational states in a state of war – 
other criteria of policy come into play. Liberal societies compete to become rich, 
glorious, healthy, and cultured, all without expecting to have to resolve their 
competition through war. Formal and informal institutions, such as international 
organization and law, then take on a greater role in competition with the warriors 
and diplomats who dominate the Realist stage.  6   This is because:

   1   Although states live under international anarchy, meaning the absence of a 
global government, they do not experience a general state of war.  

  2   States are inherently different “units,” differentiated by how they relate to 
individual human rights. So liberals distinguish liberal from non-liberal soci-
eties, republican from autocratic or totalitarian states, capitalist from commu-
nist, fascist, and corporatist economies. Differences in international behavior 
then refl ect these differences.  

  3   The aims of the state go beyond security, as do the aims of the individual, 
because security is not always at stake. They include the protection and 
promotion of individual rights, and they refl ect the interests of the representa-
tive government that controls the state.    

 Thus for liberals, states behave differently and are not homogenized by the 
international system by being either competed out of existence or socialized into 
structural strategies. Some liberals argue that liberal states are inherently respectful 
of international law. Others argue that liberal states are inherently peaceful, while 
authoritarians are inherently aggressive. Still others argue that liberals are 
peaceful, but can only afford to be so toward one another. 

 Liberal states exist under anarchy (there is no world government), but their 
anarchy is different. Rather than being overwhelmingly a relative contest, a zero-
sum game, their contest is a positive- or negative-sum game. They can win or lose 
together. A failure to inform may undermine coordination when liberals are 
seeking compatible goals. In more competitive situations, a failure to trust may 
undermine cooperation when each would prefer at least one alternative to a failure 
to cooperate. This is because their insecurities can be solved by stable accommo-
dation. They can come to appreciate that the existence of other liberal states 
constitutes no threat and instead constitutes an opportunity for mutually benefi cial 
trade and (when needed) alliance against non-liberal states. 

 Liberals differ from Realists in many ways, but one way they don’t, despite 
popular attributions to the contrary, is Liberal “idealism” versus Realist “realism.” 
Liberals are as realistic as Realists, though their interests differ, and Realists as 
idealistic as liberals, though their ideals differ. Liberals do incorporate ideals of 
individual, or human, rights, but Realists are idealists, too. They frequently think 
they can fi nd an essential ideal “national interest” that integrates the many 
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interests nations have and stands apart from whatever the legitimate state says it is 
at any given time. Both Liberals and Realists can appreciate the values of peace. 
Realists such as Rousseau and even Hobbes made peace the fi rst duty of the state, 
as did Kant and other liberals. And liberals can justify the use of force when 
needed to preserve the security of the state or, sometimes, to rescue other people 
from massacre. Like Realists, liberals incorporate material interests into their 
theories, the interests of citizens should shape foreign policy and do so legiti-
mately when coalitions that represent them win electoral power. 

 Liberals are thus both similar to and different from the Realists. But they also 
differ from one another, and they do so in systematic ways. Each of the liberal 
theorists, like the Realists, must make some assumptions about international 
structure, domestic society, and human nature. Liberals pay more attention to 
domestic structures and diverse human interests than do Realists. They all think 
that the international system has less than an overriding infl uence and so distin-
guish themselves from almost all Realists. Still, compared with one another, we 
can identify varieties. The Image I institutionalists (Locke and Bentham) focus on 
individual-level (Image I  7  ) determinants, the commercialists (Smith and 
Schumpeter) on societal-level (Image II), and the internationalists (Kant) on inter-
state (Image III) determinants of the state of war. Their conceptions of what 
describes the state of war also differ. For none of the liberals does the state of 
nature (without government) produce the state of war; for each the state of war 
must be made known by aggressive acts or declared intentions to aggress. For all 
the liberals – unlike the Realists – there exists the more or less fi rm possibility of 
a state of peace. 

 For Locke and Bentham, the state of peace is easily corrupted by the inconve-
niences of prejudiced and partial judgment, misinformation, and uncertainty; and 
the state of war and state of peace begin to merge. Individual citizens and states-
persons whose perceptions and interest can corrupt peace can, if they are dedi-
cated to the rule of law, defend the rights of life, liberty, and property and achieve 
a measure of international justice. They are, however, often likely to fail and may 
only succeed in preserving the security of their state. 

 For Smith and Schumpeter the state of war can be tamed by the development of 
commercial society or capitalist democracy, which rationalize and align indi-
vidual interests with social interests through markets. The state of war is a product 
of autocratic imperialism and export monopolism, social formations that are 
atavistic after the process of free market capitalism has begun to take root. Indeed, 
it is the development of the market economy that in the long run will ensure that 
the warlike forces of traditional autocracies will evolve into extinction. 

 For the Kantian Internationalists on which I focus in this collection, the state of 
war is a potent structural force that can be overcome only by a process of consti-
tutional evolution of world politics in which emerging republican governments 
establish among themselves a state of peace, a pacifi c union. By instituting reli-
able international law, collective security, and transnational “hospitality,” repub-
lics create a new politics of peace whose expansion offers the prospect of an 
eventual perpetual and universal peace. 
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 Liberalism, especially Kantian Liberalism, thus lays a special claim to what world 
politics is and can be: a state of peace. It also claims a special right in what shapes 
the politics of liberal states – liberty and democracy. But how special is the liberal 
peace? Can it be equally well explained by Realist concerns, such as the balance of 
power? And how can we reconcile Machiavelli’s love of liberty and Thucydides’s 
and Rousseau’s commitments to democracy with their Realist “state of war” conclu-
sions? And what bearing does liberal internationalism have on international justice 
and whether states should ever militarily intervene to protect individual rights or 
rescue beleaguered populations? These and related questions I address in the essays 
that follow and I return to them in the new essay with which I conclude the volume.  

  The essays in this volume 
 In the fi rst two essays, “Kant, liberal legacies and foreign affairs, Parts I and II,” 
( Chapters 1  and  2 ), I fi rst examined the special signifi cance of liberalism for inter-
national relations. The inspiration for the essays was an invitation from the 
students of The Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton (where I was then teaching) 
to speculate on what liberalism meant for foreign policy, after the shellacking 
liberals received in the 1980 US elections. (I was the stand-in for Congressman 
Stephen Solarz of Brooklyn, who had to cancel at short notice.) Preparing my talk, 
searching for inspiration on liberalism and foreign affairs, I remembered that my 
political theory tutor, Professor Judith Shklar, had once remarked, after I dismissed 
Kant as a mere utopian idealist, that I should read exactly what he said, not what 
others said about him, the next time. She was a wonderful teacher, brilliant and 
caring, and she never minced words. 

 In the two essays I outline two legacies of liberalism, both inspired by Immanuel 
Kant’s striking essay of 1795, “Perpetual peace.”  8   The fi rst legacy is peace among 
fellow liberal republics and the second is a continuing state of war between repub-
lics and non-republics. The fi rst is not well-explained by alternative theories, such 
as the balance of power; it appears to be special to liberalism. The second, the 
state of war, Kant expected, as did Hobbes, since these states lacked either a 
globally enforced or a self-enforced peace. But Kant condemns the unnecessary 
imperial aggression that commercial states often infl ict without justifi cation on 
nonliberal states and societies. The real hope is thus peaceful transformation, 
achieved by commerce and transnational contacts, to a world where all states are 
liberal, and where global peace will then have been achieved. 

 “Liberalism and world politics” ( Chapter 3 ) tackles the same question and 
again interprets Kant’s “Perpetual peace,” but this time to highlight differences 
between liberal imperialism (Machiavelli, as I then saw him), liberal pacifi sm 
(Schumpeter and commercial liberals), and Kant’s liberal internationalism with 
its two legacies. Published in 1986 in the  American Political Science Review , it 
became the most cited international relations essay in the 100 years of the journal 
and the sixteenth most cited article overall.  9   

 “Politics and grand strategy” ( Chapter 4 ) was commissioned by two inspiring 
colleagues, Richard Rosecrance and Arthur Stein. It attempts to orient liberal 
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theory in the panoply of international theory, starting with simple, rational, 
egoistic unitary actors under anarchy – what political scientists call structural 
realism. Step by step, I indicate how each specifi cation and complication of 
the rational unitary actor model adds depth and explanatory value, as do liberal 
institutions, with Kant, and then economic and social forces, with Marx, and 
leadership, with Machiavelli. 

 “The voice of the people” ( Chapter 5 ) was part of an endeavor to assess the 
implications of the post-Cold War world. The volume was organized by the coura-
geous and indefatigable Geir Lundestad, now the director of the Nobel Institute, 
and includes essays by many leading scholars in international history and interna-
tional relations. My essay was an effort to sort out the competing claims to the 
meaning of the voice of the people. It explores the logic underlying the arguments 
of four theorists who gave weight to popular government – Thucydides, Rousseau, 
Kant and Schumpeter. It asks how could Thucydides see popular forces as 
producing imperialism; Rousseau, isolationism; Kant, liberal internationalism; 
and Schumpeter, pacifi sm. I argue that the differences are explicable and coherent. 

 “One world; many peoples,” ( Chapter 6 ) reviews John Rawls’ last major work, 
his profound  Law of Peoples , for the American Political Science Association’s 
review journal,  Perspectives on Politics . John Rawls was an inspiration to me (as 
to so many others) and a friend who joined a weekly lunch in Harvard’s Leverett 
House with Judith Shklar that I had organized to connect Harvard undergraduates 
with eminent scholars. I grew to know him best when we spent a long evening in 
the cellar café of the Nassau Inn discussing potential actual “Kazanistans” – the 
hypothetical “decent hierarchical” regimes that are so important in his model of 
liberal toleration. The essay contrasts liberal cosmopolitans, liberal international-
ists and Rawls’ own “many peoples” view on international justice. I now think 
that Rawls’ views are actually closer to Kant’s than to any others (as you will see 
in the concluding essay to this volume). But Rawls didn’t do exegesis. 

 “An international liberal community” ( Chapter 7 ) grew out of an earlier foray 
into policy advising. This version, commissioned by my former teacher and 
eminent Kennedy School dean Graham Allison and incisive foreign policy expert 
Gregory Treverton, focuses on the strategic value of the inter-liberal democratic 
community and how it can be protected, preserved and enlarged. Some members 
of the Bill Clinton campaign foreign policy team appreciated the essay, but, as 
often in campaign politics, one never knows whether an infl uential connection 
was made. (I later contributed in very minor ways to the Kerry and Obama 
campaign’s foreign policy advisory efforts.) 

 “A more perfect union?” ( Chapter 8 ) addresses whether liberals can go beyond a 
separate peace to a more integrated global democracy. Globalization is making the 
arms-length internationalism of classical liberalism ever more ethically and practi-
cally problematic. Yet, the essay concludes, we are not yet suffi ciently integrated to 
sustain global democratization. A period of tension seems bound to follow, I argue, 
but it can be mitigated by efforts to enhance international accountability. 

 “A few words on Mill, Walzer and nonintervention” ( Chapter 9 ) is part of a 
tribute to a former teacher and friend, Michael Walzer, and a rumination on when 
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force should and should not be used to promote national security and human 
security across borders. It engages with both J. S. Mill’s classic 1859 essay on 
intervention and Michael Walzer’s powerful modern statement, in Just and Unjust 
Wars, on the rules of war. It interrogates Mill by examining the examples he 
invokes and it builds on Walzer by examining loose ends he left. In the end, I 
argue for much less intervention than Mill’s liberalism allowed and, perhaps, a 
little more than Walzer’s communitarianism envisages. 

 “After the freedom agenda” ( Chapter 10 ) tries to come to terms both with the 
alleged authoritarian resurgence (the collapse of new democracies and the rise of 
China) and with the Bush legacy. I argue that the authoritarian resurgence is exag-
gerated; new democracies have often collapsed and important new ones are 
emerging. President Bush adopted liberal rhetoric to wave before his campaign of 
democracy promotion designed to “transform” by force the Middle East, starting 
with Iraq. Borrowing from Mill, I respond that forcible democratization is gener-
ally both wrong and counterproductive. Encouraging grass roots determinations 
of democracy – what each people means by it and are prepared to sacrifi ce for it 
– is on the other hand fully warranted. I highlight the value of multilateral 
approaches while declaring an interest, as the current chair of the advisory board 
of the United Nations Democracy Fund. 

 The concluding essay engages with two sets of scholarly critics. I address those 
who have argued that Kant’s perpetual peace is not a separate peace, but instead a 
peace homogeneously available to all. And I address those who regard the liberal 
democratic peace as either insignifi cant from an empirical point of view or illog-
ical from an historical or policy view. At the same time, I note where my views 
have changed on a few issues, in part stimulated by the ever valuable criticism and 
suggestion of colleagues. 

 I am particularly indebted for such criticism and suggestions for this volume to 
Pauline Kleingeld, Stefano Recchia and Susan Shell. For my evolving thinking on 
international liberalism, multilateral peace and international law I thank: the late 
John Rawls, Garratt W. Brown, Daniel Deudney, Stanley Hoffmann, Andrew 
Hurrell, John Ikenberry, Paul Kahn, Harold Koh, Robert Keohane, Joseph Nye, 
John Owen, Bruce Russett, Nicholas Sambanis, Ian Shapiro, Jack Snyder, Chandra 
Sriram, Michael Walzer and Jennifer Welsh. I thank Kofi  Annan and Ban Ki-moon 
for allowing me to try to practice in the UN, under their guidance, what I preach. 
I thank Olena Jennings for correcting so many drafts and the index to this volume 
and Jonathan Blake and Stefanie Pleschinger for proof reading the text. I am 
grateful for the extended support of the Christian Johnson Endeavor Foundation. 

 As always, I fi nd Amy Gutmann an inspiration not just in political theory but in 
everything that makes the rest of life worthwhile.   

   Notes 
   1   Gilbert,  To the Farewell Address  (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961).  
  2   The sources of classic laissez-faire liberalism can be found in Bentham, Cobden, 

 Federalist Papers , Kant, Spencer, Hayek, Friedman, and Robert Nozick's,  Anarchy, 
State and Utopia  (New York: Basic Books, 1974). Expositions of welfare liberalism are 
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in the work of the later Mill, T. H. Greene, the Fabians and John Rawls,  A Theory of 
Justice  (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971). Amy Gutmann,  Liberal 
Equality  (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980) discusses variants of liberal 
thought.  

  3   See Jeane Kirkpatrick, “Dictatorships and Double Standards,”  Commentary  68 
(November 1979), pp. 34–45, and Samuel Huntington,  Political Order in Changing 
Societies  (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1968). Complementarily, when social 
inequalities are judged to be extreme, the welfare liberal can argue that establishing (or 
reestablishing) the foundations of liberal society requires a nonliberal method of reform, 
a second “low road” of redistributing authoritarianism. Aristide Zolberg reports a 
“Liberal left” sensibility among US scholars of African politics that was sympathetic to 
progressive autocracies; see  One Party Government in the Ivory Coast  (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1969), p. vii. An example is the confused reaction in Europe 
and the United States to the decision by the Algerian government to abort an election that 
would have turned the state over to anti-liberal Islamic fundamentalists and the subse-
quent warming of European Community relations with the Moroccan monarchy 
( Economist  (January 9, 1993), pp. 37–8). A recent example (2011) is the desperate effort 
by the US and the EU to infl uence the democratic revolution in Egypt, to keep it peaceful 
and friendly to US and European interests, while respecting the legitimacy of the popular 
rebellion.  

  4   Joseph Nye’s “Neorealism and Neoliberalism,”  World Politics  40(2): 235–51, has 
helped me frame this comparison. And for various interpretations of Realism, see John 
Vasquez,  The Power of Power Politics: A Critique  (New Brunswick: Rutgers University 
Press, 1983), Robert Keohane, “Realism, Neorealism and the Study of World Politics,” 
in Keohane, ed.,  Neorealism and Its Critics  (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1986), and John Mearsheimer,  The Tragedy of Great Power Politics  (New York: W.W. 
Norton, 2001).  

  5   Thomas Hobbes,  A Dialogue Between a Philosopher and a Student of the Common Laws 
of England , Cropsey, ed., (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971), p. 140.  

  6   Raymond Aron,  Peace and War ,  Chapter 1 , identifi es the centrality of diplomats and 
warriors for international politics, as a central feature of Realism. Transnational 
complexity, though under the label of “Complex Realism,” is well described by Joseph 
Nye and Robert Keohane in  Power and Interdependence  (Boston: Little, Brown, 1989). 
For an enlightening overview of the liberal tradition, see Michael Howard,  War and the 
Liberal Conscience  (London: Temple Smith, 1978). And for an analytic survey of 
current political science approaches to liberal international theory, see Mark Zacher and 
Richard Matthew, “Liberal International Theory,” in Charles Kegley, ed.,  Controversies 
in International Relations Theory  (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995), pp. 107–50, 
and Andrew Moravcsik, “Taking Preferences Seriously,”  International Organization  5, 
vol. 51, 1997: 513–53.  

  7   “Images” in the sense of Kenneth Waltz’s well-known categories from  Man, the State 
and War  (New York: Columbia University Press, 1959).  

  8   See Eric Easley,  The War over Perpetual Peace: An Exploration of the History of a 
Foundational International Relations Text  (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004) for a 
valuable survey of the debates over Kant’s text.  

  9   See Lee Sigelman, “ The American Political Science Review  citation classics,”  American 
Pol. Sci. Rev . 100(4), Nov. 2006, pp. 667–?.       



                 1 Kant, liberal legacies, and 
foreign affairs, part 1  *     

   I 
 What difference do liberal principles and institutions make to the conduct of 
the foreign affairs of liberal states? A thicket of confl icting judgments suggests 
that the legacies of liberalism have not been clearly appreciated. For many citi-
zens of liberal states, liberal principles and institutions have so fully absorbed 
domestic politics that their infl uence on foreign affairs tends to be either over-
looked altogether or, when perceived, exaggerated. Liberalism becomes either 
unself-consciously patriotic or inherently “peaceloving.” For many scholars and 
diplomats, the relations among independent states appear to differ so signifi cantly 
from domestic politics that infl uences of liberal principles and domestic liberal 
institutions are denied or denigrated. They judge that international relations are 
governed by perceptions of national security and the balance of power; liberal 
principles and institutions, when they do intrude, confuse and disrupt the pursuit 
of balance-of-power politics.  1   

 Although liberalism is misinterpreted from both these points of view, a crucial 
aspect of the liberal legacy is captured by each. Liberalism is a distinct ideology 
and set of institutions that has shaped the perceptions of and capacities for foreign 
relations of political societies that range from social welfare or social democratic 
to laissez faire. It defi nes much of the content of the liberal patriot’s nationalism. 
Liberalism does appear to disrupt the pursuit of balance-of-power politics. Thus 
its foreign relations cannot be adequately explained (or prescibed) by a sole reli-
ance on the balance of power. But liberalism is not inherently “peace-loving”; nor 
is it consistently restrained or peaceful in intent. Furthermore, liberal practice may 
reduce the probability that states will successfully exercise the consistent restraint 
and peaceful intentions that a world peace may well require in the nuclear age. Yet 
the peaceful intent and restraint that liberalism does manifest in limited aspects of 
its foreign affairs announces the possibility of a world peace this side of the grave 
or of world conquest. It has strengthened the prospects for a world peace estab-
lished by the steady expansion of a separate peace among liberal societies. 

 Putting together these apparently contradictory (but, in fact, compatible) pieces 
of the liberal legacy begins with a discussion of the range of liberal principle and 
practice. This article highlights the differences between liberal practice toward 
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other liberal societies and liberal practice toward nonliberal societies. It argues 
that liberalism has achieved extraordinary success in the fi rst and has contributed 
to exceptional confusion in the second. Appreciating these liberal legacies calls 
for another look at one of the greatest of liberal philosophers, Immanuel Kant, for 
he is a source of insight, policy, and hope.  

  II 
 Liberalism has been identifi ed with an essential principle – the importance of the 
freedom of the individual. Above all, this is a belief in the importance of moral 
freedom, of the right to be treated and a duty to treat others as ethical subjects, and 
not as objects or means only. This principle has generated rights and institutions. 

 A commitment to a threefold set of rights forms the foundation of liberalism. 
Liberalism calls for freedom from arbitrary authority, often called “negative 
freedom,” which includes freedom of conscience, a free press and free speech, 
equality under the law, and the right to hold, and therefore to exchange, property 
without fear of arbitrary seizure. Liberalism also calls for those rights necessary to 
protect and promote the capacity and opportunity for freedom, the “positive free-
doms.” Such social and economic rights as equality of opportunity in education 
and rights to health care and employment, necessary for effective self-expression 
and participation, are thus among liberal rights. A third liberal right, democratic 
participation or representation, is necessary to guarantee the other two. To ensure 
that morally autonomous individuals remain free in those areas of social action 
where public authority is needed, public legislation has to express the will of the 
citizens making laws for their own community. 

 These three sets of rights, taken together, seem to meet the challenge that Kant 
identifi ed:

  To organize a group of rational beings who demand general laws for their 
survival, but of whom each inclines toward exempting himself, and to estab-
lish their constitution in such a way that, in spite of the fact their private 
attitudes are opposed, these private attitudes mutually impede each other in 
such a manner that [their] public behavior is the same as if they did not have 
such evil attitudes.  2     

 But the dilemma within liberalism is how to reconcile the three sets of liberal 
rights. The right to private property, for example, can confl ict with equality of 
opportunity and both rights can be violated by democratic legislation. During the 
180 years since Kant wrote, the liberal tradition has evolved two high roads to 
individual freedom and social order; one is laissez-faire or “conservative” liber-
alism and the other is social welfare, or social democratic, or “liberal” liberalism. 
Both reconcile these confl icting rights (though in differing ways) by successfully 
organizing free individuals into a political order. 

 The political order of laissez-faire and social welfare liberals is marked by a 
shared commitment to four essential institutions. First, citizens possess juridical 
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equality and other fundamental civic rights such as freedom of religion and 
the press. Second, the effective sovereigns of the state are representative legisla-
tures deriving their authority from the consent of the electorate and exercising 
their authority free from all restraint apart from the requirement that basic civic 
rights be preserved.  3   Most pertinently for the impact of liberalism on foreign 
affairs, the state is subject to neither the external authority of other states nor to the 
internal authority of special prerogatives held, for example, by monarchs or mili-
tary castes over foreign policy. Third, the economy rests on a recognition of the 
rights of private property, including the ownership of means of production. 
Property is justifi ed by individual acquisition (for example, by labor) or by social 
agreement or social utility. This excludes state socialism or state capitalism, but 
it need not exclude market socialism or various forms of the mixed economy. 
Fourth, economic decisions are predominantly shaped by the forces of supply 
and demand, domestically and internationally, and are free from strict control by 
bureaucracies. 

 In order to protect the opportunity of the citizen to exercise freedom, laissez-
faire liberalism has leaned toward a highly constrained role for the state and a 
much wider role for private property and the market. In order to promote the 
opportunity of the citizen to exercise freedom, welfare liberalism has expanded 
the role of the state and constricted the role of the market.  4   Both, nevertheless, 
accept these four institutional requirements and contrast markedly with the colo-
nies, monarchical regimes, military dictatorships, and communist party dictator-
ships with which they have shared the political governance of the modern world. 

 The domestic successes of liberalism have never been more apparent. Never 
have so many people been included in, and accepted the domestic hegemony of, 
the liberal order; never have so many of the world’s leading states been liberal, 

   Table 1.1     Liberal regimes and the pacifi c union (by date “liberal”)  

Period Liberal regimes and the pacifi c union (by date “liberal”)a Total 
number

18th century Swiss Cantonsb  3
French Republic 1790–1795 
United Statesb 1776–

1800–1850 Swiss Confederation, United States  8
France 1830–1849
Belgium 1830–
Great Britain 1832–
Netherlands 1848–
Piedmont 1848–
Denmark 1849–

1850–1900 Switzerland, United States, Belgium, Great Britain, Netherlands 13
Piedmont –1861, Italy 1861–
Denmark –1866
Sweden 1864–

(Continued overleaf )
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Greece 1864–
Canada 1867–
France 1871–
Argentina 1880–
Chile 1891–

1900–1945 Switzerland, the United States, Great Britain, Sweden, Canada 29
Greece –1911, 1928–1936
Italy –1922
Belgium –1940
Netherlands –1940
Argentina –1943
France –1940
Chile –1924, 1932
Australia 1901–
Norway 1905–1940
New Zealand 1907–
Colombia 1910–1949
Denmark 1914–1940
Poland 1917–1935
Latvia 1922–1934
Germany 1918–1932
Austria 1918–1934
Estonia 1919–1934
Finland 1919–
Uruguay 1919–
Costa Rica 1919–
Czechoslovakia 1920–1939
Ireland 1920–
Mexico 1928–
Lebanon 1944–

1945c− Switzerland, the United States, Great Britain, Sweden, 
 Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Finland, Ireland, Mexico

49

Uruguay –1973
Chile –1973
Lebanon –1975
Costa Rica –1948, 1953–
Iceland 1944–
France 1945–
Denmark 1945–
Norway 1945–
Austria 1945–
Brazil 1945–1954, 1955–1964
Belgium 1946–
Luxemburg 1946–
Netherlands 1946–
Italy 1946–
Philippines 1946–1972
India 1947–1975, 1977–

Table 1.1 Continued

Period Liberal regimes and the pacifi c union (by date “liberal”)a Total 
number
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Sri Lanka 1948–1961, 1963–1977, 1978–
Ecuador 1948–1963, 1979–
Israel 1949–
West Germany 1949–
Peru 1950–1962, 1963–1968, 1980–
El Salvador 1950–1961
Turkey 1950–1960, 1966–1971
Japan 1951–
Bolivia 1956–1969
Colombia 1958–
Venezuela 1959–
Nigeria 1961–1964, 1979–
Jamaica 1962–
Trinidad 1962–
Senegal 1963–
Malaysia 1963–
South Korea 1963–1972
Botswana 1966–
Singapore 1965–
Greece 1975–
Portugal 1976–
Spain 1978–

 Dominican Republic 1978–  

    Sources:  Arthur Banks and W. Overstreet, eds.,  The Political Handbook of the World , 1980 (New 
York: McGraw-Hill, 1980); Foreign and Commonwealth Offi ce,  A Year Book of the Commonwealth 
1980  (London: HMSO, 1980);  Europa Yearbook, 1981  (London: Europa, 1981); W. L. Langer,  An 
Encyclopedia of World History  (Boston: Houghton-Miffl in, 1968); Department of State,  Country 
Reports on Human Rights Practices  (Washington, DC: Government Printing Offi ce, 1981); and 
 Freedom at Issue , no. 54 (Jan.–Feb. 1980).  

   Notes   
  a.  I have drawn up this approximate list of “liberal regimes” according to the four institutions 

described as essential: market and private property economies; polities that are externally sover-
eign; citizens who possess juridical rights; and “republican” (whether republican or monarchical), 
representative, government. This latter includes the requirement that the legislative branch have an 
effective role in public policy and be formally and competitively, either potentially or actually, 
elected. Furthermore, I have taken into account whether male suffrage is wide (that is, 30 percent) 
or open to “achievement” by inhabitants (for example, to poll-tax payers or householders) of the 
national or metropolitan territory. Female suffrage is granted within a generation of its being 
demanded; and representative government is internally sovereign (for example, including and espe-
cially over military and foreign affairs) as well as stable (in existence for at least three years).  

  b.  There are domestic variations within these liberal regimes. For example, Switzerland was liberal 
only in certain cantons; the United States was liberal only north of the Mason-Dixon line until 
1865, when it became liberal throughout. These lists also exclude ancient “republics,” since none 
appear to fi t Kant’s criteria. See Stephen Holmes, “Aristippus in and out of Athens,”  American 
Political Science Review  73, no. 1 (March 1979).  

  c. Selected list, excludes liberal regimes with populations less than one million.     

whether as republics or as constitutional monarchies. Indeed, the success of liber-
alism as an answer to the problem of masterless men in modern society is refl ected 
in the growth in the number of liberal regimes from the three that existed when 
Kant wrote to the more than forty that exist today. But we should not be compla-
cent about the domestic affairs of liberal states. Signifi cant practical problems 
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endure: among them are enhancing citizen participation in large democracies, 
distributing “positional goods” (for example, prestigious jobs), controlling 
bureaucracy, reducing unemployment, paying for a growing demand for social 
services, reducing infl ation, and achieving large-scale restructuring of industries 
in response to growing foreign competition.  5   Nonetheless, these domestic prob-
lems have been widely explored though they are by no means solved. Liberalism’s 
foreign record is more obscure and warrants more consideration. 

   III 
 In foreign affairs liberalism has shown, as it has in the domestic realm, serious 
weaknesses. But unlike liberalism’s domestic realm, its foreign affairs have expe-
rienced startling but less than fully appreciated successes. Together they shape an 
unrecognized dilemma, for both these successes and weaknesses in large part 
spring from the same cause: the international implications of liberal principles and 
institutions. 

 The basic postulate of liberal international theory holds that states have the 
right to be free from foreign intervention. Since morally autonomous citizens hold 
rights to liberty, the states that democratically represent them have the right to 
exercise political independence. Mutual respect for these rights then becomes the 
touchstone of international liberal theory.  6   When states respect each other’s rights, 
individuals are free to establish private international ties without state interfer-
ence. Profi table exchanges between merchants and educational exchanges among 
scholars then create a web of mutual advantages and commitments that bolsters 
sentiments of public respect. 

 These conventions of mutual respect have formed a cooperative foundation for 
relations among liberal democracies of a remarkably effective kind.  Even though 
liberal states have become involved in numerous wars with nonliberal states, 
constitutionally secure liberal states have yet to engage in war with one another .  7   
No one should argue that such wars are impossible; but preliminary evidence does 
appear to indicate that there exists a signifi cant predisposition against warfare 
between liberal states. Indeed, threats of war also have been regarded as illegiti-
mate. A liberal zone of peace, a pacifi c union, has been maintained and has 
expanded despite numerous particular confl icts of economic and strategic interest. 

 During the nineteenth century, the United States and Britain negotiated the 
northern frontier of the United States. During the American Civil War, the 
commercial linkages between the Lancashire cotton economy and the American 
South and the sentimental links between the British aristocracy and the Southern 
plantocracy (together with numerous disputes over the rights of British shipping 
against the Northern blockade) brought Great Britain and the Northern states to 
the brink of war, but they never passed over that brink. Despite an intense Anglo-
French colonial rivalry, crises such as Fashoda in 1898 were resolved without 
going to war. Despite their colonial rivalries, liberal France and Britain formed an 
entente before World War I against illiberal Germany (whose foreign relations 
were controlled by the Kaiser and the Army). During 1914–15 Italy, the liberal 
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   Table 1.2     International wars listed chronologically*  

British-Maharattan (1817–1818) Mahdist (1882–1885)
Greek (1821–1828) Sino-French (1884–1885)
Franco-Spanish (1823) Central American (1885)
First Anglo-Burmese (1823–1826) Serbo-Bulgarian (1885)
Javanese (1825–1830) Sino-Japanese (1894–1895)
Russo-Persian (1826–1828) Franco-Madagascan (1894–1895)
Russo-Turkish (1828–1829) Cuban (1895–1898)
First Polish (1831) Italo-Ethiopian (1895–1896)
First Syrian (1831–1832) First Philippine (1896–1898)
Texan (1835–1836) Greco-Turkish (1897)
First British-Afghan (1838–1842) Spanish-American (1898)
Second Syrian (1839–1840) Second Philippine (1899–1902)
Franco-Algerian (1839–1847) Boer (1899–1902)
Peruvian-Bolivian (1841) Boxer Rebellion (1900)
First British-Sikh (1845–1846) Ilinden (1903)
Mexican-American (1846–1848) Russo-Japanese (1904–1905)
Austro-Sardinian (1848–1849) Central American (1906)
First Schleswig-Holstein (1848–1849) Central American (1907)
Hungarian (1848–1849) Spanish-Moroccan (1909–1910)
Second British-Sikh (1848–1849) Italo-Turkish (1911–1912)
Roman Republic (1849) First Balkan (1912–1913)
La Plata (1851–1852) Second Balkan (1913)
First Turco-Montenegran (1852–1853) World War I (1914–1918)
Crimean (1853–1856) Russian Nationalities (1917–1921)
Anglo-Persian (1856–1857) Russo-Polish (1919–1920)
Sepoy (1857–1859) Hungarian-Allies (1919)
Second Turco-Montenegran (1858–1859) Greco-Turkish (1919–1922)
Italian Unifi cation (1859) Riffi an (1921–1926)
Spanish-Moroccan (1859–1860) Druze (1925–1927)
Italo-Roman (1860) Sino-Soviet (1929)
Italo-Sicilian (1860–1861) Manchurian (1931–1933)
Franco-Mexican (1862–1867) Chaco (1932–1935)
Ecuadorian-Colombian (1863) Italo-Ethiopian (1935–1936)
Second Polish (1863–1864) Sino-Japanese (1937–1941)
Spanish-Santo Dominican (1863–1865) Changkufeng (1938)
Second Schleswig-Holstein (1864) Nomohan (1939)
Lopez (1864–1870) World War II (1939–1945)
Spanish-Chilean (1865–1866) Russo-Finnish (1939–1940)
Seven Weeks (1866) Franco-Thai (1940–1941)
Ten Years (1868–1878) Indonesian (1945–1946)
Franco-Prussian (1870–1871) Indochinese (1945–1954)
Dutch-Achinese (1873–1878) Madagascan (1947–1948)
Balkan (1875–1877) First Kashmir (1947–1949)
Russo-Turkish (1877–1878) Palestine (1948–1949)
Bosnian (1878) Hyderabad (1948)
Second British-Afghan (1878–1880) Korean (1950–1953)
Pacifi c (1879–1880) Algerian (1954–1962)
British-Zulu (1879) Russo-Hungarian (1956)
Franco-Indochinese (1882–1884) Sinai (1956)

(Continued overleaf )
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member of the Triple Alliance with illiberal Germany and Austria, chose not to 
fulfi ll its obligations under the Triple Alliance to either support its allies or remain 
neutral. Instead, Italy, a liberal regime, joined the alliance with France and Britain 
that would prevent it from having to fi ght other liberal states, and declared war on 
Austria and Germany, its former allies. And despite generations of Anglo-
American tension and British restrictions on American trade, the United States 
leaned toward Britain and France from 1914 to 1917. Nowhere was this special 
peace among liberal states more clearly proclaimed than in President Woodrow 
Wilson’s “War Message” of 2 April 1917: “Our object now, as then, is to vindi-
cate the principles of peace and justice in the life of the world as against selfi sh 
and autocratic power and to set up amongst the really free and self-governed 
peoples of the world such a concert of purpose and of action as will henceforth 
ensure the observance of those principles.”  8   

 Statistically, war between any two states (in any single year or other short period 
of time) is a low probability event. War between any two adjacent states, consid-
ered over a long period of time, may be somewhat more probable. The apparent 
absence of war among the more clearly liberal states, whether adjacent or not, for 
almost two hundred years thus has some signifi cance. Politically more signifi cant, 
perhaps, is that, when states are forced to decide, by the pressure of an impinging 

Tibetan (1956–1959) Turco-Cypriot (1974)
Sino-Indian (1962) Ethiopian-Eritrean (1974–)
Vietnamese (1965–1975) Vietnamese-Cambodian (1975–)
Second Kashmir (1965) Timor (1975–)
Six Day (1967) Saharan (1975–)
Israeli-Egyptian (1969–1970) Ogaden (1976–)
Football (1969) Ugandan-Tanzanian (1978–1979)
Bangladesh (1971) Sino-Vietnamese (1979)
Philippine-MNLF (1972–) Russo-Afghan (1979–)
Yom Kippur (1973) Irani-Iraqi (1980–)

   * The table is reprinted by permission from Melvin Small and J. David Singer from  Resort to Arms  
(Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1982), pp. 79–80. This is a partial list of international wars 
fought between 1816 and 1980. In Appendices A and B of  Resort to Arms , Small and Singer identify 
a total of 575 wars in this period; but approximately 159 of them appear to be largely domestic, or 
civil wars.  
   This defi nition of war excludes covert interventions, some of which have been directed by liberal 
regimes against other liberal regimes. One example is the United States’ effort to destabilize the 
Chilean election and Allende’s government. Nonetheless, it is signifi cant (as will be apparent below) 
that such interventions are not pursued publicly as acknowledged policy. The covert destabilization 
campaign against Chile is recounted in U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee to Study Governmental 
Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activities,  Covert Action in Chile, 1963–73 , 94th Congress, 
1st Session (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Offi ce, 1975).  
   The argument of this article (and this list) also excludes civil wars. Civil wars differ from interna-
tional wars not in the ferocity of combat but in the issues that engender them. Two nations that could 
abide one another as independent neighbors separated by a border might well be the fi ercest of enemies 
if forced to live together in one state, jointly deciding how to raise and spend taxes, choose leaders, and 
legislate fundamental questions of value. Notwithstanding these differences, no civil wars that I recall 
upset the argument of liberal pacifi cation.    

Table 1.2 Continued
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world war, on which side of a world contest they will fi ght, liberal states wind up 
all on the same side, despite the real complexity of the historical, economic and 
political factors that affect their foreign policies. And historically, we should recall 
that medieval and early modern Europe were the warring cockpits of states, wherein 
France and England and the Low Countries engaged in near constant strife. Then 
in the late eighteenth century there began to emerge liberal regimes. At fi rst 
hesitant and confused, and later clear and confi dent as liberal regimes gained 
deeper domestic foundations and longer international experience, a pacifi c union of 
these liberal states became established. 

 The Realist model of international relations, which provides a plausible expla-
nation of the general insecurity of states, offers little guidance in explaining the 
pacifi cation of the liberal world. Realism, in its classical formulation, holds that 
the state is and should be formally sovereign, effectively unbounded by individual 
rights nationally and thus capable of determining its own scope of authority. (This 
determination can be made democratically, oligarchically, or autocratically.) 
Internationally, the sovereign state exists in an anarchical society in which it is 
radically independent; neither bounded nor protected by international “law” or 
treaties or duties, and hence, insecure. Hobbes, one of the seventeenth century 
founders of the Realist approach drew the international implications of Realism 
when he argued that the existence of international anarchy, the very independence 
of states, best accounts for the competition, the fear, and the temptation toward 
preventive war that characterize international relations. Politics among nations is 
not a continuous combat, but it is in this view a “state of war . . . a tract of time, 
wherein the will to contend by battle is suffi ciently known.”  9   

 In international relations theory, three “games” explain the fear that Hobbes 
saw as a root of confl ict in the state of war. First, even when states share an interest 
in a common good that could be attained by cooperation, the absence of a source 
of global law and order means that no one state can count upon the cooperative 
behavior of the others. Each state therefore has a rational incentive to defect 
from the cooperative enterprise even if only to pursue a good whose value is less 
than the share that would have been obtained from the successful accomplishment 
of the cooperative enterprise (this is Rousseau’s “stag dilemma”). Second, even 
though each state knows that security is relative to the armaments level of poten-
tial adversaries and even though each state seeks to minimize its arms expendi-
ture, it also knows that, having no global guarantee of security, being caught 
unarmed by a surprise attack is worse than bearing the costs of armament. Each 
therefore arms; all are worse off (this is the “security dilemma,” a variant of the 
“prisoner’s dilemma”). Third, heavily armed states rely upon their prestige, their 
credibility, to deter states from testing the true quality of their arms in battle, and 
credibility is measured by a record of successes. Once a posture of confrontation 
is assumed, backing down, although rational for both together, is not rational (fi rst 
best) for either individually if there is some chance that the other will back down 
fi rst (the game of “chicken”).  10   

 Specifi c wars therefore arise from fear as a state seeking to avoid a surprise 
attack decides to attack fi rst; from competitive emulation as states lacking an 
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imposed international hierarchy of prestige struggle to establish their place; and 
from straightforward confl icts of interest that escalate into war because there is no 
global sovereign to prevent states from adopting that ultimate form of confl ict 
resolution. Herein lie Thucydides’s trinity of “security, honor, and self-interest” 
and Hobbes’s “diffi dence,” “glory,” and “competition” that drive states to confl ict 
in the international state of war.  11   

 Finding that all states, including liberal states, do engage in war, the Realist 
concludes that the effects of differing domestic regimes (whether liberal or not) 
are overridden by the international anarchy under which all states live.  12   Thus 
Hobbes does not bother to distinguish between “some council or one man” when 
he discusses the sovereign. Differing domestic regimes do affect the quantity of 
resources available to the state as Rousseau (an eighteenth-century Realist) shows 
in his discussion of Poland, and Morgenthau (a twentieth-century Realist) demon-
strates in his discussion of morale.  13   But the ends that shape the international state 
of war are decreed for the Realist by the anarchy of the international order and the 
fundamental quest for power that directs the policy of all States, irrespective of 
differences in their domestic regimes. As Rousseau argued, international peace 
therefore depends on the abolition of international relations either by the achieve-
ment of a world state or by a radical isolationism (Corsica). Realists judge neither 
to be possible. 

 First, at the level of the strategic decisionmaker, Realists argue that a liberal 
peace could be merely the outcome of prudent diplomacy. Some, including 
Hobbes, have argued that sovereigns have a natural duty not to act against “the 
reasons of peace.”  14   Individuals established (that is, should establish) a sovereign 
to escape from the brutalities of the state of nature, the war of all against all, that 
follows from competition for scarce goods, scrambles for prestige, and fear of 
another’s attack when there is no sovereign to provide for lawful acquisition or 
regularized social conduct or personal security. “Dominions were constituted for 
peace’s sake, and peace was sought for safety’s sake”; the natural duty of the 
sovereign is therefore the safety of the people. Yet prudent policy cannot be an 
enforceable right of citizens because Hobbesian sovereigns, who remain in the 
state of nature with respect to their subjects and other sovereigns, cannot them-
selves be subjects. 

 Nevertheless, the interstate condition is not necessarily the original brutality 
only now transposed to the frontiers. The sovereign is personally more secure than 
any individual in the original state of nature and soldiers too are by nature timo-
rous. Unlike individuals, states are not equal; some live more expansively by 
predominance, others must live only by sufferance. Yet a policy of safety is not a 
guarantee of peace. The international condition for Hobbes remains a state of war. 
Safety enjoins a prudent policy of forewarning (spying) and of forearming oneself 
to increase security against other sovereigns who, lacking any assurance that you 
are not taking these measures, also take them. Safety also requires (morally) 
taking actions “whatsoever shall seem to conduce to the lessening of the power of 
foreigners whom they [the sovereign] suspect, whether by slight or force.”  15   If 
preventive wars are prudent, the Realists’ prudence obviously cannot account for 
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more than a century and a half of peace among independent liberal states, many of 
which have crowded one another in the center of Europe. 

 Recent additions to game theory specify some of the circumstances under 
which prudence could lead to peace. Experience; geography; expectations of 
cooperation and belief patterns; and the differing payoffs to cooperation (peace) 
or confl ict associated with various types of military technology all appear to infl u-
ence the calculus.  16   But when it comes to acquiring the techniques of peaceable 
interaction, nations appear to be slow, or at least erratic, learners. The balance of 
power (more below) is regarded as a primary lesson in the Realist primer, but 
centuries of experience did not prevent either France (Louis XIV, Napoleon I) or 
Germany (Wilhelm II, Hitler) from attempting to conquer Europe, twice each. Yet 
some, very new, black African states appear to have achieved a twenty-year-old 
system of impressively effective standards of mutual toleration. These standards 
are not completely effective (as in Tanzania’s invasion of Uganda); but they have 
confounded expectations of a scramble to redivide Africa.  17   Geography – “insular 
security” and “continental insecurity” – may affect foreign policy attitudes; but it 
does not appear to determine behavior, as the bellicose records of England and 
Japan suggest. Beliefs, expectations, and attitudes of leaders and masses should 
infl uence strategic behavior. A survey of attitudinal predispositions of the 
American public indicate that a peaceable inclination would be enhanced by 
having at the strategic helm a forty-fi ve-year-old, black, female, pediatrician of 
Protestant or Jewish faith, resident in Bethesda, Maryland.  18   Nevertheless, it 
would be diffi cult to determine if liberal leaders have had more peaceable atti-
tudes than leaders who lead nonliberal states. But even if one did make that 
discovery, he also would have to account for why these peaceable attitudes only 
appear to be effective in relations with other liberals (since wars with nonliberals 
have not been uniformly defensive). 

 More substantial contributions have been made in the logic of game theory 
decision under differing military technologies. These technologies can alter the 
payoffs of the “security dilemma”: making the costs of noncooperation high, 
reducing the costs of being unprepared or surprised, reducing the benefi ts of 
surprise attack, or increasing the gains from cooperation. In particular, Jervis 
recently has examined the differing effects of situations in which the offense or 
the defense has the advantage and in which offensive weapons are or are not 
distinguishable from defensive weapons. When the offense has the advantage and 
weapons are indistinguishable, the level of insecurity is high, incentives for 
preemptive attack correspondingly are strong. When offensive weapons do not 
have an advantage and offensive weapons are distinguishable the incentives for 
preemptive attack are low, as are the incentives for arms races. Capable of signal-
ling with clarity a nonaggressive intent and of guaranteeing that other states pose 
no immediate strategic threat, statesmen should be able to adopt peaceable poli-
cies and negotiate disputes. But, this cannot be the explanation for the liberal 
peace. Military technologies changed from offensive to defensive and from distin-
guishable to nondistinguishable, yet the pacifi c union persisted and persisted only 
among liberal states. Moreover, even the “clearest” technical messages appear 
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subject to garbling. The pre-1914 period, which objectively represented a triumph 
of the distinguishable defense (machine guns, barbed wire, trench warfare) over 
the offensive, subjectively, as Jervis notes, was a period which appeared to mili-
tary leaders to place exceptional premiums on the offensive and thus on preemp-
tive war.  19   

 Second, at the level of social determinants, some might argue that relations 
among any group of states with similar social structures or with compatible values 
would be peaceful.  20   But again, the evidence for feudal societies, communist soci-
eties, fascist societies, or socialist societies does not support this conclusion. 
Feudal warfare was frequent and very much a sport of the monarchs and nobility. 
There have not been enough truly totalitarian, fascist powers (nor have they lasted 
long enough) to test fairly their pacifi c compatibility; but fascist powers in the 
wider sense of nationalist, capitalist, military dictatorships fought each other in 
the 1930s. Communist powers have engaged in wars more recently in East Asia. 
And we have not had enough socialist societies to consider the relevance of 
socialist pacifi cation. The more abstract category of pluralism does not suffi ce. 
Certainly Germany was pluralist when it engaged in war with liberal states in 
1914; Japan as well in 1941. But they were not liberal. 

 And third, at the level of interstate relations, neither specifi c regional attributes 
nor historic alliances or friendships can account for the wide reach of the liberal 
peace. The peace extends as far as, and no further than, the relations among 
liberal states, not including nonliberal states in an otherwise liberal region (such 
as the north Atlantic in the 1930s) nor excluding liberal states in a nonliberal 
region (such as Central America or Africa). 

 At this level, Raymond Aron has identifi ed three types of interstate peace: 
empire, hegemony, and equilibrium.  21   An empire generally succeeds in creating 
an internal peace, but this is not an explanation of peace among independent 
liberal states. Hegemony can create peace by over-awing potential rivals. Although 
far from perfect and certainly precarious, United States hegemony, as Aron notes, 
might account for the interstate peace in South America in the postwar period 
during the height of the Cold War confl ict. However, the liberal peace cannot be 
attributed merely to effective international policing by a predominant hegemon – 
Britain in the nineteenth century, the United States in the postwar period. Even 
though a hegemon might well have an interest in enforcing a peace for the sake of 
commerce or investments or as a means of enhancing its prestige or security; 
hegemons such as seventeenth-century France were not peace-enforcing police, 
and the liberal peace persisted in the interwar period when international society 
lacked a predominant hegemonic power. Moreover, this explanation overesti-
mates hegemonic control in both periods. Neither England nor the United States 
was able to prevent direct challenges to its interests (colonial competition in the 
nineteenth century, Middle East diplomacy and confl icts over trading with the 
enemy in the postwar period). Where then was the capacity to prevent all armed 
confl icts between liberal regimes, many of which were remote and others strategi-
cally or economically insignifi cant? Liberal hegemony and leadership are impor-
tant (see Section V below), but they are not suffi cient to explain a liberal peace. 
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 Peace through equilibrium (the multipolar classical balance of power or the 
bipolar “Cold War”) also draws upon prudential sources of peace. An awareness 
of the likelihood that aggressive attempts at hegemony will generate international 
opposition should, it is argued, deter these aggressive wars. But bipolar stability 
discourages polar or superpower wars, not proxy or small power wars. And multi-
polar balancing of power also encourages warfare to seize, for example, territory 
for strategic depth against a rival expanding its power from internal growth.  22   
Neither readily accounts for general peace or for the liberal peace. 

 Finally, some Realists might suggest that the liberal peace simply refl ects the 
absence of deep confl icts of interest among liberal states. Wars occur outside the 
liberal zone because confl icts of interest are deeper there. But this argument does 
nothing more than raise the question of why liberal states have fewer or less 
fundamental confl icts of interest with other liberal states than liberal states have 
with nonliberal, or nonliberal states have with other nonliberals. We must there-
fore examine the workings of liberalism among its own kind – a special pacifi ca-
tion of the “state of war” resting on liberalism and nothing either more specifi c or 
more general.  

  IV 
 Most liberal theorists have offered inadequate guidance in understanding the 
exceptional nature of liberal pacifi cation. Some have argued that democratic states 
would be inherently peaceful simply and solely because in these states citizens rule 
the polity and bear the costs of wars. Unlike monarchs, citizens are not able to 
indulge their aggressive passions and have the consequences suffered by someone 
else. Other liberals have argued that laissez-faire capitalism contains an inherent 
tendency toward rationalism, and that, since war is irrational, liberal capitalisms 
will be pacifi stic. Others still, such as Montesquieu, claim that “commerce is the 
cure for the most destructive prejudices,” and “Peace is the natural effect of trade.”  23   
While these developments can help account for the liberal peace, they do not 
explain the fact that liberal states are peaceful only in relations with other liberal 
states. France and England fought expansionist, colonial wars throughout the nine-
teenth century (in the 1830s and 1840s against Algeria and China); the United 
States fought a similar war with Mexico in 1848 and intervened again in 1914 
under President Wilson. Liberal states are as aggressive and war prone as any other 
form of government or society in their relations with nonliberal states. 

 Immanuel Kant offers the best guidance. “Perpetual Peace,” written in 1795, 
predicts the ever-widening pacifi cation of the liberal pacifi c union, explains that 
pacifi cation, and at the same time suggests why liberal states are not pacifi c in 
their relations with nonliberal states. Kant argues that Perpetual Peace will be 
guaranteed by the ever-widening acceptance of three “defi nitive articles” of peace. 
When all nations have accepted the defi nitive articles in a metaphorical “treaty” of 
perpetual peace he asks them to sign, perpetual peace will have been established. 

 The First Defi nitive Article holds that the civil constitution of the state must be 
republican. By republican, Kant means a political society that has solved the 
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problem of combining moral autonomy, individualism, and social order. A basi-
cally private property and market-oriented economy partially addressed that 
dilemma in the private sphere. The public, or political, sphere was more troubling. 
His answer was a republic that preserved juridical freedom – the legal equality of 
citizens as subjects – on the basis of a representative government with a separation 
of powers. Juridical freedom is preserved because the morally autonomous indi-
vidual is by means of representation a self-legislator making laws that apply to all 
citizens equally including himself. And tyranny is avoided because the individual 
is subject to laws he does not also administer.  24   

 Liberal republics will progressively establish peace among themselves by means 
of the “pacifi c union” described in the Second Defi nitive Article of the Eternal 
Peace. The pacifi c union is limited to “a treaty of the nations among themselves” 
which “maintains itself, prevents wars, and steadily expands.” The world will not 
have achieved the “perpetual peace” that provides the ultimate guarantor of repub-
lican freedom until “very late and after many unsuccessful attempts.” Then right 
conceptions of the appropriate constitution, great and sad experience, and good will 
will have taught all the nations the lessons of peace. Not until then will individuals 
enjoy perfect republican rights or the full guarantee of a global and just peace. But 
in the meantime, the “pacifi c union” of liberal republics “ steadily expands  [my 
emphasis]” bringing within it more and more republics (despite republican collapses, 
backsliding, and war disasters) and creating an ever-expanding separate peace.  25   
The pacifi c union is neither a single peace treaty ending one war nor a world state or 
state of nations. The fi rst is insuffi cient; the second and third are impossible or 
potentially tyrannical. Kant develops no organizational embodiment of this treaty, 
and presumably he does not fi nd institutionalization necessary. He appears to have 
in mind a mutual nonaggression pact, perhaps a collective security agreement, and 
the cosmopolitan law set forth in the Third Defi nitive Article.  26   

 The Third Defi nitive Article of the Eternal Peace establishes a cosmopolitan 
law to operate in conjunction with the pacifi c union. The cosmopolitan law “shall 
be limited to conditions of universal hospitality.” In this he calls for the recogni-
tion of the “right of a foreigner not to be treated with hostility when he arrives 
upon the soil of another [country],” which “does not extend further than to the 
conditions which enable them [the foreigners] to attempt the developing of inter-
course [commerce] with the old inhabitants.” Hospitality does not require 
extending either the right to citizenship to foreigners or the right to settlement, 
unless the foreign visitors would perish if they were expelled. Foreign conquest 
and plunder also fi nd no justifi cation under this right. Hospitality does appear to 
include the right of access and the obligation of maintaining the opportunity for 
citizens to exchange goods and ideas, without imposing the obligation to trade (a 
voluntary act in all cases under liberal constitutions).  27   

 Kant then explains each of the three defi nitive articles for a liberal peace. In 
doing so he develops both an account of why liberal states do maintain peace 
among themselves and of how it will (by implication, has) come about that the 
pacifi c union will expand. His central claim is that a natural evolution will produce 
“a harmony from the very disharmony of men against their will.”  28   
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 The fi rst source derives from a political evolution, from a  constitutional law . 
Nature (providence) has seen to it that human beings can live in all the regions 
where they have been driven to settle by wars. (Kant, who once taught geography, 
reports on the Lapps, the Samoyeds, the Pescheras.) “Asocial sociability” draws 
men together to fulfi ll needs for security and material welfare as it drives them 
into confl icts over the distribution and control of social products. This violent 
natural evolution tends toward the liberal peace because “asocial sociability” 
inevitably leads toward republican governments and republican governments are 
a source of the liberal peace. 

 Republican representation and separation of powers are produced because they 
are the means by which the state is “organized well” to prepare for and meet 
foreign threats (by unity) and to tame the ambitions of selfi sh and aggressive indi-
viduals (by authority derived from representation, by general laws, and by nondes-
potic administration). States which are not organized in this fashion fail. Monarchs 
thus cede rights of representation to their subjects in order to strengthen their 
political support or to obtain tax revenue. This argument provides a plausible, 
logical connection between confl ict, internal and external, and republicanism; and 
it highlights interesting associations between the rising incidence of international 
war and the increasing number of republics. 

 Nevertheless, constant preparation for war can enhance the role of military 
institutions in a society to the point that they become the society’s rulers. Civil 
confl ict can lead to praetorian coups. Conversely, an environment of security can 
provide a political climate for weakening the state by constitutional restraints.  29   
Signifi cantly, the most war-affected states have not been liberal republics.  30   More 
importantly, the argument is so indistinct as to serve only as a very general hypoth-
esis that mobilizing self-interested individuals into the political life of states in an 
insecure world will eventually engender pressures for republican participation. 
Kant needs no more than this to suggest that republicanism and a liberal peace are 
possible (and thus a moral obligation). If it is possible, then sometime over the 
course of history it may be inevitable. But attempting to make its date of achieve-
ment predictable – projecting a steady trend – he suggests, may be asking too 
much. He anticipates backsliding and destructive wars, though these will serve to 
educate the nations to the importance of peace.  31   

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

  If the consent of the citizens is required in order to decide that war should be 
declared (and in this constitution it cannot but be the case), nothing is more 
natural than that they would be very cautious in commencing such a poor 
game, decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war. Among the latter 
would be: having to fi ght, having to pay the costs of war from their own 
resources, having painfully to repair the devastation war leaves behind, and, 
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to fi ll up the measure of evils, load themselves with a heavy national debt that 
would embitter peace itself and that can never be liquidated on account of 
constant wars in the future. But, on the other hand, in a constitution which is 
not republican, and under which the subjects are not citizens, a declaration of 
war is the easiest thing in the world to decide upon, because war does not 
require of the ruler, who is the proprietor and not a member of the state, the 
least sacrifi ce of the pleasure of his table, the chase, his country houses, his 
court functions, and the like. He may, therefore, resolve on war as on a plea-
sure party for the most trivial reasons, and with perfect indifference leave the 
justifi cation which decency requires to the diplomatic corps who are ever 
ready to provide it.  32     

 One could add to Kant’s list another source of pacifi cation specifi c to liberal 
constitutions. The regular rotation of offi ce in liberal democratic polities is a 
nontrivial device that helps ensure that personal animosities among heads of 
government provide no lasting, escalating source of tension. 

 These domestic republican restraints do not end war. If they did, liberal states 
would not be warlike, which is far from the case. They do introduce Kant’s 
“caution” in place of monarchical caprice. Liberal wars are only fought for 
popular, liberal purposes. To see how this removes the occasion of wars among 
liberal states and not wars between liberal and nonliberal states, we need to shift 
our attention from constitutional law to international law, Kant’s second source. 

 Complementing the constitutional guarantee of caution,  international law  adds 
a second source – a guarantee of respect. The separation of nations that asocial 
sociability encourages is reinforced by the development of separate languages and 
religions. These further guarantee a world of separate states – an essential condi-
tion needed to avoid a “global, soul-less despotism.” Yet, at the same time, they 
also morally integrate liberal states “as culture progresses and men gradually 
come closer together toward a greater agreement on principles for peace and 
understanding.”  33   As republics emerge (the fi rst source) and as culture progresses, 
an understanding of the legitimate rights of all citizens and of all republics comes 
into play; and this, now that caution characterizes policy, sets up the moral foun-
dations for the liberal peace. Correspondingly, international law highlights the 
importance of Kantian publicity. Domestically, publicity helps ensure that the 
offi cials of republics act according to the principles they profess to hold just and 
according to the interests of the electors they claim to represent. Internationally, 
free speech and the effective communication of accurate conceptions of the polit-
ical life of foreign peoples is essential to establish and preserve the understanding 
on which the guarantee of respect depends. In short, domestically just republics, 
which rest on consent, presume foreign republics to be also consensual, just, and 
therefore deserving of accommodation. The experience of cooperation helps 
engender further cooperative behavior when the consequences of state policy are 
unclear but (potentially) mutually benefi cial.  34   

 Lastly,  cosmopolitan law , adds material incentives to moral commitments. The 
cosmopolitan right to hospitality permits the “spirit of commerce” sooner or later 
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to take hold of every nation, thus impelling states to promote peace and to try to 
avert war. 

 Liberal economic theory holds that these cosmopolitan ties derive from a coop-
erative international division of labor and free trade according to comparative 
advantage. Each economy is said to be better off than it would have been under 
autarky; each thus acquires an incentive to avoid policies that would lead the other 
to break these economic ties. Since keeping open markets rests upon the assump-
tion that the next set of transactions will also be determined by prices rather than 
coercion, a sense of mutual security is vital to avoid security-motivated searches 
for economic autarky. Thus avoiding a challenge to another liberal state’s security 
or even enhancing each other’s security by means of alliance naturally follows 
economic interdependence. 

 A further cosmopolitan source of liberal peace is that the international market 
removes diffi cult decisions of production and distribution from the direct sphere 
of state policy. A foreign state thus does not appear directly responsible for these 
outcomes; states can stand aside from, and to some degree above, these conten-
tious market rivalries and be ready to step in to resolve crises. Furthermore, the 
interdependence of commerce and the connections of state offi cials help create 
crosscutting transnational ties that serve as lobbies for mutual accommodation. 
According to modern liberal scholars, international fi nanciers and transnational, 
bureaucratic, and domestic organizations create interests in favour of accommo-
dation and have ensured by their variety that no single confl ict sours an entire 
relationship.  35   

 No one of these constitutional, international or cosmopolitan sources is alone 
suffi cient, but together (and only where together) they plausibly connect the char-
acteristics of liberal polities and economies with sustained liberal peace. Liberal 
states have not escaped from the Realists’ “security dilemma,” the insecurity 
caused by anarchy in the world political system considered as a whole. But the 
effects of international anarchy have been tamed in the relations among states of 
a similarly liberal character. Alliances of purely mutual strategic interest among 
liberal and nonliberal states have been broken, economic ties between liberal and 
nonliberal states have proven fragile, but the political bond of liberal rights and 
interests have proven a remarkably fi rm foundation for mutual non-aggression. A 
separate peace exists among liberal states.  

  V 
 Where liberal internationalism among liberal states has been defi cient is in 
preserving its basic preconditions under changing international circumstances, 
and particularly in supporting the liberal character of its constituent states. It has 
failed on occasion, as it did in regard to Germany in the 1920s, to provide interna-
tional economic support for liberal regimes whose market foundations were in 
crisis. It failed in the 1930s to provide military aid or political mediation to Spain, 
which was challenged by an armed minority, or to Czechoslovakia, which was 
caught in a dilemma of preserving national security or acknowledging the claims 
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(fostered by Hitler’s Germany) of the Sudeten minority to self-determination. 
Far-sighted and constitutive measures have only been provided by the liberal 
international order when one liberal state stood preeminent among the rest, 
prepared and able to take measures, as did the United States following World War 
II, to sustain economically and politically the foundations of liberal society 
beyond its borders. Then measures such as the British Loan, the Marshall Plan, 
 NATO ,  GATT , the  IMF , and the liberalization of Germany and Japan helped 
construct buttresses for the international liberal order.  36   

 Thus, the decline of U.S. hegemonic leadership may pose dangers for the liberal 
world. This danger is not that today’s liberal states will permit their economic 
competition to spiral into war, but that the societies of the liberal world will no 
longer be able to provide the mutual assistance they might require to sustain 
liberal domestic orders in the face of mounting economic crises. 

 These dangers come from two directions: military and economic. Their combi-
nation is particularly threatening. One is the continuing asymmetry of defense, 
with the United States (in relation to its  GNP ) bearing an undue portion of the 
common burden. Yet independent and more substantial European and Japanese 
defense establishments pose problems for liberal cooperation. Military depen-
dence on the United States has been one of the additional bonds helpful in trans-
forming a liberal peace into a liberal alliance. Removing it, without creating a 
multilaterally directed and funded organization among the liberal industrial 
democracies, threatens to loosen an important bond. Economic instabilities could 
make this absence of a multilateral security bond particularly dangerous by esca-
lating differences into hostility. If domestic economic collapses on the pattern of 
the global propagation of depressions in the 1930s were to reoccur, the domestic 
political foundations of liberalism could fall. Or, if international economic rivalry 
were to continue to increase, then consequent attempts to weaken economic inter-
dependence (establishing closed trade and currency blocs) would break an impor-
tant source of liberal accommodation.  37   These dangers would become more 
signifi cant if independent and substantial military forces were established. If 
liberal assumptions of the need to cooperate and to accommodate disappear, coun-
tries might fall prey to a corrosive rivalry that destroys the pacifi c union. 

 Yet liberals may have escaped from the single, greatest, traditional danger of 
international change – the transition between hegemonic leaders. When one great 
power begins to lose its preeminence and to slip into mere equality, a warlike 
resolution of the international pecking order becomes exceptionally likely. New 
power challenges old prestige, excessive commitments face new demands; so 
Sparta felt compelled to attack Athens, France warred with Spain, England and 
Holland fought with France (and with each other), and Germany and England 
struggled for the mastery of Europe in World War I. But here liberals may again 
be an exception, for despite the fact that the United States constituted Britain’s 
greatest challenger along all the dimensions most central to the British maritime 
hegemony, Britain and the United States accommodated their differences.  38   After 
the defeat of Germany, Britain eventually, though not without regret, accepted its 
replacement by the United States as the commercial and maritime hegemon of the 
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liberal world. The promise of a peaceable transition thus may be one of the factors 
helping to moderate economic and political rivalries among Europe, Japan, and 
the United States. 

 Consequently, the quarrels with liberal allies that bedeviled the Carter and 
Reagan Administrations should not be attributed solely to the personal weak-
nesses of the two presidents or their secretaries of state. Neither should they be 
attributed to simple failures of administrative coordination or to the idiosyncracies 
of American allies. These are the normal workings of a liberal alliance of indepen-
dent republics. There is no indication that they involve a dissolution of the pacifi c 
union; but there is every indication that, following the decline in American 
preponderance, liberal states will be able to do little to reestablish the union should 
the international economic interdependence that binds them dissolve and should 
the domestic, liberal foundations of its central members collapse. But should these 
republican foundations and commercial sources of interdependence remain fi rm, 
then the promise of liberal legacies among liberal regimes is a continuing peace, 
even when the leadership of the liberal world changes hands. 

 When in  The Snows of Kilimanjaro , Julian (F. Scott Fitzgerald) tells his friend 
(Hemingway), “The very rich are different from you and me,” his friend replies, 
“Yes, they have more money.” But the liberals are fundamentally different. It is 
not just, as the Realists might argue, that they have more or less resources, better 
or worse morale. Their constitutional structure makes them – realistically – 
different. They have established peace among themselves. But the very features 
which make their relations to fellow liberals differ from the state of war that all 
other states inhabit also make their relations with nonliberals differ from the 
prudent, strategic calculation that Realists hope will inform the foreign policies of 
states in an insecure world. These failings are the subject of the second part of this 
article.   

   Notes 
    *   This is the fi rst half of a two-part article. The article has benefi ted from the extensive 
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   VI 
 Even though liberalism has achieved striking success in creating a zone of peace 
and, with leadership, a zone of cooperation among states similarly liberal in char-
acter, liberalism has been equally striking as a failure in guiding foreign policy 
outside the liberal world. In these foreign relations, liberalism leads to three 
confusing failings: the fi rst two are what Hume called “imprudent vehemence” 
and, conversely, a “careless and supine complaisance”  1   the third is the political 
uncertainty that is introduced by the moral ambiguity of the liberal principles 
which govern the international distribution of property. 

 Imprudent vehemence is the most familiar failing. In relations with powerful 
states of a nonliberal character, liberal policy has been characterized by repeated 
failures of diplomacy. It has often raised confl icts of interest into crusades; it has 
delayed in taking full advantage of rivalries within nonliberal alliances; it has 
failed to negotiate stable mutual accommodations of interest. In relations with 
weak states of a nonliberal character, liberal policy has succumbed to imperial 
interventions that it has been unable to sustain or to profi t from. Its interventions, 
designed to create liberal societies by promoting the economic development and 
political stability of nonliberal societies, have frequently failed to achieve their 
objects. Confusion, drift, costly crusades, spasmodic imperialism are the 
contrasting record of liberal foreign policy  outside  the liberal world. A failure to 
negotiate with the powerful and a failure to create stable clients among the weak 
are its legacies.  2   Why? 

 These failures mainly fl ow from two sources. First, outside the pacifi c union, 
liberal regimes, like all other states, are caught in the international state of war 
Hobbes and the Realists describe. Confl ict and wars are a natural outcome of strug-
gles for resources, prestige, and security among independent states; confusion is an 
unsurprising accompaniment in a state of war without reliable law or organization. 

 Second, these failures are also the natural complement of liberalism’s success 
as an intellectual guide to foreign policy among liberal states.  The very constitu-
tional restraint, shared commercial interests, and international respect for indi-
vidual rights that promote peace among liberal societies can exacerbate confl icts 
in relations between liberal and non liberal societies . 
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 If the legitimacy of state action rests on the fact that it respects and effectively 
represents morally autonomous individuals, then states that coerce their citizens 
or foreign residents lack moral legitimacy. Even Kant regarded the attitude of 
“primitive peoples” attached to a lawless liberty as “raw, uncivilized, and an 
animalic degradation of humanity.”  3   When states reject the cosmopolitan law of 
access (a rejection that authoritarian or communist states, whether weak or 
powerful, can often fi nd advantageous and, indeed, necessary for their security), 
Kant declares that they violate natural law:

  The inhospitable ways of coastal regions, such as the Barbary Coast, where 
they rob ships in the adjoining seas or make stranded seamen into slaves, is 
contrary to natural law, as are the similarly inhospitable ways of the deserts 
and their Bedouins, who look upon the approach of a foreigner as giving them 
a right to plunder him.  4     

 Nevertheless, Kant rejects conquest or imperial intervention as an equal wrong. 
The practice of liberal states, which in many cases only applies liberal principles 
in part, has not been so forbearing. 

 According to liberal practice, some nonliberal states, such as the United States’ 
communist rivals, do not acquire the right to be free from foreign intervention, nor 
are they assumed to respect the political independence and territorial integrity of 
other states. Instead confl icts of interest become interpreted as steps in a campaign 
of aggression against the liberal state. Of course, powerful authoritarian or totali-
tarian states, such as Nazi Germany or the Soviet Union, sometimes wage direct 
or indirect campaigns of aggression against liberal regimes. And totalitarian 
diplomacy is clouded by the pervasive secrecy these societies establish. But part 
of the atmosphere of suspicion can be attributed to the perception by liberal states 
that nonliberal states are in a permanent state of aggression against their own 
people. Referring to fascist states, Cordell Hull concluded, “their very nature 
requires them to be aggressive.”  5   Efforts by nonliberal states at accommodation 
thus become snares to trap the unwary. When the Soviets refuse to negotiate, they 
are plotting a world takeover. When they seek to negotiate, they are plotting even 
more insidiously. This extreme lack of public respect or trust is one of the major 
features that distinguishes relations between liberal and nonliberal societies from 
relations among liberal societies. 

 At the same time, lack of public trust constrains social and economic exchanges. 
Commercial interdependence can produce confl ict as well as welfare when a society 
becomes dependent on foreign actions it cannot control. Among liberal societies the 
extent and variety of commercial exchanges guarantee that a single confl ict of interest 
will not shape an entire relationship. But between liberal and nonliberal societies, 
these exchanges, because they are limited for security considerations, do not provide 
a counterweight to interstate political tension nor do they offer the variety that offsets 
the chance that a single confl ict of interest will defi ne an entire relationship. 

 Furthermore, the institutional heritage of liberal regimes – representation and 
division of powers – opens avenues for special interests to shape policy in ways 
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contrary to prudent diplomacy. As George Kennan has noted, this form of govern-
ment “goes far to rule out the privacy, the fl exibility, and the promptness and 
incisiveness of decision and action, which have marked the great imperial powers 
of the past and which are generally necessary to the conduct of an effective world 
policy by the rulers of a great state.”  6   And these features may be compounded by 
the incentives for exaggerated claims that competitive electoral politics tends to 
encourage. The loss of these attributes is not harmful to interliberal relations (in 
fact, their absence is more likely to be benefi cial), but the ills of ready access to 
foreign policy created by representation and the division of power multiply when 
a lack of trust is combined with the limited economic and social connection of 
extra-liberal relations. Together they promote an atmosphere of tension and a 
lobby for discord that can play havoc with both strategic choice and moral intent. 

 These three traits affect liberal relations both with powerful nonliberal states 
and with weak nonliberal societies, though in differing ways. 

 In relations with  powerful  nonliberal states the consequences of these three 
features have been missed opportunities to pursue the negotiation of arms reduc-
tion and arms control when it has been in the mutual strategic interest and the 
failure to construct wider schemes of accommodation that are needed to supple-
ment arms control. Prior to the outbreak of World War I, this is the charge that 
Lord Sanderson levelled against Sir Eyre Crowe in Sanderson’s response to 
Crowe’s famous memorandum on the state of British relations with Germany.  7   
Sanderson pointed out that Crowe interpreted German demands to participate in 
the settlement of international disputes and to have a “place in the sun” (colonies), 
of a size not too dissimilar to that enjoyed by the other great powers, as evidence 
of a fundamental aggressiveness driving toward world domination. Crowe may 
well have perceived an essential feature of Wilhelmine Germany, and Sanderson’s 
attempt to place Germany in the context of other rising powers (bumptious but not 
aggressively pursuing world domination) may have been naive. But the inter-
esting thing to note is less the conclusions reached than Crowe’s chain of argu-
ment and evidence. He rejects continued accommodation (appeasement) with 
Germany not because he shows that Germany was more bumptious than France 
and not because he shows that Germany had greater potential as a world hegemon 
than the United States, which he does not even consider in this connection. Instead 
he is (legitimately) perplexed by the real uncertainty of German foreign policy 
and by its “erratic, domineering, and often frankly aggressive spirit” which 
accords with the well-known personal characteristics of “the present Ruler of 
Germany.” 

 Similar evidence of fundamental suspicion appears to characterize U.S. diplo-
macy toward the Soviet Union. In a fascinating memorandum to President Wilson 
written in 1919, Herbert Hoover (then one of Wilson’s advisers), recommended 
that the President speak out against the danger of “world domination” the 
“Bolsheviki” – a “tyranny that is the negation of democracy” – posed to free 
peoples. Rejecting military intervention as excessively costly and likely to “make 
us a party in reestablishing the reactionary classes in their economic domination 
over the lower classes,” he proposed a “relief program” designed to undercut 
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some of the popular appeal the Bolsheviks were garnering both in the Soviet 
Union and abroad. Although acknowledging that the evidence was not yet clear, 
he concluded: “If the militant features of Bolshevism were drawn in colors with 
their true parallel with Prussianism as an attempt at world domination that we do 
not stand for, it would check the fears that today haunt all men’s minds.” (The 
actual U.S. intervention in the Soviet Union was limited to supporting anti-
Bolshevik Czechoslovak soldiers in Siberia and to protecting military supplies in 
Murmansk from German seizure.)  8   

 In the postwar period, and particularly following the Korean War, U.S. diplo-
macy equated the “international Communist movement” (all communist states 
and parties) with “Communist imperialism” and with a domestic tyranny in the 
U.S.S.R. that required a Cold War contest and international subversion as means 
of legitimizing its own police state. John Foster Dulles most clearly expressed this 
conviction, together with his own commitment to a strategy of “liberation,” when 
he declared: “. . . we shall never have a secure peace or a happy world so long as 
Soviet communism dominates one third of all the peoples that there are, and is in 
the process of trying at least to extend its rule to many others.”  9   

 Liberalism has also encouraged a tendency to misread communist threats in the 
Third World. Since communism is seen as inherently aggressive, Soviet military 
aid “destabilizes” parts of Africa in Angola and the Horn; the West protects allies. 
Thus the People’s Republic of China was a “Soviet Manchukuo” while Diem was 
the “Winston Churchill of Asia.” Both the actual (and unstable) dependence of 
these regimes on their respective superpowers and anticolonialism, the dominant 
force of the region, were discounted. 

 Most signifi cantly, opportunities for splitting the Communist bloc along cleav-
ages of strategic national interest were delayed. Burdened with the war in Vietnam, 
the United States took ten years to appreciate and exploit the strategic opportunity 
of the Sino-Soviet split. Even the signal strategic, “offensive” success of the early 
Cold War, the defection of Yugoslavia from the Soviet bloc, did not receive the 
wholehearted welcome that a strategic assessment of its importance would have 
warranted.  10   Both relationships, with Yugoslavia and China, become subject to 
alternating, largely ideologically derived, moods: visions of exceptionalism (they 
were “less ruthless,” more organic to the indigenous, traditional culture) sparred 
with bouts of liberal soul-searching (“we cannot associate ourselves with a totali-
tarian state”). And these unresolved tensions continue to affect the strategic rela-
tionship with both communist independents. 

 A purely Realist focus on the balance of power would lead one to expect the 
hostility between the two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union, 
that emerged preeminent after the defeats of Nazi Germany and Japan. Furthermore, 
a bipolar rivalry raises perceptions of zero-sum confl ict (what one gains the other 
must lose) and consequently a tendency toward overreaction. And liberalism is 
just one of many ideologies prone to ideological crusades and domestic “witch 
hunts.”  11   But, Realists have no reason to anticipate the hesitation of the United 
States in exploiting divisions in the Communist bloc and in forming strategic rela-
tionships with the U.S.S.R.’s communist rivals. U.S. Cold War policy cannot be 
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explained without reference to U.S. liberalism. Liberalism creates both the hostility 
to communism, not just to Soviet power, and the crusading ideological bent of 
policy. Liberals do not merely distrust what they do; we dislike what they are – 
public violators of human rights. And to this view, laissez faire liberals contribute 
antisocialism and social democratic liberals add a campaign for democracy. 

 One would think this confused record of policy would have produced a disaster 
in the East-West balance of forces. Squandered opportunities to negotiate East-
West balances of interest and erratic policy should have alienated the United 
States’ allies and dissipated its strategic resources. But other factors mitigated 
liberal confusion and crusades. Communist nuclear weapons and state power 
dictated prudence, and mutual survival has called for detente. The liberal alliance 
was deeply rooted in the pacifi c union and almost impervious to occasional crises 
over alliance policy toward the Soviet Union. And the productivity of market 
economies provided resources that could be mobilized to sustain the strategic 
position of the liberal West despite a confusion of aims and strategy. 

 Dilemmas and disasters are also associated with liberal foreign policy toward 
 weak , nonliberal states; no greater spirit of accommodation or tolerance for non -
interventionist sovereignties informs liberal policy toward the many weak, nonlib-
eral states in the Third World. Indeed, liberalism’s record in the Third World is in 
many respects worse than in East-West relations, for here power is added to 
confusion. This problem affects both conservative liberals and welfare liberals, 
but the two can be distinguished by differing styles of intervention.  12   

 Both liberal strains appear congenitally confused in analyzing and in prescribing 
for situations of intervention. The liberal dictum in favor of nonintervention does 
not hold. Respecting a nonliberal state’s state rights to noninterference requires 
ignoring the violations of rights they infl ict on their own populations. Addressing 
the rights of individuals in the Third World requires ignoring the rights of states 
to be free of foreign intervention. Bouts of one attitude replace bouts of the other; 
but since the legitimacy of the nonliberal state is discounted, the dominant 
tendency leads towards interventionism. 

 A liberal imperialism that promotes liberalism neither abroad nor at home was 
one result of this dilemma. Protecting “native rights” from “native” oppressors, 
and protecting universal rights of property and settlement from local transgres-
sions, introduced especially liberal motives for imperial rule. Kant’s right of 
universal hospitality justifi es nothing more than the right to visit and exchange. 
Other liberals have been prepared to justify much more. Some argue that there is 
a universal right of settlement under which those who cannot earn a living in their 
own countries have a right to force others – particularly nomads and tribal hunters 
– to cede parts of their territory for more intensive settlement. J.S. Mill justifi es 
even more coercive treatment of what he calls the “barbarous nations.” They do 
not have the rights of civilized nations, “except a right to such treatment as may, 
at the earliest possible period, fi t them for becoming one.” He justifi es this impe-
rial education for “barbarous” nations, while requiring nonintervention among 
“civilized” nations, because the former are not capable of reciprocating in the 
practice of liberal rights, and reciprocity is the foundation of liberal morality.  13   
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 Ending the slave trade destabilized nineteenth-century West African oligar-
chies, yet encouraging “legitimate trade” required protecting the property of 
European merchants; declaring the illegitimacy of suttee or of domestic slavery 
also attacked local cultural traditions that had sustained the stability of indigenous 
political authority. Europeans settling in sparsely populated areas destroyed the 
livelihood of tribes that relied on hunting. The tribes, quite defensively, retaliated 
in force; the settlers called for imperial protection.  14   The protection of cosmopol-
itan liberal rights thus bred a demand for imperial rule that violated the equality of 
American Indians, Africans, and Asians. In practice, once the exigencies of ruling 
an empire came into play, liberal imperialism resulted in the oppression of 
“native” liberals seeking self-determination in order to maintain imperial security: 
to avoid local chaos and the intervention of another imperial power attempting to 
take advantage of local disaffection. 

 Thus nineteenth-century liberals, such as Gladstone, pondered whether Egypt’s 
protonationalist Arabi rebellion (1881–82) was truly liberal nationalist (they 
discovered it was not) before interventing to protect strategic lifelines to India, 
commerce, and investment.  15   Britain’s Liberal Party faced similar dilemmas in 
managing Ireland; they erratically oscillated between coercion and reform. These 
foreign disasters contributed to the downfall of the Liberal Party as Parliament in 
1886 chose to be ruled by a more aristocratic and stable Conservative Party. The 
Conservatives did pursue a steadier course of consistent coercion in Ireland and 
Egypt, yet in their effort to maintain a paramountcy in southern Africa they too 
were swept away in a campaign to protect the civic and property rights of British 
settlers ( uitlanders ) in the Boer’s theocratic republics. These dilemmas of liberal 
imperialism are also refl ected in U.S. imperialism in the Caribbean where, for 
example, following the Spanish-American War of 1898, Article III of the Platt 
Amendment gave the United States the “right to intervene for the preservation of 
Cuban independence, the maintenance of a government adequate for the protec-
tion of life, property, and individual liberty. . . .”  16   

 The record of liberalism in the nonliberal world is not solely a catalogue of 
disasters. The North American West and the settlement colonies – Australia and 
New Zealand – represent a successful transplant of liberal institutions, albeit in a 
temperate, underpopulated, and then depopulated environment and at the cost of 
Indian and aborigine rights. Similarly, the twentieth-century expansion of liber-
alism into less powerful nonliberal areas has also had some striking successes. 
The forcible liberalization of Germany and Japan following World War II and the 
long covert fi nancing of liberal parties in Italy are the more signifi cant instances 
of successful transplant. Covert fi nancing of liberalism in Chile and occasional 
diplomatic démarches to nudge aside military threats to noncommunist demo-
cratic parties (as in Peru in 1962, South Korea in 1963, and the Dominican 
Republic in 1962  17   and again in 1978) illustrate policies which, though less 
successful, were directed toward liberal goals. These particular postwar liberal 
successes also are the product of special circumstances: the existence of a poten-
tial liberal majority, temporarily suppressed, which could be reestablished by 
outside aid or unusually weak oligarchic, military, or communist opponents.  18   
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 Elsewhere in the postwar period, when the United States sought to protect 
liberals in the Third World from the “communist threat,” the consequences of 
liberal foreign policy on the nonliberal society often became far removed from the 
promotion of individual rights. Intervening against “armed minorities” and 
“enemies of free enterprise” meant intervening for other armed minorities, some 
sustaining and sustained by oligarchies, others resting on little more than U.S. 
foreign aid and troops. Indigenous liberals simply had too narrow a base of 
domestic support. 

 To the conservative liberals, the alternatives are starkly cast: Third World 
authoritarians with allegiance to the liberal, capitalist West or “Communists” 
subject to the totalitarian East (or leftist nationalists who even if elected are but a 
slippery stepping stone to totalitarianism).  19   Conservative liberals are prepared to 
support the allied authoritarians. The communists attack property in addition to 
liberty, thereby provoking conservative liberals to covert or overt intervention, or 
“dollar-diplomacy” imperialism. The interventions against Mossadegh in Iran, 
Arbenz in Guatemala, Allende in Chile, and against the Sandinistas in Nicaragua 
appear to fall into this pattern.  20   

 To the social welfare liberals, the choice is never so clear. Aware of the need to 
intervene to democratize the distribution of social power and resources, they tend 
to have more sympathy for social reform. This can produce on the part of “radical” 
welfare liberals a more tolerant policy toward the attempts by reforming autocra-
cies to redress inegalitarian distributions of property in the Third World. This 
more complicated welfare-liberal assessment can itself be a recipe for more exten-
sive intervention. The large number of conservative oligarchs or military bureau-
cracies with whom the conservative liberal is well at home are not so congenial to 
the social welfare liberal; yet the communists are still seen as enemies of liberty. 
They justify more extensive intervention fi rst to discover, then to sustain, Third 
World social democracy in a political environment that is either barely participa-
tory or highly polarized. Thus Arthur Schlesinger recalls President Kennedy 
musing shortly after the assassination of Trujillo (former dictator of the Dominican 
Republic), “There are three possibilities in descending order of preference, a 
decent democratic regime, a continuation of the Trujillo regime [by his followers] 
or a Castro regime. We ought to aim at the fi rst, but we can’t really renounce the 
second until we are sure we can avoid the third.” Another instance of this approach 
was President Carter’s support for the land reforms in El Salvador, which was 
explained by one U.S. offi cial in the following analogy: “There is no one more 
conservative than a small farmer. We’re going to be breeding capitalists like 
rabbits.”  21   

 Thus liberal policy toward the Third World state often fails to promote indi-
vidual rights. Its consequences on liberalism at home may also be harmful. As 
Hobson pointed out in his study of imperialism, imperial security and imperial 
wars may enhance in the short run the position of nonliberal domestic forces, such 
as the military, and introduce in the longer run issues into the political debate, 
such as security, that raise the role of nonliberal coalitions of conservative 
oligarchy or technocracy.  22   
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 One might account for many of these liberal interventions in the Third World 
by geopolitical competition, the Realists’ calculus of the balance of power, or by 
the desire to promote the national economic interests of the United States. The 
attempt to avoid Third World countries coming under the hegemony of the USSR 
or to preserve essential sources of raw materials are alternative interpretations of 
much of the policy attributed to liberalism which on their face are plausible. Yet 
these interventions are publicly justifi ed in the fi rst instance as attempts to preserve 
a “way of life”: to defend freedom and private enterprise. The threat has been 
defi ned as “Communism,” not just “Sovietism” or “economic nationalism.” 
Expectations of being punished electorally, should they abandon groups they had 
billed as democratic allies contributed to the reluctance of U.S. politicians to with-
draw from Vietnam. The consistent policy of seeking a legitimating election, 
however unpromising the circumstances for it (as in Vietnam), refl ects the same 
liberal source.  23   Moreover, few communist or socialist Third World states actually 
do seek to cordon off their markets or raw materials from the liberal world 
economy. And the radical movements, fi rst and foremost anticolonialist, against 
which the United States has intervened, have not been simple proxies for the 
Soviet Union. 

 Furthermore, by geopolitical considerations alone, the large interventions may 
have been counterproductive. The interventions have confi rmed or enhanced the 
coherence of the Soviet bloc as the Chinese Civil War (U.S. logistical support for 
the KMT) and the drive to the Yalu of the Korean War, the Vietnam War, and the 
Angolan War served to increase the dependence of the PRC, Vietnam, and Angola 
on the USSR. In each of these interventions, U.S. geopolitical interests might have 
been served best by supporting the communist side and encouraging its separation 
from the Soviet bloc. But because the United States failed to distinguish commu-
nism from Soviet power, this separation was impossible. Had the Soviet Union 
been a capitalist authoritarian superpower, geopolitical logic also would have led 
the United States to intervene against the expansion of its bloc.  24   But the United 
States intervenes against the expansion of communism regardless of geopolitical 
considerations just as it (along with Britain) did against Soviet communism 
following World War I.  25   

 Is the United States anticommunist because communism is the ideology adopted 
by the Soviet Union; or are liberals anti-Soviet because the Soviet Union is the 
headquarters of communism? In encouraging intervention, the imprudent vehe-
mences of geopolitics and the liberalisms cannot be clearly separated in a bipolar 
contest between a communist and a liberal superpower. Nonetheless, liberalism 
does appear to exacerbate intervention against weak nonliberals and hostility 
against powerful nonliberal societies.  

  VII 
 A second manifestation of international liberalism outside the pacifi c union lies in 
a reaction to the excesses of interventionism. A mood of frustrated withdrawal – 
“a careless and supine complaisance” – affects policy toward strategically and 
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economically important countries. Just as interventionism seems to be the typical 
failing of the liberal great power, so complaisance characterizes declined or not 
quite risen liberal states.  26   Representative legislatures may become reluctant to 
fund the military establishment needed to play a geopolitical role. Rational incen-
tives for “free riding” on the extended defense commitments of the leader of the 
liberal alliance also induce this form of complaisance. During much of the nine-
teenth century, the United States informally relied upon the British fl eet for many 
of its security needs. Today, the Europeans and the Japanese, according to some 
American strategic analysts, fail to bear their “fair” share of alliance burdens. 

 A different form of complaisance is charged by Realists who perceive ideo-
logically based policies as self-indulgent. Oligarchic or authoritarian allies in the 
Third World do not fi nd consistent support in a liberal policy that stresses human 
rights. They claim that the security needs of these states are neglected, that they 
fail to obtain military aid or more direct support when they need it (the Shah’s 
Iran, Humberto Romero’s El Salvador, Somoza’s Nicaragua, and South Africa). 
Equally disturbing from a Realist point of view, communist regimes are shunned 
even when a detente with them could further United States strategic interests 
(Cuba, Angola). Welfare liberals particularly shun the fi rst group, while laissez 
faire liberals balk at close dealings with the second. In both cases the Realists note 
that our economic interests or strategic interests are slighted.  27    

  VIII 
 Lastly, both variants of liberalism raise dilemmas in North–South economic rela-
tions and particularly in the international distribution of property or income. Not 
expecting to have to resolve whether freedom of enterprise should extend to doing 
business with the followers of Marx and Lenin, conservative, laissez faire liberals 
have become incensed over the attractiveness to American and European corpora-
tions of profi ts made in the communist world. And the commitment of liberals – 
both social welfare and laissez faire liberals – to the effi ciency and the political 
advantages of international free trade is severely tested by the infl ow of low-cost 
imports from newly industrializing countries of the Third World. These imports 
threaten domestic industries, which tend to be politically active and affi liated with 
the extremes of conservative or welfare liberalism. Some of these have strongly 
resisted domestic, union organization (for reasons of cost) and thus strongly 
support domestic laissez faire, conservative liberalism (among these, most promi-
nent are some textile fi rms). The welfare liberals face similar political dilemmas 
in their association with well-organized labor in related industries (for example, 
the garment industry) or in industries just recently threatened by imports (for 
example, steel or autos).  28   

 In addition, the welfare liberal faces international moral and domestic political 
dilemmas. If the disadvantaged are rightly the objects of social welfare, redistri-
bution should be directed toward the vast preponderance of the world’s poor who 
are in the Third and Fourth Worlds. Three arguments reveal facets of the moral 
and political problems welfare liberals face. 
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 First, there is the obligation of humanitarian aid. Peter Singer has argued that 
the humanitarian obligation an individual has to rescue a drowning child from a 
shallow pool of water (when such a rescue would not require a sacrifi ce of some-
thing of comparable moral importance, for example, one’s own life) should be 
extended to international aid to famine victims and the global poor.  29   Recently, 
Brian Barry has provided a strong defense against skepticism concerning this 
obligation.  30   But he concludes that, while it is hard to doubt that .25 percent of 
national income (the U.S. fi gure for foreign aid) is too low, there does not seem to 
be a clear limit on how much aid of the enormous amount needed is obligatory. 
One should add that since this aid is required by needy individuals (mostly) in the 
Third and Fourth Worlds and not clearly owed to their states, the logistics of 
distributing humanitarian aid will prove diffi cult. And since this aid is due from 
individuals in the wealthy North, a limitless personal obligation to the world’s 
poor threatens a form of tyrannical morality. Nor is the burden easily shifted to 
liberal governments in the North. Political obstacles to taxing rich liberal societies 
for humanitarian aid are evident. The income of the American poor places them 
among the world’s more advantaged few. But the demand for redistributing 
income from the United States to the world’s poor meets two domestic barriers: 
the United States poor  within  the United States are clearly disadvantaged, and our 
democratic politics places the needs of disadvantaged voting citizens above those 
of more disadvantaged but foreign people. 

 The second and third problems arise with respect to claims to international 
redistribution based on obligations of justice. Both establishing a just global 
society and justly distributing resources in an unjust international society raise 
apparently insuperable barriers. 

 In cases of extreme inequality and political recalcitrance within a country, the 
welfare liberals fi nd justifi able a developmental, redistributing dictatorship to 
equalize opportunity as a necessary foundation for a just liberal society.  31   The liberal 
justifi cation for such a dictatorial redistribution on a national scale is that without it 
authentically democratic liberal politics and social economy are rendered ineffec-
tive. The enormous social inequalities of the international order might – however 
implausibly – suggest the same prescription should apply to the international order. 
But extended to global scale, this prescription runs up against a fundamental liberal 
constraint. It is not clear that an effective global, liberal polity can be formed. Kant 
regarded global sovereignty, whether liberal in aim or not, as equivalent to global 
tyranny due to the remoteness of the representation it would entail. If the maximum 
effective size of a legislature is about 500, a global constituency would have to be 
of the order of 8 million persons. Confederal solutions that mix direct and indirect 
elections further attenuate the political life of the citizen or they create the grounds 
for serious confl ict between the local government and the remote confederation. In 
short, the redistribution that can be justifi ed on liberal grounds does not stretch 
beyond liberal government. Since modern states may already be too large for effec-
tively liberal politics, global government cannot be a liberal aim. Yet without the 
prospect of moral autonomy through representative government this form of inter-
national redistribution is not justifi ed on liberal grounds. 



Kant, liberal legacies, and foreign affairs, part 2  47

 The dilemma of justly redistributing income in an international society of inde-
pendent states is addressed by Brian Barry. After rejecting “just requitals” (just 
prices) for past exploitation as being inadequate justice for poor societies lacking 
any resources whatsoever and after rejecting justice as “fair play” (reciprocal obli-
gations) for being ill-suited to the minimally integrated international economy, he 
settles on justice as equal rights.  32   He follows Hart’s argument that special rights 
(to property) presuppose general rights (to property) and that natural resources (or 
inherited endowments) cannot be justly acquired without consent. Without 
consent, all have an equal right to global resources. The contemporary rich coun-
tries, therefore, owe a share of their income or resources to poor countries. 
Moreover, they owe this share without the requirement that it be directed to the 
poorest in the poor countries, because the rich have no right to impose conditions 
on income or property to which all have an equal right. If rich countries can 
dispose of global income autonomously, poor countries should have the same 
right.  33   

 There are two objections that I think should be made against accepting Barry’s 
principle of indiscriminate interstate justice. First, if justice is determined by the 
equal rights of individuals to global resources or inheritances, then rich  countries  
only acquire income justly when they acquire it justly from individuals (for 
example, by consent). Only just countries have rights over the autonomous dispo-
sition of national income. An unjust rich state has no right to dispose or hold 
income. A just rich country, conversely, has the right to dispose autonomously of 
national income, provided that national income represents its just share of global 
income. Any surplus is owed to  individuals  who are poor or to just poor states that 
have acquired a right to dispose of income or resources by the consent of their 
citizens. Neither unjust poor states nor unjust rich states should (by the argument 
of equal rights of individuals) have rights over global income. If there were justice 
among “thieves,” it might call for distribution without condition from unjust rich 
states to unjust poor states. But there is no reason why that scheme should apply 
to the surplus of just rich states beyond that which they distribute to just poor 
states. Some form of trust for the global poor (for present lack of such an institu-
tion, perhaps the World Bank or UNICEF) seems a better recipient than an unjust 
poor state. An obligation of equal justice that requires, say, Norway or Sweden to 
tax its citizens to provide direct transfers to a Somoza or a Duvalier in preference 
to funding the IDA of the World Bank or UNICEF is morally bizarre.  34   

 The second objection refl ects the residual insecurity of the contemporary order. 
As long as there is no guarantee of security, indiscriminate obligations of justice 
to redistribute income and resources (including redistribution to potential security 
threats) cannot be justifi ed. Obliging Israel to tax itself for Syria, or Japan for 
China, or even the United States for Cuba threatens the rights of individuals within 
these states to promote their territorial integrity and political independence. 

 These two objections to the application of just redistribution should not apply 
within the pacifi c union. States within the liberal union do rest on consent and do 
not constitute threats to one another. Between the union’s rich and poor members, 
obligations of justice to distribute global resources and income supplement 
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humanitarian obligations applicable globally to aid the poor. (Of course, obstacles 
are daunting. Among them are how to raise international revenue in a just fashion; 
how to distribute this revenue in an effi cient manner; and how to persuade demo-
cratic citizens to support a lengthy program when some mismanagement is likely 
and when strategic ties to authoritarian allies make competitive demands on the 
revenues they have become accustomed to raise for foreign purposes. These 
obstacles may even make a public recognition of the obligation unlikely, but that 
does not mean it should not be recognized.) 

 To counterbalance these costly dilemmas in relations between liberal and 
nonliberal states, liberalism has had two attractive programs. One is a human 
rights policy that counters the record of colonial oppression and addresses the ills 
of current domestic oppression in the Second and Third Worlds. The other is a 
policy of free trade and investment. But neither has had the impact it might have. 
The attraction of human rights has been tarnished by liberal practice in supporting 
dictatorships; complementarily, human rights holds little attraction to dictatorial 
governments in the Third World. The market has been tarnished by unequal 
bargaining, and now that the bargaining has become more equal, by a mounting 
“new protectionism.” 

 Liberal principles and economic institutions retain their attractive potential 
even though they alone cannot satisfy Third World needs such as creating national 
unity or reducing social inequalities. Releasing this potential from the burden of 
liberal practice is a feat the liberal world has yet to accomplish. 

 Thus liberalism has achieved extraordinary success in relations among liberal 
states as well as exceptional failures in relations between liberal and nonliberal 
states. Both tendencies are fundamentally rooted in the operation of liberalism 
within and across national borders. Both are liberalism’s legacy in foreign affairs.  

  IX 
 No country lives strictly according to its political ideology and few liberal states 
are as hegemonically liberal as the United States.  35   Even in the United States, 
certain interests and domestic actors derive their sense of legitimacy from sources 
other than liberalism. The state’s national security bureaucracy refl ects an 
approach to politics among nations that focuses on other states, particularly threat-
ening states. Its policies correspondingly tend to fall into the Realist, national 
interest frame of reference. Certain of the West European states and Japan have 
more syncretic and organic sources of a “real” national interest. But in the United 
States, and in other liberal states to a lesser degree, public policy derives its legiti-
macy from its concordance with liberal principles. Policies not rooted in liberal 
principles generally fail to sustain long term public support. I have argued that 
these principles are a fi rm anchor of the most successful zone of international 
peace yet established; but also a source of confl icted and confused foreign policy 
toward the nonliberal world. Improving policy toward the nonliberal world by 
introducing steady and long-run calculations of strategic and economic interest is 
likely to require political institutions that are inconsistent with both a liberal 
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policy and a liberal alliance: for example, an autonomous executive branch or a 
predominance of presidential and military actors in foreign policy so as to obtain 
fl exible and rapid responses to changes in the strategic and economic environ-
ment. In peacetime, such “emergency” measures are unacceptable in a liberal 
democracy. Moreover, they would break the chain of stable expectations and the 
mesh of private and public channels of information and material lobbying that 
sustain the pacifi c union. In short, completely resolving liberal dilemmas may not 
be possible without threatening liberal success. 

 Therefore, the goal of concerned liberals must be to reduce the harmful impact 
of the dilemmas without undermining the successes. There is no simple formula 
for an effective liberal foreign policy. Its methods must be geared toward specifi c 
issues and countries. But liberal legacies do suggest guidelines for liberal policy 
making that contrast quite strikingly with the Realists’ advocacy of maximizing 
the national interest. 

 First, if “publicity” makes radically inconsistent policy impossible in a liberal 
republic, then policy toward the liberal and the nonliberal world should be guided 
by general liberal principles. Liberal policies thus must attempt to promote liberal 
principles abroad: to secure basic human needs, civil rights, and democracy, and 
to expand the scope and effectiveness of the world market economy. Important 
among these principles, Kant argued, are some of the “preliminary articles” from 
his treaty of perpetual peace: extending nonintervention by force in internal affairs 
of other states to nonliberal governments and maintaining a scrupulous respect for 
the laws of war.  36   These, as J. S. Mill argued, imply a right to support states threat-
ened by external aggression and to intervene against foreign intervention in civil 
wars.  37   Furthermore, powerful and weak, hostile and friendly nonliberal states 
must be treated according to the  same  standards. There are no special geopolitical 
clients, no geopolitical enemies other than those judged to be such by liberal prin-
ciples. This policy is as radical in conception as it sounds. It requires abandoning 
the national interest and the balance of power as guidelines to policy. The interests 
of the United States must be consistent with its principles. We must have no 
liberal enemies and no unconditional alliances with nonliberal states. 

 Second, given contemporary conditions of economic interdependence, this 
policy could employ economic warfare to lead a liberal crusade against commu-
nism and against Third World authoritarians of the left or the right. It could also 
lead to a withdrawal into isolationism and a defense of only one principle: the 
right of the United States to territorial integrity and political independence. Both 
of these policies are consistent with liberal principles, but neither promotes secu-
rity in a nuclear age nor enhances the prospects for meeting the needs of the poor 
and oppressed. To avoid the extremist possibilities of its abstract universalism, 
U.S. liberal policy must be further constrained by a geopolitical budget. Here the 
Realists’ calculus of security provides a benchmark of survival and prudence from 
which a liberal policy that recognizes national security as a liberal right can navi-
gate. This benchmark consists of prudent policies toward the most signifi cant, 
indeed the only, strategic threat the United States faces – the USSR. Once the 
Realists set a prudent policy toward the USSR, the liberals can then take over 
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again, defi ning more supportive and interdependent policies toward those coun-
tries more liberal than the USSR, and more constraining and more containing 
policies toward countries less liberal than the USSR.  38   

 And third, specifi c features of liberal policy will be infl uenced by whether 
voting citizens choose to be governed by a laissez faire or by a social democratic 
administration. But both of these liberalisms should take into account more 
general guidelines to a prudent, liberal foreign policy – such as those that follow. 

 In relations with the USSR, a prudent set of policies calls for a frank acceptance 
of our political incapacity to sustain a successful reforming crusade. Instead mutu-
ally benefi cial arrangements should be accepted to the extent they do not violate 
liberal principles or favor long-run Soviet interests over the long-run interests of 
the United States and the liberal world. Arms control would be central to this as 
would the expansion of civilian trade. We would encounter diffi culties when our 
liberal allies can gain economic benefi ts from trade deals (for example, the sale of 
computer technology) that might in the long run favor the USSR. These situations 
may be exceptionally diffi cult to resolve diplomatically since assessments of stra-
tegic advantage tend to be uncertain and since the particular nature of the benefi ts 
(say, sales of grain as opposed to sales of computers) can infl uence the assessment 
of the strategic risks entailed. Liberals will also need to ensure that ties of depen-
dence on the USSR (such as the gas pipeline) are not a major constraint on liberal 
foreign policy by providing alternative sources (for example, uranium) for allies 
or by equalizing the import costs of energy and by assuring alternative sources in 
an emergency. Given the Soviet Union’s capacity to respond to bottlenecks 
imposed by the West, there will be few occasions (fortunately for the coherence 
of the liberal alliance) when it can be clearly shown that an embargo would unam-
biguously hamper the Soviet Union and help the liberal alliance.  39   

 In relations with the People’s Republic of China, similar liberal principles 
permit trade that includes arms sales to a state no more restrictive of its subjects’ 
liberty but much less restrictive of the liberty of foreign peoples than is the USSR. 
But strategic temptations toward a further alliance should be curbed. Such an alli-
ance would backfi re, perhaps disastrously, when liberal publics confront policy-
makers with the Chinese shadows of antiliberal rule. 

 Arms control, trade, and accommodation toward nonliberal Third World 
nations must fi rst be measured against a prudent policy toward the Soviet Union 
and then should refl ect the relative degrees of liberal principle that their domestic 
and foreign policies incorporate. Although our policy should be directed by liberal 
principles, it should free itself from the pretension that by acts of will and material 
benevolence we can replicate ourselves in the Third World. The liberal alliance 
should be prepared to have diplomatic and commercial relations as it does with 
the USSR with every state that is no more repressive of liberal rights than is the 
USSR. For example, North Korea and Mozambique might receive PRC level rela-
tions; Vietnam, with its foreign incursions, and Angola, with its internal ethnic 
confl ict, Soviet-level relations. Being one of the few states that deny the legal 
equality of its subjects, South Africa should be treated as Amin’s Uganda and Pol 
Pot’s Khmer Republic should have been, in a more containing fashion than is the 
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USSR. No arms should be traded, investment should be restricted with a view to 
its impact on human rights, and trade should be limited to humanitarian items that 
do not contribute to the longevity of  apartheid . 

 Elsewhere, the liberal world should be prepared to engage in regular trade and 
investment with all Third World states no more restrictive of liberty than is the 
PRC, and this could include the sale of arms not sensitive to the actual defense of 
the liberal world in regard to the USSR. Furthermore, the liberal world should 
take additional measures of aid to favor Third World states attempting to address 
the basic needs of their own populations and seeking to preserve and expand the 
roles of the market and democratic participation. Much of the potential success of 
this policy rests on an ability to preserve a liberal market for Third World growth; 
for the market is the most substantial source of Third World accommodation with 
a liberal world whose past record includes imperial oppression. To this should be 
added mutually benefi cial measures designed to improve Third World economic 
performance. Export earnings insurance, export diversifi cation assistance, and 
technical aid are among some of these. (And social democrats will need to take 
steps that begin to address the humanitarian obligations of international aid and 
the limited obligations of international justice rich countries have to poor indi-
viduals and to [just] poor countries.) 

 Liberals should persevere in attempts to keep the world economy free from 
destabilizing, protectionist intrusions. Although intense economic interdepen-
dence generates confl icts, it also helps to sustain the material well-being underpin-
ning liberal societies and to promise avenues of development to Third World 
states with markets that are currently limited by low income. Discovering ways to 
manage interdependence when rapid economic development has led to industrial 
crowding (at the same time as it retains massive numbers of the world’s popula-
tion in poverty) will call for diffi cult economic adjustments at home and institu-
tional innovations in the world economy. These innovations may even require 
more rather than less explicit regulation of the domestic economy and more rather 
than less planned dis-integration of the international economy. Under these 
circumstances, liberals will need to ensure that those suffering losses, such as 
from market disruption or restriction, do not suffer a permanent loss of income or 
exclusion from world markets. Furthermore, to prevent these emergency measures 
from escalating into a spiral of isolationism, liberal states should undertake these 
innovations only by international negotiation and only when the resulting agree-
ments are subject to a regular review by all the parties.  40   

 Above all, liberal policy should strive to preserve the pacifi c union of similarly 
liberal societies. It is not only currently of immense strategic value (being the 
political foundation of both NATO and the Japanese alliance); it is also the single 
best hope for the evolution of a peaceful world. Liberals should be prepared, there-
fore, to defend and formally ally with authentically liberal, democratic states that 
are subject to threats or actual instances of external attack or internal subversion. 

 Strategic and economic Realists are likely to judge this liberal foreign policy to 
be either too much of a commitment or too little. The Realists may argue that 
through a careful reading of the past we can interpret in a clear fashion a ranked 



52  Kant, liberal legacies, and foreign affairs, part 2

array of present strategic and economic interests. Strategically benefi cial allies, 
whatever their domestic system, should be supported. The purposes of our power 
must be to maximize our present power. Global ecologists and some on the left 
claim an ability to foresee future disasters that we should be preparing for now by 
radical institutional reforms. 

 But liberals have always doubted our ability to interpret the past or predict the 
future accurately and without bias. Liberalism has been an optimistic ideology of a 
peculiarly skeptical kind. Liberals assume individuals to be both self-interested and 
rationally capable of accommodating their confl icting interests. They have held 
that principles such as rule under law, majority rule, and the protection of private 
property that follow from mutual accommodation among rational, self-interested 
people are the best guide to present policy. These principles preclude taking advan-
tage of every opportunity of the present. They also discount what might turn out to 
have been farsighted reform. The implicit hope of liberals is that the principles of 
the present will engender accommodating behavior that avoids the confl icts of the 
past and reduces the threats of the future. The gamble has not always paid off in the 
past (as in accepting a Sudeten separatism). It certainly is not guaranteed to work 
in the future (for example, in controlling nuclear proliferation or pollution). But 
liberalism cannot  politically  sustain nonliberal policies. Liberal policies rest upon 
a different premise. They are policies that can be accepted by a liberal world in 
good faith and sustained by the electorates of liberal democracies. 

 In responding to the demands of their electorates, liberal states must also ascribe 
responsibility for their policies to their citizenry. The major costs of a liberal 
foreign policy are borne at home. Not merely are its military costs at the taxpayers’ 
expense, but a liberal foreign policy requires adjustment to a less controlled inter-
national political environment – a rejection of the status quo. The home front 
becomes the front line of liberal strategy. Tolerating more foreign change requires 
a greater acceptance of domestic change. Not maintaining an imperial presence in 
the Persian Gulf calls for a reduction of energy dependence. Accepting the 
economic growth of the Third World may require trade and industrial adjustment. 
The choice is one between preserving liberalism’s material legacy of the current 
world order at the cost of liberal principles or of fi nding ways of adjusting to a 
changing world order that protect liberal principles. 

  First addition 

 Kant argued that the natural evolution of world politics and economics would 
drive mankind inexorably toward peace by means of a widening of the pacifi c 
union of liberal republican states. In 1795 this was a startling prediction. In 1981, 
almost two hundred years later, we can see that he appears to have been correct. 
The pacifi c union of liberal states has progressively widened. Liberal states have 
yet to become involved in a war with one another. International peace is not a 
utopian ideal to be reached, if at all, in the far future; it is a condition that liberal 
states have already experienced in their relations with each other. Should this 
history sustain a hope for global peace? 
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 Kant did not assume that pacifi cation would be a steady progress; he anticipated 
many setbacks. Periods of history since 1795, among them the Napoleonic Wars 
and the two World Wars, have fully justifi ed his pessimism. The future may have 
more fundamental setbacks in store. 

 First, human beings have been driven into forming liberal republics by the pres-
sures of internal and external war. Discord has thus created the essential institutions 
on which liberal pacifi cation rests. But the Kantian logic of war may fi nd itself 
supplanted by a nuclear logic of destruction. However persuasive a moral foundation 
for peace a global wasteland might make, it would make a poor material foundation 
for its survivors. Indeed, the erratic and lengthy process of educative wars that Kant 
anticipated appears impossible under nuclear conditions. Long before the nations 
completed their process of graduation into republicanism, a nuclear wasteland might 
well have reduced them to barbarism. Yet nuclear logic also calls forth a sense of 
caution (the balance of terror) that could accelerate the process of graduation into 
peace even before republics established a homogeneous governance of the world.  41   

 Second, Kant assumed that republics formed an endpoint of political evolution: 
“the highest task nature has set mankind.” The increasing number, the longevity, 
the spread of republics to all continents and to all cultures that are free from foreign 
domination lend credence to his judgment. Nonetheless, a great and long depres-
sion or a runaway infl ation could create the conditions that lead to authoritarian or 
totalitarian regimes. Having access to the new technology of surveillance to root 
out domestic dissidents, such regimes might prove diffi cult for their populations to 
dislodge. And nuclear deterrence might provide them with external security.  42   

 Third, Kant relied upon international commerce to create ties of mutual advan-
tage that would help make republics pacifi c. But past technological progress that 
lowered the costs of transport and that developed rapidly and unevenly – together 
encouraging international trade – could change direction. Instead, a trade-saving 
path of technical progress such as emerged in the Roman Empire could reemerge. 
If the technological progress of transportation develops less quickly than the 
spread of manufacturing technology, if current trends toward resource-saving 
technology continue, if economic development tends to equalize capital–labor 
ratios, or if states choose economic stability over growth and prefer domestic 
manufacturing, agriculture and services to trade, then world trade could decline 
even as global economic development continued. The educative force of interna-
tional exchange would thereby decline.  43   

 But, if we assume that these setbacks do not emerge and that, as Kant argued, a 
steady worldwide pressure for a liberal peace continues, can the past record of 
liberalism’s expansion lead us to any sense of when it might ultimately triumph?  

  Second addition 

  Extrapolating nature’s secret design 

 Kant’s argument implies two dynamic paths toward peace: one transnational, the 
other international. The fi rst operates through the ties of trade, cultural exchange, 
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and political understanding that together both commit existing republics to peace 
and, by inference, give rise to individualistic demands in nonrepublics whose 
resolution requires the establishment of republican government. The second oper-
ates through the pressure of insecurity and of actual war that together engender 
republican governments – the domestic constitutional foundations of peace. While 
the second appears fundamental, the fi rst is not merely dependent. The transna-
tional track conveys the impression of a global society expanding from 
one country to the next, encompassing an ever larger zone of peace, and yet 
working on each society in an independent even though connected and similar 
fashion. The international track – war – is basically a set of epidemics become, 
in the larger perspective, endemic to the international state of war. It operates 
conjointly, on one because it is operating on another. It is inherently relational and 
interdependent. 

 In all likelihood, the past rate of progress in the expansion of the pacifi c union 
has been a complex and inseparable combination of the effects of both tracks. But 
if we imagine that progress had been achieved solely by one track or the other, we 
can deduce the outer limits of the underlying logics of the transnational and inter-
national progresses toward peace. 

 The second row represents the transnational track of an underlying arithmetic 
widening of the zone of peace accomplished by linking republics together and 
creating pressures, incentives, and ideals leading more nations to become repub-
lican. An expanding rate of absolute progress reveals itself as the base develops 
each century – in the nineteenth adding 5 per 50 years, in the twentieth more than 
tripling to approximately 18 (i.e., 16:20/2) per 50 years. Thus if the rate triples 
again in the twenty-fi rst century to approximately 50 liberal states per 50 years 
and if the state order remains fi xed at roughly 150 states, the pacifi c union will not 
become global until, at the earliest, the year 2101. The third row, a geometric 
progression that corresponds to the interdependent logic of war, may be the 
better indicator of Kantian progress. There republics more than double in number 
during warlike periods such as 1800 to 1850 or 1900 to 1950, less than double 
in more pacifi c times (1850–1900 or perhaps 1945–2000, when there have so 
far been many wars, but no “great” or world wars involving many states akin 
to the Napoleonic War or World Wars I and II). Thus if we assume continuing 
preparation for war and petty wars – akin to the period 1850 to 1900 – and a 
similar ratio of expansion (13/8) then global peace should be anticipated, at the 
earliest, in 2113.  44   

   Table 2.1     The pacifi c union  

 1800 1800–1850 1850–1900 1900–1945 1945–(1980)

Number of liberal
 regimes

3  8 13  29  49

Transnational track +5 +5 +16 +20
International track  >2x <2x >2x <2x
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 Of course, this pacifi c calculus further assumes that, as Kant required in his 
“Second Supplement,” a “Secret Article” be included in the treaty for a Perpetual 
Peace: “The maxims of the philosophers concerning the conditions of the possi-
bility of public peace shall be consulted by the states which are ready to go to 
war.” To this proviso, we need add that the greater complexity of international 
relations today calls for economists, political scientists, sociologists, and psychol-
ogists as well as natural scientists to add their advice to that of the philosophers. 
This increase in the costs of consultation would, however, be fully justifi ed if even 
a small war or two were thereby indefi nitely delayed, wars being so much more 
destructive than they were in Kant’s day.     

   Notes 
   *   This is the second half of a two-part article. In addition to those mentioned in the fi rst 
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National Endowment for the Humanities. The themes of Parts 1 and 2 of this essay were 
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Jersey, 3–4 April 1981.  
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                 3 Liberalism and world politics   

     Promoting freedom will produce peace, we have often been told. In a speech 
before the British Parliament in June of 1982, President Reagan proclaimed that 
governments founded on a respect for individual liberty exercise “restraint” and 
“peaceful intentions” in their foreign policy. He then announced a “crusade for 
freedom” and a “campaign for democratic development” (Reagan, June 9, 1982). 

 In making these claims the president joined a long list of liberal theorists (and 
propagandists) and echoed an old argument: the aggressive instincts of authori-
tarian leaders and totalitarian ruling parties make for war. Liberal states, founded on 
such individual rights as equality before the law, free speech and other civil liber-
ties, private property, and elected representation are fundamentally against war this 
argument asserts. When the citizens who bear the burdens of war elect their govern-
ments, wars become impossible. Furthermore, citizens appreciate that the benefi ts 
of trade can be enjoyed only under conditions of peace. Thus the very existence of 
liberal states, such as the U.S., Japan, and our European allies, makes for peace. 

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

 Despite the contradictions of liberal pacifi sm and liberal imperialism, I fi nd, 
with Kant and other liberal republicans, that liberalism does leave a coherent 
legacy on foreign affairs. Liberal states are different. They are indeed peaceful, 
yet they are also prone to make war, as the U.S. and our “freedom fi ghters” are 
now doing, not so covertly, against Nicaragua. Liberal states have created a sepa-
rate peace, as Kant argued they would, and have also discovered liberal reasons 
for aggression, as he feared they might. I conclude by arguing that the differences 
among liberal pacifi sm, liberal imperialism, and Kant’s liberal internationalism 
are not arbitrary but rooted in differing conceptions of the citizen and the state.  

  Liberal pacifi sm 
 There is no canonical description of liberalism. What we tend to call  liberal  
resembles a family portrait of principles and institutions, recognizable by certain 
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characteristics – for example, individual freedom, political participation, private 
property, and equality of opportunity – that most liberal states share, although 
none has perfected them all. Joseph Schumpeter clearly fi ts within this family 
when he considers the international effects of capitalism and democracy. 

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

 He defi nes  imperialism  as “an objectless disposition on the part of a state to 
unlimited forcible expansion” (Schumpeter, 1955, p. 6). Excluding imperialisms 
that were mere “catchwords” and those that were “object-ful” (e.g., defensive 
imperialism), he traces the roots of objectless imperialism to three sources, each 
an atavism. Modern imperialism, according to Schumpeter, resulted from the 
combined impact of a “war machine,” warlike instincts, and export monopolism. 

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

 A warlike disposition, elsewhere called “instinctual elements of bloody primi-
tivism,” is the natural ideology of a war machine. It also exists independently; the 
Persians, says Schumpeter (1955, pp. 25–32), were a warrior nation from the 
outset. 

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

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

 Schumpeter’s theme now emerges. Capitalism and democracy are forces for 
peace. Indeed, they are antithetical to imperialism. For Schumpeter, the further 
development of capitalism and democracy means that imperialism will inevitably 
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disappear. He maintains that capitalism produces an unwarlike disposition; its 
populace is “democratized, individualized, rationalized” (Schumpeter, 1955, 
p. 68). The people’s energies are daily absorbed in production. The disciplines of 
industry and the market train people in “economic rationalism”; the instability of 
industrial life necessitates calculation. Capitalism also “individualizes”; “subjec-
tive opportunities” replace the “immutable factors” of traditional, hierarchical 
society. Rational individuals demand democratic governance. 

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

 Schumpeter’s explanation for liberal pacifi sm is quite simple: Only war profi -
teers and military aristocrats gain from wars. No democracy would pursue a 
minority interest and tolerate the high costs of imperialism. When free trade 
prevails, “no class” gains from forcible expansion because

  foreign raw materials and food stuffs are as accessible to each nation as 
though they were in its own territory. Where the cultural backwardness of a 
region makes normal economic intercourse dependent on colonization it does 
not matter, assuming free trade, which of the “civilized” nations undertakes 
the task of colonization. 

 (Schumpeter, 1955, pp. 75–76)   

 Schumpeter’s arguments are diffi cult to evaluate. In partial tests of quasi-
Schumpeterian propositions, Michael Haas (1974, pp. 464–65) discovered a 
cluster that associates democracy, development, and sustained modernization 
with peaceful conditions. However, M. Small and J. D. Singer (1976) have discov-
ered that there is no clearly negative correlation between democracy and war 
in the period 1816–1965 – the period that would be central to Schumpeter’s 
argument (see also Wilkenfeld, 1968, Wright, 1942, p. 841). 

 Later in his career, in  Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy , Schumpeter, 
(1950, pp. 127–28) acknowledged that “almost purely bourgeois commonwealths 
were often aggressive when it seemed to pay – like the Athenian or the Venetian 
commonwealths.” Yet he stuck to his pacifi stic guns, restating the view that 
capitalist democracy “steadily tells . . . against the use of military force and 
for peaceful arrangements, even when the balance of pecuniary advantage is 
clearly on the side of war which, under modern circumstances, is not in general 
very likely” (Schumpeter, 1950, p. 128).  1   A recent study by R. J. Rummel (1983) 
of “libertarianism” and international violence is the closest test Schumpeterian 
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pacifi sm has received. “Free” states (those enjoying political and economic 
freedom) were shown to have considerably less confl ict at or above the level of 
economic sanctions than “nonfree” states. The free states, the partly free states 
(including the democratic socialist countries such as Sweden), and the nonfree 
states accounted for 24%, 26%, and 61%, respectively, of the international 
violence during the period examined. 

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

 The discrepancy between the warlike history of liberal states and Schumpeter’s 
pacifi stic expectations highlights three extreme assumptions. First, his “material-
istic monism” leaves little room for noneconomic objectives, whether espoused 
by states or individuals. Neither glory, nor prestige, nor ideological justifi cation, 
nor the pure power of ruling shapes policy. These nonmaterial goals leave little 
room for positive-sum gains, such as the comparative advantages of trade. Second, 
and relatedly, the same is true for his states. The political life of individuals seems 
to have been homogenized at the same time as the individuals were “rationalized, 
individualized, and democratized.” Citizens – capitalists and workers, rural and 
urban – seek material welfare. Schumpeter seems to presume that ruling makes no 
difference. He also presumes that no one is prepared to take those measures (such 
as stirring up foreign quarrels to preserve a domestic ruling coalition) that enhance 
one’s political power, despite deterimental effects on mass welfare. Third, like 
domestic politics, world politics are homogenized. Materially monistic and demo-
cratically capitalist, all states evolve toward free trade and liberty together. 
Countries differently constituted seem to disappear from Schumpeter’s analysis. 
“Civilized” nations govern “culturally backward”  regions . These assumptions are 
not shared by Machiavelli’s theory of liberalism.  

  Liberal imperialism 
 Machiavelli argues, not only that republics are not pacifi stic, but that they are the 
best form of state for imperial expansion. Establishing a republic fi t for imperial 
expansion is, moreover, the best way to guarantee the survival of a state. 

 Machiavelli’s republic is a classical mixed republic. It is not a democracy – 
which he thought would quickly degenerate into a tyranny – but is characterized 
by social equality, popular liberty, and political participation (Machiavelli, 1950, 
bk. 1, chap. 2, p. 112; see also Huliung, 1983, chap. 2; Mansfi eld, 1970; Pocock, 
1975, pp. 198–99; Skinner, 1981, chap. 3). The consuls serve as “kings,” the 
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senate as an aristocracy managing the state, and the people in the assembly as the 
source of strength. 

 Liberty results from “disunion” – the competition and necessity for compro-
mise required by the division of powers among senate, consuls, and tribunes (the 
last representing the common people). Liberty also results from the popular veto. 
The powerful few threaten the rest with tyranny, Machiavelli says, because they 
seek to dominate. The mass demands not to be dominated, and their veto thus 
preserves the liberties of the state (Machiavelli, 1950, bk. 1, chap. 5, p. 122). 
However, since the people and the rulers have different social characters, the 
people need to be “managed” by the few to avoid having their recklessness over-
turn or their fecklessness undermine the ability of the state to expand (Machiavelli, 
1950, bk. 1, chap. 53, pp. 249–50). Thus the senate and the consuls plan expan-
sion, consult oracles, and employ religion to manage the resources that the energy 
of the people supplies. 

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

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

 Hence, this belief leads to liberal imperialism. We are lovers of glory, 
Machiavelli announces. We seek to rule or, at least, to avoid being oppressed. In 
either case, we want more for ourselves and our states than just material welfare 
(materialistic monism). Because other states with similar aims thereby threaten 
us, we prepare ourselves for expansion. Because our fellow citizens threaten us if 
we do not allow them either to satisfy their ambition or to release their political 
energies through imperial expansion, we expand. 

 There is considerable historical evidence for liberal imperialism. Machiavelli’s 
(Polybius’s) Rome and Thucydides’ Athens both were imperial republics in the 
Machiavellian sense (Thucydides, 1954, bk. 6). The historical record of numerous 
U.S. interventions in the postwar period supports Machiavelli’s argument (Aron, 
1973, chaps. 3–4; Barnet, 1968, chap. 11), but the current record of liberal paci-
fi sm, weak as it is, calls some of his insights into question. To the extent that the 
modern populace actually controls (and thus unbalances) the mixed republic, its 
diffi dence may outweigh elite (“senatorial”) aggressiveness. 
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 We can conclude either that (1) liberal pacifi sm has at least taken over with the 
further development of capitalist democracy, as Schumpeter predicted it would or 
that (2) the mixed record of liberalism – pacifi sm and imperialism – indicates that 
some liberal states are Schumpeterian democracies while others are Machiavellian 
republics. Before we accept either conclusion, however, we must consider a third 
apparent regularity of modern world politics.  

  Liberal internationalism 
 Modern liberalism carries with it two legacies. They do not affect liberal 
states separately, according to whether they are pacifi stic or imperialistic, but 
simultaneously. 

 The fi rst of these legacies is the pacifi cation of foreign relations among liberal 
states.  2   During the nineteenth century, the United States and Great Britain engaged 
in nearly continual strife; however, after the Reform Act of 1832 defi ned actual 
representation as the formal source of the sovereignty of the British parliament, 
Britain and the United States negotiated their disputes. They negotiated despite, 
for example, British grievances during the Civil War against the North’s blockade 
of the South, with which Britain had close economic ties. Despite severe Anglo-
French colonial rivalry, liberal France and liberal Britain formed an entente 
against illiberal Germany before World War I. And from 1914 to 1915, Italy, the 
liberal member of the Triple Alliance with Germany and Austria, chose not to 
fulfi ll its obligations under that treaty to support its allies. Instead, Italy joined in 
an alliance with Britain and France, which prevented it from having to fi ght other 
liberal states and then declared war on Germany and Austria. Despite generations 
of Anglo-American tension and Britain’s wartime restrictions on American trade 
with Germany, the United States leaned toward Britain and France from 1914 to 
1917 before entering World War I on their side. 

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

 Here the predictions of liberal pacifi sts (and President Reagan) are borne out: 
liberal states do exercise peaceful restraint, and a separate peace exists among 
them. This separate peace provides a solid foundation for the United States’ crucial 
alliances with the liberal powers, e.g., the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and 
our Japanese alliance. This foundation appears to be impervious to the quarrels 
with our allies that bedeviled the Carter and Reagan administrations. It also offers 
the promise of a continuing peace among liberal states, and as the number of 
liberal states increases, it announces the possibility of global peace this side of the 
grave or world conquest. 

 Of course, the probability of the outbreak of war in any given year between any 
two given states is low. The occurrence of a war between any two adjacent states, 
considered over a long period of time, would be more probable. The apparent 
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absence of war between liberal states, whether adjacent or not, for almost 200 
years thus may have signifi cance. Similar claims cannot be made for feudal, 
fascist, communist, authoritarian, or totalitarian forms of rule (Doyle, 1983a, 
p. 222), nor for pluralistic or merely similar societies. More signifi cant perhaps is 
that when states are forced to decide on which side of an impending world war 
they will fi ght, liberals all wind up on the same side despite the complexity of the 
paths that take them there. These characteristics do not prove that the peace among 
liberals is statistically signifi cant nor that liberalism is the sole valid explanation 
for the peace.  3   They do suggest that we consider the possibility that liberals have 
indeed established a separate peace – but only among themselves. 

 Liberalism also carries with it a second legacy: international “imprudence” 
(Hume, 1963, pp. 346–47). Peaceful restraint only seems to work in liberals’ rela-
tions with other liberals. Liberal states have fought numerous wars with nonliberal 
states. (For a list of international wars since 1816 see pp. 19–20 above.) 

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

 Yet we cannot simply blame warfare on the authoritarians or totalitarians, as 
many of our more enthusiastic politicians would have us do.  4   Most wars arise out 
of calculations and miscalculations of interest, misunderstandings, and mutual 
suspicions, such as those that characterized the origins of World War I. However, 
aggression by the liberal state has also characterized a large number of wars. Both 
France and Britain fought expansionist colonial wars throughout the nineteenth 
century. The United States fought a similar war with Mexico from 1846 to 1848, 
waged a war of annihilation against the American Indians, and intervened mili-
tarily against sovereign states many times before and after World War II. Liberal 
states invade weak nonliberal states and display striking distrust in dealings with 
powerful nonliberal states (Doyle, 1983b). 

 Neither realist (statist) nor Marxist theory accounts well for these two legacies. 
While they can account for aspects of certain periods of international stability 
(Aron, 1968, pp. 151–54; Russett, 1985), neither the logic of the balance of power 
nor the logic of international hegemony explains the separate peace maintained 
for more than 150 years among states sharing one particular form of governance 
– liberal principles and institutions. Balance-of-power theory expects – indeed is 
premised upon – fl exible arrangements of geostrategic rivalry that include preven-
tive war. Hegemonies wax and wane, but the liberal peace holds. Marxist “ultra-
imperialists” expect a form of peaceful rivalry among capitalists, but only liberal 
capitalists maintain peace. Leninists expect liberal capitalists to be aggressive 
toward nonliberal states, but they also (and especially) expect them to be imperi-
alistic toward fellow liberal capitalists. 
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 Kant’s theory of liberal internationalism helps us understand these two legacies. 
The importance of Immanuel Kant as a theorist of international ethics has been 
well appreciated (Armstrong, 1931; Friedrich, 1948; Gallie, 1978, chap. 1; Galston, 
1975; Hassner, 1972; Hinsley, 1967, chap. 4; Hoffmann, 1965; Waltz, 1962; 
Williams, 1983), but Kant also has an important analytical theory of international 
politics.  Perpetual Peace , written in 1795 (Kant, 1970, pp. 93–130), helps us 
understand the interactive nature of international relations. Kant tries to teach us 
methodologically that we can study neither the systemic relations of states nor the 
varieties of state behavior in isolation from each other. Substantively, he antici-
pates for us the ever-widening pacifi cation of a liberal pacifi c union, explains this 
pacifi cation, and at the same time suggests why liberal states are not pacifi c in their 
relations with nonliberal states. Kant argues that perpetual peace will be guaran-
teed by the ever-widening acceptance of three “defi nitive articles” of peace. When 
all nations have accepted the defi nitive articles in a metaphorical “treaty” of 
perpetual peace he asks them to sign, perpetual peace will have been established. 

 The First Defi nitive Article requires the civil constitution of the state to be 
republican. By  republican  Kant means a political society that has solved the 
problem of combining moral autonomy, individualism, and social order. A private 
property and market-oriented economy partially addressed that dilemma in the 
private sphere. The public, or political, sphere was more troubling. His answer 
was a republic that preserved juridical freedom – the legal equality of citizens as 
subjects – on the basis of a representative government with a separation of powers. 
Juridical freedom is preserved because the morally autonomous individual is by 
means of representation a self-legislator making laws that apply to all citizens 
equally, including himself or herself. Tyranny is avoided because the individual is 
subject to laws he or she does not also administer (Kant,  PP , pp. 99–102; Riley, 
1985, chap. 5).  5   

 Liberal republics will progressively establish peace among themselves by 
means of the pacifi c federation, or union ( foedus pacifi cum ), described in Kant’s 
Second Defi nitive Article. The pacifi c union will establish peace within a federa-
tion of free states and securely maintain the rights of each state. The world will not 
have achieved the “perpetual peace” that provides the ultimate guarantor of repub-
lican freedom until “a late stage and after many unsuccessful attempts” (Kant, 
 UH , p. 47). At that time, all nations will have learned the lessons of peace through 
right conceptions of the appropriate constitution, great and sad experience, and 
good will. Only then will individuals enjoy perfect republican rights or the full 
guarantee of a global and just peace. In the meantime, the “pacifi c federation” of 
liberal republics – “an enduring and gradually expanding federation likely to 
prevent war” – brings within it more and more republics – despite republican 
collapses, backsliding, and disastrous wars – creating an ever-expanding separate 
peace (Kant,  PP , p. 105).  6   Kant emphasizes that:

  it can be shown that this idea of federalism, extending gradually to encom-
pass all states and thus leading to perpetual peace, is practicable and has 
objective reality. For if by good fortune one powerful and enlightened nation 
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can form a republic (which is by nature inclined to seek peace), this will 
provide a focal point for federal association among other states. These will 
join up with the fi rst one, thus securing the freedom of each state in accor-
dance with the idea of international right, and the whole will gradually spread 
further and further by a series of alliances of this kind. 

 (Kant,  PP , p. 104)   

 The pacifi c union is not a single peace treaty ending one war, a world state, 
nor a state of nations. Kant fi nds the fi rst insuffi cient. The second and third are 
impossible or potentially tyrannical. National sovereignty precludes reliable 
subservience to a state of nations; a world state destroys the civic freedom on 
which the development of human capacities rests (Kant,  UH , p. 50). Although 
Kant obliquely refers to various classical interstate confederations and modern 
diplomatic congresses, he develops no systematic organizational embodiment of 
this treaty and presumably does not fi nd institutionalization necessary (Riley, 
1983, chap. 5; Schwarz, 1962, p. 77). He appears to have in mind a mutual non-
aggression pact, perhaps a collective security agreement, and the cosmopolitan 
law set forth in the Third Defi nitive Article.  7   

 The Third Defi nitive Article establishes a cosmopolitan law to operate in 
conjunction with the pacifi c union. The cosmopolitan law “shall be limited to 
conditions of universal hospitality.” In this Kant calls for the recognition of the 
“right of a foreigner not to be treated with hostility when he arrives on someone 
else’s territory.” This “does not extend beyond those conditions which make it 
possible for them [foreigners] to attempt to enter into relations [commerce] with 
the native inhabitants” (Kant,  PP , p. 106). Hospitality does not require extending 
to foreigners either the right to citizenship or the right to settlement, unless the 
foreign visitors would perish if they were expelled. Foreign conquest and plunder 
also fi nd no justifi cation under this right. Hospitality does appear to include the 
right of access and the obligation of maintaining the opportunity for citizens to 
exchange goods and ideas without imposing the obligation to trade (a voluntary 
act in all cases under liberal constitutions). 

 Perpetual peace, for Kant, is an epistemology, a condition for ethical action, 
and, most importantly, an explanation of how the “mechanical process of nature 
visibly exhibits the purposive plan of producing concord among men, even against 
their will and indeed by means of their very discord” (Kant,  PP , p. 108;  UH , 
pp. 44–45). Understanding history requires an epistemological foundation, for 
without a teleology, such as the promise of perpetual peace, the complexity of 
history would overwhelm human understanding (Kant,  UH , pp. 51–53). Perpetual 
peace, however, is not merely a heuristic device with which to interpret history. It 
is guaranteed, Kant explains in the “First Addition” to  Perpetual Peace  (“On the 
Guarantee of Perpetual Peace”), to result from men fulfi lling their ethical duty or, 
failing that, from a hidden plan.  8   Peace is an ethical duty because it is only under 
conditions of peace that all men can treat each other as ends, rather than means to 
an end (Kant,  UH , p. 50; Murphy, 1970, chap. 3). In order for this duty to be prac-
tical, Kant needs, of course, to show that peace is in fact possible. The widespread 
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sentiment of approbation that he saw aroused by the early success of the French 
revolutionaries showed him that we can indeed be moved by ethical sentiments 
with a cosmopolitan reach (Kant,  CF , pp. 181–82; Yovel, 1980, pp. 153–54). This 
does not mean, however, that perpetual peace is certain (“prophesiable”). Even 
the scientifi cally regular course of the planets could be changed by a wayward 
comet striking them out of orbit. Human freedom requires that we allow for much 
greater reversals in the course of history. We must, in fact, anticipate the possi-
bility of backsliding and destructive wars – though these will serve to educate 
nations to the importance of peace (Kant,  UH , pp. 47–48). 

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

  we now come to the essential question regarding the prospect of perpetual 
peace. What does nature do in relation to the end which man’s own reason 
prescribes to him as a duty, i.e. how does nature help to promote his  moral 
purpose?  And how does nature guarantee that what man  ought  to do by the 
laws of his freedom (but does not do) will in fact be done through nature’s 
compulsion, without prejudice to the free agency of man? . . . This does not 
mean that nature imposes on us a  duty  to do it, for duties can only be imposed 
by practical reason. On the contrary, nature does it herself, whether we are 
willing or not:  facta volentem ducunt, nolentem tradunt . 

 ( PP , p. 112)   

 The guarantee thus rests, Kant argues, not on the probable behavior of moral angels, 
but on that of “devils, so long as they possess understanding” ( PP , p. 112). In 
explaining the sources of each of the three defi nitive articles of the perpetual peace, 
Kant then tells us how we (as free and intelligent devils) could be motivated by 
fear, force, and calculated advantage to undertake a course of action whose outcome 
we could reasonably anticipate to be perpetual peace. Yet while it is possible to 
conceive of the Kantian road to peace in these terms, Kant himself recognizes and 
argues that social evolution also makes the conditions of moral behavior less 
onerous and hence more likely ( CF , pp. 187–89; Kelly, 1969, pp. 106–13). In 
tracing the effects of both political and moral development, he builds an account of 
why liberal states do maintain peace among themselves and of how it will (by 
implication, has) come about that the pacifi c union will expand. He also explains 
how these republics would engage in wars with nonrepublics and therefore suffer 
the “sad experience” of wars that an ethical policy might have avoided. 

 The fi rst source of the three defi nitive articles derives from a political 
evolution – from a constitutional law. Nature (providence) has seen to it that 
human beings can live in all the regions where they have been driven to settle by 
wars. (Kant, who once taught geography, reports on the Lapps, the Samoyeds, the 
Pescheras.) “Asocial sociability” draws men together to fulfi ll needs for security 
and material welfare as it drives them into confl icts over the distribution and 
control of social products (Kant,  UH , p. 44–45;  PP , pp. 110–11). This violent 
natural evolution tends towards the liberal peace because “asocial sociability” 
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inevitably leads towards republican governments, and republican governments 
are a source of the liberal peace. 

 Republican representation and separation of powers are produced because they 
are the means by which the state is “organized well” to prepare for and meet 
foreign threats (by unity) and to tame the ambitions of selfi sh and aggressive indi-
viduals (by authority derived from representation, by general laws, and by nondes-
potic administration) (Kant,  PP , pp. 112–13). States that are not organized in this 
fashion fail. Monarchs thus encourage commerce and private property in order to 
increase national wealth. They cede rights of representation to their subjects in 
order to strengthen their political support or to obtain willing grants of tax revenue 
(Hassner, 1972, pp. 583–86). 

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

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

 (Kant,  PP , p. 100)   

 Yet these domestic republican restraints do not end war. If they did, liberal states 
would not be warlike, which is far from the case. They do introduce republican 
caution – Kant’s “hesitation” – in place of monarchical caprice. Liberal wars are 
only fought for popular, liberal purposes. The historical liberal legacy is laden 
with popular wars fought to promote freedom, to protect private property, or to 
support liberal allies against nonliberal enemies. Kant’s position is ambiguous. He 
regards these wars as unjust and warns liberals of their susceptibility to them 
(Kant,  PP , p. 106). At the same time, Kant argues that each nation “can and ought 
to” demand that its neighboring nations enter into the pacifi c union of liberal 
states ( PP , p. 102). Thus to see how the pacifi c union removes the occasion of 
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wars among liberal states and not wars between liberal and nonliberal states, we 
need to shift our attention from constitutional law to international law, Kant’s 
second source. 

 Complementing the constitutional guarantee of caution, international law adds 
a second source for the defi nitive articles: a guarantee of respect. The separation 
of nations that asocial sociability encourages is reinforced by the development of 
separate languages and religions. These further guarantee a world of separate 
states – an essential condition needed to avoid a “global, soul-less despotism.” 
Yet, at the same time, they also morally integrate liberal states: “as culture grows 
and men gradually move towards greater agreement over their principles, they 
lead to mutual understanding and peace” (Kant,  PP , p. 114). As republics 
emerge (the fi rst source) and as culture progresses, an understanding of the legiti-
mate rights of all citizens and of all republics comes into play; and this, now that 
caution characterizes policy, sets up the moral foundations for the liberal peace. 
Correspondingly, international law highlights the importance of Kantian publicity. 
Domestically, publicity helps ensure that the offi cials of republics act according to 
the principles they profess to hold just and according to the interests of the elec-
tors they claim to represent. Internationally, free speech and the effective commu-
nication of accurate conceptions of the political life of foreign peoples is essential 
to establishing and preserving the understanding on which the guarantee of respect 
depends. Domestically just republics, which rest on consent, then presume foreign 
republics also to be consensual, just, and therefore deserving of accommodation. 
The experience of cooperation helps engender further cooperative behavior when 
the consequences of state policy are unclear but (potentially) mutually benefi cial. 
At the same time, liberal states assume that nonliberal states, which do not rest on 
free consent, are not just. Because nonliberal governments are in a state of aggres-
sion with their own people, their foreign relations become for liberal governments 
deeply suspect. In short, fellow liberals benefi t from a presumption of amity; 
nonliberals suffer from a presumption of enmity. Both presumptions may be 
accurate; each, however, may also be self-confi rming. 

 Lastly, cosmopolitan law adds material incentives to moral commitments. The 
cosmopolitan right to hospitality permits the “spirit of commerce” sooner or later 
to take hold of every nation, thus impelling states to promote peace and to try to 
avert war. Liberal economic theory holds that these cosmopolitan ties derive from 
a cooperative international division of labor and free trade according to compara-
tive advantage. Each economy is said to be better off than it would have been 
under autarky; each thus acquires an incentive to avoid policies that would lead 
the other to break these economic ties. Because keeping open markets rests 
upon the assumption that the next set of transactions will also be determined by 
prices rather than coercion, a sense of mutual security is vital to avoid security-
motivated searches for economic autarky. Thus, avoiding a challenge to another 
liberal state’s security or even enhancing each other’s security by means of 
alliance naturally follows economic interdependence. 

 A further cosmopolitan source of liberal peace is the international market’s 
removal of diffi cult decisions of production and distribution from the direct sphere 
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of state policy. A foreign state thus does not appear directly responsible for these 
outcomes, and states can stand aside from, and to some degree above, these 
contentious market rivalries and be ready to step in to resolve crises. The 
inter-dependence of commerce and the international contacts of state offi cials 
help create crosscutting transnational ties that serve as lobbies for mutual 
accommodation. According to modern liberal scholars, international fi nanciers 
and transnational and transgovernmental organizations create interests in favor of 
accommodation. Moreover, their variety has ensured that no single confl ict sours 
an entire relationship by setting off a spiral of reciprocated retaliation (Brzezinski 
and Huntington, 1963, chap. 9; Keohane and Nye, 1977, chap. 7; Neustadt, 1970; 
Polanyi, 1944, chaps. 1–2). Conversely, a sense of suspicion, such as that charac-
terizing relations between liberal and nonliberal governments, can lead to restric-
tions on the range of contacts between societies, and this can increase the prospect 
that a single confl ict will determine an entire relationship. 

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

 In their relations with nonliberal states, however, liberal states have not escaped 
from the insecurity caused by anarchy in the world political system considered as 
a whole. Moreover, the very constitutional restraint, international respect for indi-
vidual rights, and shared commercial interests that establish grounds for peace 
among liberal states establish grounds for additional confl ict in relations between 
liberal and nonliberal societies.  

  Conclusion 
 Kant’s liberal internationalism, Machiavelli’s liberal imperialism, and Schumpeter’s 
liberal pacifi sm rest on fundamentally different views of the nature of the 
human being, the state, and international relations.  9   Schumpeter’s humans are 
rationalized, individualized, and democratized. They are also homogenized, 
pursuing material interests “monistically.” Because their material interests lie in 
peaceful trade, they and the democratic state that these fellow citizens control are 
pacifi stic. Machiavelli’s citizens are splendidly diverse in their goals but funda-
mentally unequal in them as well, seeking to rule or fearing being dominated. 
Extending the rule of the dominant elite or avoiding the political collapse of their 
state, each calls for imperial expansion. 

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

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

 (Kant,  PP , p. 113)   

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

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

 Yet restraining liberal imprudence, whether aggressive or passive, may not be 
possible without threatening liberal pacifi cation. Improving the strategic acumen 
of our foreign policy calls for introducing steadier strategic calculations of the 
national interest in the long run and more fl exible responses to changes in the 
international political environment. Constraining the indiscriminate meddling of 
our foreign interventions calls for a deeper appreciation of the “particularism of 
history, culture, and membership” (Walzer, 1983, p. 5), but both the improvement 
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in strategy and the constraint on intervention seem, in turn, to require an executive 
freed from the restraints of a representative legislature in the management of 
foreign policy and a political culture indifferent to the universal rights of indi-
viduals. These conditions, in their turn, could break the chain of constitutional 
guarantees, the respect for representative government, and the web of trans-
national contact that have sustained the pacifi c union of liberal states. 

 Perpetual peace, Kant says, is the end point of the hard journey his republics 
will take. The promise of perpetual peace, the violent lessons of war, and the 
experience of a partial peace are proof of the need for and the possibility of world 
peace. They are also the grounds for moral citizens and statesmen to assume the 
duty of striving for peace.  

  Appendix 1 

18th Century
 Swiss Cantonsa

  French Republic, 
 1790–1795

 United States,a 1776–
  Total = 3
1800–1850
 Swiss Confederation
 United States
 France, 1830–1849
 Belgium, 1830–
 Great Britain, 1832–
 Netherlands, 1848–
 Piedmont, 1848–
 Denmark, 1849–
  Total = 8
1850–1900
 Switzerland
 United States
 Belgium
 Great Britain
 Netherlands
 Piedmont, –1861
 Italy, 1861–
 Denmark, –1866
 Sweden, 1864–
 Greece, 1864–
 Canada, 1867–
 France, 1871–
 Argentina, 1880–
 Chile, 1891–
  Total = 13

1900–1945
 Switzerland
 United States
 Great Britain
 Sweden
 Canada
 Greece, –1911; 1928–1936
 Italy, –1922
 Belgium, –1940
 Netherlands, –1940
 Argentina, –1943
 France, –1940
 Chile, –1924; 1932–
 Australia, 1901
 Norway, 1905–1940
 New Zealand, 1907–
 Colombia, 1910–1949
 Denmark, 1914–1940
 Poland, 1917–1935
 Latvia, 1922–1934
 Germany, 1918–1932
 Austria, 1918–1934
 Estonia, 1919–1934
 Finland, 1919–
 Uruguay, 1919–
 Costa Rica, 1919–
 Czechoslovakia, 
  1920–1939
 Ireland, 1920–
 Mexico, 1928–
 Lebanon, 1944–
  Total = 29

1945–b

 Switzerland
 United States
 Great Britain
 Sweden
 Canada
 Australia
 New Zealand
 Finland
 Ireland
 Mexico
 Uruguay, –1973
 Chile, –1973
 Lebanon, –1975
 Costa Rica, –1948; 1953–
 Iceland, 1944–
 France, 1945–
 Denmark, 1945
 Norway, 1945
 Austria, 1945–
 Brazil, 1945–1954; 
  1955–1964
 Belgium, 1946–
 Luxemburg, 1946–
 Netherlands, 1946–
 Italy, 1946–
 Philippines, 1946–1972
 India, 1947–1975; 1977–
 Sri Lanka, 1948–1961; 
  1963–1971; 1978–
 Ecuador, 1948–1963; 1979–
 Israel, 1949–

   Table 3.1     Liberal regimes and the pacifi c union, 1700–1982  

(Continued overleaf )
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1945–(cont.)
 West Germany, 1949–
  Greece, 1950–1967; 

 1975–
  Peru, 1950–1962; 1963–

 1968; 1980–
 El Salvador, 1950–1961
  Turkey, 1950–1960; 

 1966–1971
 Japan, 1951–

1945–(cont.)
 Bolivia, 1956–1969; 1982–
 Colombia, 1958–
 Venezuela, 1959–
  Nigeria, 1961–1964; 

 1979–1984
 Jamaica, 1962–
  Trinidad and Tobago, 

 1962–
 Senegal, 1963–

1945–(cont.)
 Malaysia, 1963–
 Botswana, 1966–
 Singapore, 1965–
 Portugal, 1976–
 Spain, 1978–
 Dominican Republic, 1978–
 Honduras, 1981–
 Papua New Guinea, 1982–
  Total = 50

    Note:  I have drawn up this approximate list of “liberal regimes” according to the four institutions Kant 
described as essential: market and private property economies; polities that are externally sovereign; 
citizens who possess juridical rights; and “republican” (whether republican or parliamentary 
monarchy), representative government. This latter includes the requirement that the legislative branch 
have an effective role in public policy and be formally and competitively (either inter- or intra-party) 
elected. Furthermore, I have taken into account whether male suffrage is wide (i.e., 30%) or, as Kant 
( MM , p. 139) would have had it, open by “achievement” to inhabitants of the national or metropolitan 
territory (e.g., to poll-tax payers or house-holders). This list of liberal regimes is thus more inclusive 
than a list of democratic regimes, or polyarchies (Powell, 1982, p. 5). Other conditions taken into 
account here are that female suffrage is granted within a generation of its being demanded by an exten-
sive female suffrage movement and that representative government is internally sovereign (e.g., 
including, and especially over military and foreign affairs) as well as stable (in existence for at least 
three years). Sources for these data are Banks and Overstreet (1983), Gastil (1985),  The Europa 
Yearbook, 1985  (1985), Langer (1968), U.K. Foreign and Commonwealth Offi ce (1980), and U.S. 
Department of State (1981). Finally, these lists exclude ancient and medieval “republics,” since none 
appears to fi t Kant’s commitment to liberal individualism (Holmes, 1979).  
  a  There are domestic variations within these liberal regimes: Switzerland was liberal only in certain 

cantons; the United States was liberal only north of the Mason-Dixon line until 1865, when it 
became liberal throughout.  

  b  Selected list, excludes liberal regimes with populations less than one million. These include all 
states categorized as “free” by Gastil and those “partly free” (four-fi fths or more free) states with a 
more pronounced capitalist orientation.    

Table 3.1 Continued

     Notes 
   I would like to thank Marshall Cohen, Amy Gutmann, Ferdinand Hermens, Bonnie Honig, 
Paschalis Kitromilides, Klaus Knorr, Diana Meyers, Kenneth Oye, Jerome Schneewind, and 
Richard Ullman for their helpful suggestions. One version of this paper was presented at the 
American Section of the International Society for Social and Legal Philosophy, Notre Dame, 
Indiana, November 2–4, 1984, and appears as “Liberal Institutions and International Ethics,” 
in Political Realism and International Morality: Ethics in the Nuclear Age, K. Kipnis and 
D. Meyers, eds, (Boulder and London: Westview Press, 1987), pp. 185–211. Another version 
was presented on March 19, 1986, to the Avoiding Nuclear War Project, Center for Science 
and International Affairs, The John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University. 
This essay draws on research assisted by a MacArthur Fellowship in International Security 
awarded by the Social Science Research Council.  
  1   He notes that testing this proposition is likely to be very diffi cult, requiring “detailed 

historical analysis.” However, the bourgeois attitude toward the military, the spirit and 
manner by which bourgeois societies wage war, and the readiness with which they 
submit to military rule during a prolonged war are “conclusive in themselves” 
(Schumpeter, 1950, p. 129).  
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  2   Clarence Streit (1938, pp. 88, 90–92) seems to have been the fi rst to point out (in contem-
porary foreign relations) the empirical tendency of democracies to maintain peace 
among themselves, and he made this the foundation of his proposal for a (non-Kantian) 
federal union of the 15 leading democracies of the 1930s. In a very interesting book, 
Ferdinand Hermens (1944) explored some of the policy implications of Streit’s analysis. 
D. V. Babst (1972, pp. 55–58) performed a quantitative study of this phenomenon of 
“democratic peace,” and R. J. Rummel (1983) did a similar study of “libertarianism” (in 
the sense of laissez faire) focusing on the postwar period that drew on an unpublished 
study (Project No. 48) noted in Appendix 1 of his  Understanding Confl ict and War  
(1979, p. 386). I use the term  liberal  in a wider, Kantian sense in my discussion of this 
issue (Doyle, 1983a). In that essay, I survey the period from 1790 to the present and fi nd 
no war among liberal states.  

  3   Babst (1972) did make a preliminary test of the signifi cance of the distribution of alliance 
partners in World War I. He found that the possibility that the actual distribution of 
alliance partners could have occurred by chance was less than 1% (Babst, 1972, p. 56). 
However, this assumes that there was an equal possibility that any two nations could have 
gone to war with each other, and this is a strong assumption. Rummel (1983) has a further 
discussion of the issue of statistical signifi cance as it applies to his libertarian thesis.  

  4   There are serious studies showing that Marxist regimes have higher military spending 
per capita than non-Marxist regimes (Payne, n.d.), but this should not be interpreted as a 
sign of the inherent aggressiveness of authoritarian or totalitarian governments or of the 
inherent and global peacefulness of liberal regimes. Marxist regimes, in particular, 
represent a minority in the current international system; they are strategically encircled, 
and due to their lack of domestic legitimacy, they might be said to “suffer” the twin 
burden of needing defenses against both external and internal enemies. Andreski (1980), 
moreover, argues that (purely) military dictatorships, due to their domestic fragility, 
have little incentive to engage in foreign military adventures. According to Walter 
Clemens (1982, pp. 117–18), the United States intervened in the Third World more than 
twice as often during the period 1946–1976 as the Soviet Union did in 1946–1979. 
Relatedly, Posen and VanEvera (1980, p. 105; 1983, pp. 86–89) found that the United 
States devoted one quarter and the Soviet Union one tenth of their defense budgets to 
forces designed for Third World interventions (where responding to perceived threats 
would presumably have a less than purely defensive character).  

  5   All citations from Kant are from  Kant’s Political Writings  (Kant, 1970), the H. B. Nisbet 
translation edited by Hans Reiss. The works discussed and the abbreviations by which 
they are identifi ed in the text are as follows:

    PP Perpetual Peace  (1795) 
   UH The Idea for a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Purpose  (1784) 
   CF The Contest of Faculties  (1798) 
   MM The Metaphysics of Morals  (1797).    
  6   I think Kant meant that the peace would be established among liberal regimes and would 

expand by ordinary political and legal means as new liberal regimes appeared. By a 
process of gradual extension the peace would become global and then perpetual; the 
occasion for wars with nonliberals would disappear as nonliberal regimes disappeared.  

  7   Kant’s  foedus pacifi cum  is thus neither a  pactum pacis  (a single peace treaty) nor a 
 civitas gentium  (a world state). He appears to have anticipated something like a less 
formally institutionalized League of Nations or United Nations. One could argue that in 
practice, these two institutions worked for liberal states and only for liberal states, but no 
specifi cally liberal “pacifi c union” was institutionalized. Instead, liberal states have 
behaved for the past 180 years as if such a Kantian pacifi c union and treaty of perpetual 
peace had been signed.  

  8   In the  Metaphysics of Morals  (the  Rechtslehre ) Kant seems to write as if perpetual peace 
is only an epistemological device and, while an ethical duty, is empirically merely a 
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“pious hope” ( MM , pp. 164–75) – though even here he fi nds that the pacifi c union is not 
“impracticable” ( MM , p. 171). In the  Universal History  ( UH ), Kant writes as if the brute 
force of physical nature drives men toward inevitable peace. Yovel (1980, pp. 168 ff.) 
argues that from a post-critical (post- Critique of Judgment ) perspective,  Perpetual 
Peace  reconciles the two views of history. “Nature” is human-created nature (culture or 
civilization). Perpetual peace is the “ a priori  of the  a posteriori ” – a critical perspective 
that then enables us to discern causal, probabilistic patterns in history. Law and the 
“political technology” of republican constitutionalism are separate from ethical develop-
ment, but both interdependently lead to perpetual peace – the fi rst through force, fear, 
and self-interest; the second through progressive enlightenment – and both together lead 
to perpetual peace through the widening of the circumstances in which engaging in right 
conduct poses smaller and smaller burdens.  

  9   For a comparative discussion of the political foundations of Kant’s ideas, see Shklar 
(1984, pp. 232–38).    
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                 4 Politics and grand strategy   

     Contemporary discussions of grand strategy in the United States tend to be domi-
nated by issues of global political economy. Despite Carl von Clausewitz’s dictum 
that strategy should be considered an instrument in the pursuit of a “political 
object”  1   and despite Michael Howard’s classic discussion of the “forgotten dimen-
sions” of strategy, our objects appear to be overwhelmingly economic, and 
the signifi cances of differing political values and political institutions remain 
forgotten.  2   

 The major reason for this neglect of the politics of grand strategy seems to be 
quite straightforward. Politics is simply being crowded out by the current exciting 
and controversial literature on the economics of grand strategy.  3   In the light of this 
literature, politics seems derivative of the deeper widely perceived facts of United 
States economic decline and East Asian ascent.  4   The current focus on the economic 
base makes politics – considered as the explicit contest over who decides and 
for what purposes – seem somehow superstructural and superfi cial, a spurious 
correlate of these deeper forces. 

 In addition to this possible lack of demand or appreciation, a specifi cally polit-
ical interpretation of grand strategy suffers in the United States from systematic 
shortages of supply. The natural producer and consumer of grand strategy – the 
military – fi nds itself constrained by laws and professional conventions to stay out 
of politics. Strategy in this view is planned to promote the “national interest,” and 
the national interest is whatever the politicians say it is.  5   But politicians, to take a 
step further, particularly those in presidential democracies such as ours, do not 
quite fi ll in the gap and defi ne the “national interest” in any way that has opera-
tional signifi cance. Coalition parties tend to preclude coherent and critical discus-
sions of strategy. (In 1986 the Democratic party dropped a discussion of U.S. 
policy toward Nicaragua from its midterm report on foreign policy because it was 
too controversial.) Short horizons have equivalent effects on the party in power; 
lacking a bipartisan consensus, administrations can rarely plan for what they can 
be sure to be able to implement. Instead, we fi nd familiar searches for the roots of 
“national malaise,” “standing tall,” “that vision thing,” and the “end of history.”  6   
We seem to be groping for something to replace the simplicities of Cold War 
containment. Having become used to a consensus when political antitotalitari-
anism, economic antisocialism, and strategic balances of power all pointed in the 
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same anti-Soviet direction, we seem to have become unaccustomed to interna-
tional political choice. 

 By default, the task falls to intellectuals – including international political 
scientists and international historians. Here another consideration operates. A 
professional reluctance to politicize the discipline joins a scientifi c urge toward 
parsimonious theory. In addition, both of these operate within a context of a 
postwar tradition of realist skepticism directed against the overtly political philos-
ophies of prewar idealists and pacifi sts. Together they have established a powerful 
paradigm of structuralism or neorealism that systematically depoliticizes, “struc-
tures,” the subject of international politics at the same time as it conditions profes-
sional and bureaucratic discussion toward a structural grand strategy, the balance 
of power. 

 For the number and power of states to determine the characteristics of the inter-
national system and thereby prejudice us toward the adoption of a balance of 
power strategy, we need to accept the following basic assumptions of structural 
realism.  7   

 As do all international theories, neorealism assumes that the international 
system is “anarchic” in the sense that it lacks a world government, a monopoly of 
legitimate violence. It also assumes that its units, the actors in world politics, want 
to survive. But neorealism in some versions adds three ancillary assumptions:

   1   that the units of analysis are “like” units and nations or “states . . . are the key 
units of action” – states are hierarchical institutions that possess a monopoly 
of legitimate violence;  

  2   “that they seek power, either as an end or as a means to other ends,” that is, 
there is a hierarchy of ends with security predominating and power being the 
primary, or essential, independent means to security under a condition of 
international anarchy;  

  3   that the units “behave in ways that are, by and large rational,” meaning that 
they process a unitary, egoistic, welfare function and adopt policies designed 
to maximize outcomes given that welfare function.    

 From these assumptions neorealists infer that the international condition is a 
“state of war” – a tract of time wherein the possibility of war is assumed by all. 
From that inference neorealists then conclude that states should balance power 
against power rather than bandwagon toward the more powerful, simply because 
states that fail to do so are competed out of existence, and that other statesmen 
therefore are socialized into the superiority of balancing strategy.  8   

 The robust version of neorealism regards the general assumption – international 
anarchy – and an instinct for survival as suffi cient to generate the “state of war” and 
a balancing strategy. The latter three assumptions are ancillary and are held to 
be either unnecessary or derivative of international anarchy (by competitive 
selection and socialization). A contingent, less powerful version of structural 
realism regards all four assumptions as necessary to generate a state of war and 
(thus) a balancing strategy.  9   
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 Despite the scientifi c success of structuralism, however, we as social scientists 
observe a large residual of unexplained international behavior. And structural 
realism’s political success in dominating the debate also leaves itself unexplained 
and its own implicit politics unexplored. Indeed, the manifest success of structur-
alism has left us bereft of the political insights focused on competing political 
values and differing institutions. We may be, to borrow the paleontological meta-
phor, in danger of evolutionary deadend. The lack of an adequate sense of alter-
native conceptions of grand strategy can stifl e our imaginations and preclude 
effective policy solutions to dramatically changing circumstances.  10   

 In an effort to broaden our intellectual and policy repertoire, I will draw on 
competing political philosophies of international relations, reintroducing differing 
political values and varying institutions into the formulation of the foundations of 
grand strategy. What might follow from employing those philosophies as guide-
lines in how to relax the ancillary assumptions of neorealism? What would stra-
tegic reasoning look like if we relaxed those ancillary assumptions – broke up the 
unitary state, changed the logic of calculation, and diversifi ed our goals beyond 
national security? How “robust” is neorealism – does repoliticization make a 
difference? By doing this, we can achieve an indirect understanding of the 
constraining role that real world differences in units and preferences impose on 
the ideal structuralist model of the balance of power.  

  The state as a work of art 
 Let us begin with two simple cases. First, what if we were to relax national-state 
action but keep security interest-driven goals and rational decision making? 
Second, what if we were to keep state action and rational decision making but 
relax the primacy of security? In both cases, we retain unitary rational calculation. 
The focus thus falls on the unitary calculator – the statesman as individual, maxi-
mizing personal interests that may or may not correspond with those of the state 
and that may or may not place security goals fi rst. 

 Machiavelli’s philosophy of individualist realism offers us a set of relevant 
expectations with which to illuminate these situations. Machiavelli’s realism rests 
fundamentally – that is, causally and directly – on his view of the individual. He 
draws his examples of successful and unsuccessful personal politics from the 
princes of contemporary Europe and the imperial republic, of classical Rome. He 
validates these lessons by providing two sorts of evidence. For supporting or 
contradicting examples he offers contemporary European experience, the 
successes and failures of, among others, Ferdinand of Spain, Cesare Borgia, and 
Louis XII. For integrated, or defi nitive and digested, exemplary experience he 
offers the glorious experience of Rome, whose successful use as interpreted by 
Polybius or Livy validates any procedure.  11   

 Individuals need to maximize their own interests, beginning with security, 
because the “state of war” is pervasive. It makes itself felt not only between states 
but also within them. Hereditary princes, like the duke of Ferrara, could rely on 
custom to secure the love of their subjects. That love posed formidable hurdles to 
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the ambitions of conquerors, who found these principalities not only diffi cult to 
conquer but even more diffi cult to hold against all those who preferred a return of 
the ancient ruling family.  12   Conservative aristocratic republics like Venice and 
Sparta tried to limit their insecurity by limiting their ambitions. By choosing isola-
tion and autonomy, Sparta kept its citizens poor and powerless. Spartan kings 
ruled over citizens whose modest but adequate standard of living stimulated few 
appetites, either material or political, domestic or foreign.  13   

 But neither hereditary princes nor conservative republics fully escape insecu-
rity because they cannot completely escape new princes and expansionist repub-
lics. New princes both cause and respond to the threat of violence that surrounds 
them. Both new principalities and “mixed” principalities (an old prince attempting 
to hold a new conquest) create enemies of all those displaced in the conquest and 
yet gain little security from the support of their followers, whom they could not 
fully reward without further alienating the conquered population.  14   

 So why would a prince enter this violent contest? Are princes simply seekers 
after “power for its own sake”? Machiavelli says princes seek war and military 
conquest despite all the dangers for two reasons: fi rst, in order to demonstrate and 
obtain the rewards of imperial greatness that fortune bestows on  virtù  (courageous 
ambition), and second, in order to protect the state from predation.  15   

 Through lionlike military leadership the Prince can turn uncertainty into confi -
dence, despair into courage. For populations having little in common except their 
subjection to him, the prince can offer a promise of success through strategic 
brilliance.  16   

 Through foxlike diplomacy the Prince can economize on the use of violence. 
Neither neutrality nor, unless necessary, (what we now call) collaboration or 
“bandwagoning,” subordinating oneself or aligning with stronger foreign princes, 
will do.  17   Active “balancing” is both more prestigious and more secure, because 
aligning can make the difference needed for victory or because failing to align 
with the weaker can leave you victim to the designs of the winner, without the 
support of the weaker. And better than either is the imperial acquisition of new 
provinces. 

 Let us examine the circumstances of collaboration and imperialism, two alter-
natives to the balance of power. Machiavelli gives us many important refl ections 
on the requisites of successful imperialism. He offers many examples of mistaken 
policies, but he does not pursue just what necessities or failures of  virtù  would 
compel collaboration or bandwagoning.  18   But in the modern literature on the 
history of empires, there is a classic example of rational security-oriented calcula-
tion that places the personal interests of the ruler above the national interests of the 
state. 

 Khedive Tewfi k, nominal ruler of the Egypt from 1879 to 1892, felt compelled 
to make just such a choice in 1882 when he collaborated with the British expedi-
tionary force against a nationalist movement that had taken control of the Egyptian 
state. After many years of increasing debt and fi nancial corruption, widespread 
disaffection of the agricultural classes, increasing foreign control through a 
committee of foreign bondholders represented by British and French fi nancial 
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advisers – and a consequent upsurge of nationalist sentiment – Colonel Ahmed 
Arabi of the Egyptian army led a rebellion against khedivial corruption. During 
the crisis years of 1881–82, the khedive fl irted with an alignment toward the 
nationalists but in the end chose the British as a more reliable foundation for his 
throne. 

 Tewfi k clearly lacked  virtù . His father, the previous khedive, described Tewfi k 
thus, “Ni tête, ni coeur, ni courage.”  19   But the equally signifi cant source of his 
collaboration and that of scores of other Egyptian notables (some of whom at fi rst 
opposed the British) was the lack of a defi ned alternative. “Egypt” was politically 
a fi ef of the Mamluks, now contested by native Egyptians; commercially and 
fi nancially, an economic colony of European capitalism; legally and formally, still 
a province of the Ottoman Empire; internationally, a quasi-independent state 
founded by Muhammad Ali, two generations before Tewfi k; and actually, any and 
all of the above.  20   The “Egyptian” nation-state was still up for defi nition, awaiting 
political creation. But Tewfi k was not the ruler to create it. In order to best preserve 
himself as Colonel Arabi’s rebellion spun out of control in the summer of 1882, 
he placed himself under the protection of the British landing force and returned 
– in their “knapsacks” – a puppet restored to his capital. Rather than “Egypt” 
balancing against the British threat to its independence, Tewfi k collaborated with 
the British in order to maintain his personal security. 

 Machiavelli saw that the vigorous contest of world politics rested on either (or 
both) virtuous leaders or well-organized states. On the one hand, the unfortunate 
Tewfi k was thus doubly disadvantaged. Ferdinand of Aragon, on the other hand, 
was doubly advantaged. 

 Prince of Aragon, husband of Isabella of Castile, hence king of united Spain, 
conqueror of Naples and Navarre and North Africa, sovereign of the Americas, 
Ferdinand was the one contemporaneous Christian prince who could measure his 
 virtù  head to toe against the great founders of antiquity whom Machiavelli so 
admired – Moses, Cyrus, and Romulus. And unlike the poor Khedive Tewfi k, 
Ferdinand captured the Machiavellian “stato,” having both “dominio,” an effec-
tively controlled territory, and “imperio,” a right of command.  21   

 Nonetheless, our understanding of Ferdinand also requires us to relax the 
assumptions of structural realism. He was a rational calculator without compare 
and the founder of the Spanish state, but his ambitions went much beyond a 
primacy of security. 

 Ferdinand of Spain’s conquests, beginning with Granada, made him “the fi rst 
king among the Christians.”  22   Ferdinand succeeded both in enlarging his kingdom 
at the expense of foreign rivals and, more important, in securing himself at home. 
He kept the barons of Castile (his domestic rivals) occupied in foreign wars. He 
employed the riches of the people and the church to create his own army. He 
acquired great fame and wealth in an act of “pious cruelty” (whose victims were 
the hapless Marranos).  23   

 Although born in 1452 as the son of the king, John II of Aragon, Ferdinand 
learned that to become great one had to think like a new prince, which he proceeded 
to do. He helped his father destroy his older brother (from a fi rst marriage), the 
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Prince of Viana, who led the nationalist faction in Aragon. With the help of 
the bribes funded by the great Jewish fi nanciers of Castile and Aragon, he 
succeeded in winning the hand in marriage of Isabella of Castile.  24   After trying a 
coup against his wife, he learned to appreciate her talents and ruled with her, 
suppressing the ancient independence of the noble magnates of Castile and 
Aragon, strengthening the bureaucratic discipline of the state, and then setting 
about great conquests.  25   

 His success fi rst appeared internationally in the reconquest of Muslim Spain, 
Granada, in 1492. By “keeping the minds of the barons of Castile occupied,” the 
war against Granada put them under his power.  26   This increase in his power 
allowed him to turn against former allies and to reward new ones, so he expelled 
the Jews and Moors in order to reward his new allies: the missionary orders, the 
soldiers, and the great nobles. (But he appears to have known that this was an 
economically foolish policy – that it would destroy fi nance and agriculture – 
because he refused to expel the Moors from his own personal kingdom of Aragon.) 
He then turned his new domestic authority to more foreign conquest and went 
after Naples (a traditional arena of Aragonese expansion), began a half-hearted 
conquest of North Africa, and at Isabella’s urging, fi nanced exploration of the 
Americas. His success domestically in refounding the state was evidenced by 
his being able to raise public revenues from less than 900,000 reals in 1474 to 
26,000,000 in 1504.  27   

 Ferdinand created an effective diplomatic service, but repeatedly abused its 
members by requiring them to tell the most apparent lies, which successfully 
clouded his intentions, as Machiavelli noted.  28   He also created a great army 
under the leadership of Gonsalvo de Cordova, composed of a modern infantry of 
forces – halberd, sword, and harquebus. 

 His end honored him little. After a life spent struggling to create a great and 
independent Spain dominating the entire western Mediterranean, Ferdinand was 
forced to recognize as his sole heirs his daughter, Juana the Mad, and her hostile 
husband, the Habsburg archduke Philip.  29   

 For Ferdinand, the balance of power was not an end or a policy, but a tactic of 
“divide and rule” in an imperial strategy of conquest. His  virtù  was refl ected in a 
willingness to take risks much beyond those someone attempting to maximize 
personal or national security would have been willing to assume. The state was an 
entity as yet uninstitutionalized and unpurposed. It was in Jacob Burckhardt’s 
phrase a “work of art” yet to be fashioned, whether well or ill, by “artists” such as 
Ferdinand and Tewfi k.  30   In one case, domestic constraints forced Tewfi k to invite 
the British in. In the other, domestic impulsions led Ferdinand to seek a larger role 
than Spanish resources could fully sustain.  

  The pacifi c union 
 The third example is somewhat more complicated and yet is more familiar. Liberal 
internationalists who have wanted to claim that “free states” are different from 
other states relax two of the structuralist realist assumptions at the same time. 
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Liberals retain the assumption of the state as the essential, stable, and institution-
alized unit of decision. But they relax the assumption that states are single rational 
egoistic calculators in favor of a view that sees states as complex representative 
institutions – liberal republics. At the same time, they relax the assumption that 
states are motivated by security defi ned in terms of power, material interests, and 
prestige in favor of the assumption that liberal republics are motivated by the 
value of individual freedom. 

 In Immanuel Kant’s philosophy of liberal internationalism these two innova-
tions work together and have signifi cant effects on world politics. In  Perpetual 
Peace ,  31   Kant shows how liberal republics lead to a dichotomous international 
politics: peaceful relations – a “pacifi c union” among similarly liberal states – and 
a “state of war” between liberals and nonliberals. 

 First, republican governments, he argues, tame the aggressive interests of abso-
lutist monarchies and ingrain the habit of respect for individual rights. Wars then 
appear as direct charges on the people’s welfare that he and the other liberals 
thought them to be. Yet these domestic republican restraints do not end war. If 
they did, liberal states would not be warlike, which is far from the case. They do 
introduce republican caution, Kant’s “hesitation,” in place of monarchical caprice. 
Liberal wars are only fought for popular, liberal purposes. The historical liberal 
legacy is laden with popular wars fought to promote freedom, protect private 
property, or support liberal allies against nonliberal enemies.  32   

 Second, in order to see how the pacifi c union removes the occasion of wars 
among liberal states and not wars between liberal and nonliberal states, we need 
to shift our attention from constitutional law to international law, Kant’s second 
source. Complementing the constitutional guarantee of caution, international law 
adds a second source – a guarantee of respect. The separation of nations is rein-
forced by the development of separate languages and religions. These further 
guarantee a world of separate states – an essential condition needed to avoid a 
“global, soulless despotism.” Yet, at the same time, they also morally integrate 
liberal states “as culture grows and men gradually move towards greater agree-
ment over their principles, they lead to mutual understanding and peace.”  33   As 
republics emerge (the fi rst source) and as culture progresses, an understanding of 
the legitimate rights of all citizens and of all republics comes into play; and this, 
now that caution characterizes policy, sets up the moral foundations for the liberal 
peace. Correspondingly, international law highlights the importance of Kantian 
publicity. Domestically, publicity helps ensure that the offi cials of republics act 
according to the principles that they profess to hold just and according to the inter-
ests of the electors that they claim to represent. Internationally, free speech and 
the effective communication of accurate conceptions of the political life of foreign 
peoples is essential to establish and preserve the understanding on which the 
guarantee of respect depends. 

 Domestically just republics, which rest on consent, then presume foreign repub-
lics to be also consensual, just, and therefore deserving of accommodation. The 
experience of cooperation helps engender further cooperative behavior when the 
consequences of state policy are unclear but are (potentially) mutually benefi cial. 
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At the same time, liberal states assume that nonliberal states, which do not rest on 
free consent, are not just. Because nonliberal governments are in a state of aggres-
sion with their own people, their foreign relations become for liberal governments 
deeply suspect. In short, fellow liberals benefi t from a presumption of amity; 
nonliberals suffer from a presumption of enmity. Both presumptions may be 
accurate. Each, however, may also be self-fulfi lling. 

 Democratic liberals do not need to assume either that public opinion rules 
foreign policy or that the entire governmental elite is liberal. It can assume that the 
elite typically manages public affairs but that potentially nonliberal members of 
the elite have reason to doubt that antiliberal policies would be electorally 
sustained and endorsed by the majority of the democratic public. 

 Finally, cosmopolitan law adds material incentives to moral commitments. The 
cosmopolitan right to hospitality permits the “spirit of commerce” sooner or later 
to take hold of every nation, thus creating incentives for states to promote peace 
and to try to avert war. Liberal economic theory holds that these cosmopolitan ties 
derive from a cooperative international division of labor and free trade according 
to comparative advantage. Each economy is said to be better off than it would 
have been under autarky; each thus acquires an incentive to avoid policies that 
would lead the other to break these economic ties. Since keeping open markets 
rests on the assumption that the next set of transactions will also be determined by 
prices rather than coercion, a sense of mutual security is vital to avoid security-
motivated searches for economic autarky. Thus avoiding a challenge to another 
liberal state’s security or even enhancing each other’s security by means of 
alliance naturally follows economic interdependence. 

 A further cosmopolitan source of liberal peace is that the international market 
removes diffi cult decisions of production and distribution from the direct sphere 
of state policy. A foreign state thus does not appear directly responsible for these 
outcomes; states can stand aside from, and to some degree above, these conten-
tious market rivalries and be ready to step in to resolve crises. The interdepen-
dence of commerce and the international contacts of state offi cials help create 
crosscutting transnational ties that serve as lobbies for mutual accommodation. 
According to modern liberal scholars, international fi nanciers and transnational 
and transgovernmental organizations create interests in favor of accommodation. 
Moreover, their variety has ensured that no single confl ict sours an entire relation-
ship by setting off a spiral of reciprocated retaliation. Conversely, a sense of 
suspicion, such as that characterizing relations between liberal and nonliberal 
governments, can lead to restrictions on the range of contacts between societies. 
And this can increase the prospect that a single confl ict will determine an entire 
relationship. 

 No single constitutional, international, or cosmopolitan source is alone suffi -
cient. Kantian theory is neither solely institutional nor solely ideological, nor is it 
solely economic. But together (and only together) the three specifi c strands of 
liberal institutions, liberal ideas, and the transnational ties that follow from them 
plausibly connect the characteristics of liberal polities and economies with 
sustained liberal peace.  34   But in their relations with nonliberal states, liberal states 
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have not escaped from the insecurity caused by anarchy in the world political 
system considered as a whole.  35   Moreover, the very constitutional restraint, inter-
national respect for individual rights, and the shared commercial interests that 
establish grounds for peace among liberal states establish grounds for additional 
confl ict in relations between liberal and nonliberal societies. 

 By opening up the assumptions of neorealism, Kantian liberal internationalism 
can let us see how responsible statesmen might reject the neorealist’s endorse-
ment of the balance of power both as a general ideal and as a determinant of 
international politics. On the one hand, balancing denigrates the pacifi c union and 
thus should be eschewed by liberals in their relations with each other. On the other 
hand, liberal suspicion of nonliberals may preclude the balancing that might 
be the most desirable strategy to pursue in war-prone relations. In either event, 
domestic liberalism alters the canvas painted by realist theory.  

  The great betrayal 
 Finally, in the most complex case, we can relax all three assumptions and consider 
a subnational, nonunitary decision undertaken with the purpose of promoting 
values other than those of national security. Marxist theory can give us entrance 
into this form of strategic reasoning. The famous (notorious to some) decision 
made by the socialist parties of Europe in August 1914 to either support or not 
support their governments’ declaration of war presents us with a classic case. 

 The decisions by many of these socialist parties to support their governments 
and to fi ght for their sovereign states has generally been interpreted, as it was fi rst 
denounced by V. I. Lenin, as the “direct betrayal” of international working-class 
solidarity.  36   In what has become the conventional account, socialists supposedly 
chose state and nation over class when they chose war over peace.  37   

 This view, however, is much too simple. It does not fi t the record of the actual 
choices made by the socialist parties. More important, it fails to appreciate the 
special kind of strategic choice the socialists faced.

   1   The decision was not a national decision or state decision; nowhere were 
socialist parties in power.  

  2   None of the parties was an egoistic, rational-unitary actor. They saw them-
selves to be acting collectively for the international working class, while in 
fact many were split by competing factions.  

  3   The values they sought to promote were not national security, wealth, and 
prestige – nor peace for its own sake – but a more complicated calculation of 
what was required to achieve international progress toward world socialism.    

 Marx and Engels’s legacy of revolutionary theory included a core of ideas on 
national development, imperialism, and internationalism that most socialists knew 
well and that, despite the many other differences and disputes, was suffi ciently 
broad to contain their differences. It also characterized the publicly expressed 
views of the dominant factions of the socialist parties of prewar Europe. 



90  Politics and grand strategy

 Marxist development theory stressed that bourgeois national democracy was 
one of the culminating stages in a struggle for progressive development. For 
Marxists, progress had a scientifi c meaning. It meant advancement in social liber-
ation from feudalism, through autocratic mercantilistic capitalism, to democratic 
national capitalism spreading across the globe, to, eventually and inevitably, 
democratic socialism. Marxist international theory held that imperialism could be 
a progressive (while violent) stage of development for precapitalist societies, even 
though its effects on industrial societies could be politically reactionary. It also 
argued that bourgeois class factions were dangerously prone to war, though the 
more advanced capitalist democracies contained tendencies that counteracted 
militarism and gave a promise of some effi cacy to socialists seeking to oppose 
war. Only socialism promised both the liberation of the proletariat and peace. 

 The proper internationalist policy for socialist leaders required a dualistic 
judgement. It had to attempt to maximize the prospects of progressive develop-
ment globally, especially socialist revolution in Europe, at the same time as it 
maximized the prospects of revolution in each country considered separately. The 
two imperatives could come into confl ict when the promotion of, for example, the 
national independence of colonial territories weakened the more progressive 
capitalist states in relation to the more reactionary states. 

 Internationalist policy also had to take into account the precapitalist conditions 
of much of Africa and Asia and the specifi c capitalist conditions of contemporary 
Europe. After 1870 all the major powers were operating within a capitalist mode 
of production (Russia recently), but only France, England, and the United States 
had fully sovereign bourgeois democracies. Germany, though better endowed 
with a socialist movement than any of the other capitalist democracies, suffered 
from the autocratic vestiges of Prussian Junkerism.  38   Russia remained the most 
oppressive and took particularly vigorous steps to suppress its nascent socialist 
movement following the abortive democratic revolution of 1905.  39   

 By August 4, 1914, Marxism had become a political movement and a set of 
socialist doctrines with a bewildering variety of positions. No national movement 
lacked factions. Each faction claimed to have discovered the true meaning of 
Marxist doctrine for its time. Some argued that the growth in the infl uence of 
trade unions and socialist parties demonstrated the effi cacy of electoral social 
democracy (for example, Eduard Bernstein in Germany); others that the capital-
ists had so protected themselves with the military and bureaucratic apparatus of a 
coercive state that only violent revolutionary warfare would achieve socialism 
(Lenin in Russia). Some believed that the development of fi nance capital consti-
tuted a new stage of aggressive, monopolistic, imperialistic capitalism (Rosa 
Luxemburg and Lenin); others that fi nance capital constituted a force for ultraim-
perialistic international cooperation (Karl Kautsky). These differences in strategy 
were compounded by dozens of other differences in tactics (reformist, cata-
strophist, etc.).  40   

 But the socialist leaders of Europe did share an intellectual heritage of Marxist 
theory that transcended those factional squabbles. They also shared a membership 
in the Second International.  41   Neither heritage, however, served to suppress 
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controversy. Indeed both, separately, encouraged it. The intellectual heritage 
of Marx and Engels on war and peace contained many areas of ambiguity, as 
the critics have noted so pointedly. And the competition to lead the socialist 
international movement encouraged fi erce debate.  42   

 The “Marxist” interpretation of the socialists which follows thus cannot refute 
those “realists” who note the pressures of nationalism (because those pressures 
indeed existed) nor can it altogether replace those historians who stress the diver-
gences among parties and the roots of those divergences in the particular political 
interests of each faction (because those divisions existed). But looking back on 
the socialists today, we can see that together their doctrinal commitments 
and party interests can offer a credible alternative account and, indeed, a slightly 
superior account for the stance each socialist party adopted in the crisis of 
August 1914. 

 The socialists of Europe, not surprisingly, were divided concerning a proper 
colonial policy. The Stuttgart Conference of the Second International (1907) 
condemned imperialism in general, as had earlier conferences, stressing its war-
provoking effects.  43   But in the imperial countries ruling over precapitalist soci-
eties of Asia and Africa, the socialists’ views were divided. Bernard Shaw and 
other Fabians went so far as to endorse support for the Boer War, since the 
majority of South Africans would experience more progress under British rule, 
which was civilized, than under Paul Kruger’s obscurantist racial oppression.  44   In 
less confl icted cases, the European socialists ringingly and consistently opposed 
the imperialist policies of bourgeois governments, including their own, in the 
Fashoda (1898), Moroccan (1905 and 1911), and Balkan crises.  45   

 Equally unsurprisingly, the socialists were united in the condemnation of war 
and in their determination to do all they could either to prevent its outbreak or to 
end it on just terms as soon as possible – though specifi c measures against milita-
rism “naturally differ in different countries” (the “Stuttgart Resolution”).  46   But 
none of these resolutions “repealed” the rights of democratic nations to resist 
aggression or the more general duty to resist imperialism and promote the prog-
ress of international socialism. 

 Given these strictures concerning imperialism and militarism, where should 
Marxists in the various socialist parties of Europe have stood on the issues of the 
international crisis of August 1914? 

 No true Marxist would have judged an imperialist war against Serbia to have 
been a step toward socialist progress; the cost in lives, the stirring up of milita-
rism, and the fact that Serbia was engaged in its own bourgeois nationalist devel-
opment were fully suffi cient to discredit any potential defense along progressivist 
lines. 

 Signifi cantly, no defense of imperialism in the Balkans was made by any of the 
socialist parties within the allied aggressor states or by the socialist party of the 
rival imperialist state. The Austrian socialists, although deploring the terroristic 
assassination of the archduke, condemned Austrian imperialism just before their 
party publications were censored by the Austrian state.  47   The German Social 
Democratic party (SPD) staged demonstrations against Austrian imperialism.  48   
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The Social Democratic paper  Vorwärts  editorialized (July 25, 1914), “Not a single 
drop of the blood of a single German soldier must be sacrifi ced for the benefi t of 
the war-hungry Austrian despots or for imperialist commercial interests,” and it 
exhorted, “Long live international solidarity.” The Russian Socialist party simi-
larly denounced the tsarist policy of intervention and imperialistic interference in 
the Balkans in a letter to the Austrian socialists written as early as 1913.  49   

 Marxists should have found the rapid escalation to world war to have been an 
issue that provoked more divisive stands (internationally and in some cases inter-
nally) than had the question of imperialism. Marx’s opposition to militarism, his 
recognition of the progressive role played by the national independence of bour-
geois democracy, and his commitment to encouraging overall international prog-
ress could come into confl ict. The competing variables can be arrayed on the 
following four dimensional policy matrix: (1) the stronger the socialist party and 
(2) the more advanced the bourgeoisie (e.g., industrial development and demo-
cratic state), (3) the clearer it was that the nation was attacked as opposed to 
attacking; and (4) the more repressive the most immediate opponent of the nation 
seemed, the stronger would be the case (Marx and Engels would have argued) that 
the socialist party should support the war as a war of national defense and/or inter-
national progress. And, in the converse, the stronger would be the case that 
the socialist party should reject the war as an instance of pure imperialism or 
reactionary militarism. 

 Again, these implications seem to have been by and large fulfi lled.  Table 4.1  
illustrates the strength of socialism.  Table 4.2  presents the decision matrix socialist 
parties confronted in July and August 1914. 

 In Serbia, the war’s fi rst victim, the two socialists in the parliament of 166 
deputies maintained solidarity with fellow socialists at home and abroad.  50   To all 
of the other deputies, the decision to support the war was a clear case of Serbian 

   Table 4.1     Socialism in 1914  

 Members Votes socMPs MPs

Serbia   25,000  2 166
Belgium   600,000  39 185
France   90,700 1,397,337 102 595
Britain 1,559,082   370,802  42 670
Italy  77 508
Austria   145,500 1,041,000  82 516
Germany 1,085,905 4,250,329 110 397
Russia    800,000  14 442

    Sources:  Julius Braunthal,  History of the International, Volume 2: 1914–1943  (New York: Praeger, 
1967), p. 351;  Yearbook of the International Socialist Labour Movement , ed. Julius Braunthal 
(London: Lincolns Praeger International Yearbook Publishing Co., 1956);  The Socialist Yearbook 
1913 , ed. J. Bruce Glasier (Manchester: National Labour Press, 1913); and  Statesman’s Yearbook  
(London: Macmillan, 1915).  
   The number of party members, votes in the general election, socialist members of parliament, and 
total number of members of parliament are as of the last election before August 1914.    
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national self-defense: Austria-Hungary attacked Serbia. But to the socialist depu-
ties, the representatives of a weak socialist party, the Serbian working class, like 
the Bulgarians and the Albanians, were the victims of the oppressive Serbian state 
– a semicolonial regime, dependent on the tsar and on Parisian fi nance – that had 
actively tolerated terroristic organizations aimed at Austria. The Austrian social-
ists had denounced the attack on Serbia. The Serbian socialists responded: “There 
must be no war between the peoples of Austria-Hungary and the Serbian people.” 
The vote for war was 164 in favor; 2 against.  51   

 Belgium was Serbia’s Marxist mirror image. In Belgium, also obviously 
attacked, the socialists also entered the war united. An electoral democracy, with 
39 socialist deputies in a chamber of representatives of 185, neutral Belgium was 
invaded by Germany. The socialists stopped their antiwar demonstrations on 
August 3 and declared that “in defending the neutrality and even the existence of 
our country against militarist barbarism we shall be conscious of serving the cause 
of democracy and of political liberty in Europe.”  52   

 The French socialists also entered the war united. Enjoying a representation of 
102 in an elected chamber of 595 deputies, they originally staged large demon-
strations against French participation in the Balkan crisis and in support of French 
mediation efforts which they had been assured were underway.  53   They did an 
about-face after Germany invaded France, calling forth socialist patriots to 
remember their “historic role” in 1793 and 1870 in the new struggle against 
German “militaristic imperialism” and for democratic “civilization.”  54   

 The British socialists entered the war more divided.  55   Only 7 members of the 
39-member Labour party were Marxist socialists. Still, all of the socialists and 

   Table 4.2     The socialist decision matrix (summary of factors that in Marxist theory should 
have infl uenced the socialist decisions of August 1914)  

 Soc Cap Def/Agg Threat Net

Serbia 0 0  −1    −1   −2
Belgium 1 2    2   1   6
France 2 2    1   1   6
Britain 1 2    0   1   4
Italy 1 1    0   0   2
Austria 2 1  −1   1   3
Germanya 2 1 0/ −2  1/ −1  4/0
Russia 1 0    0    −2   −1

    Note:  This table is illustrative only; none of the diffi cult judgments facing the socialists of 1914 lent 
themselves to reliable quantifi cation.  
   “Soc” (socialism) indicates the relative strength of the local socialist parties on a scale of 0–2; “Cap” 
indicates the degree of bourgeois capitalist democratic development on a scale of 0–2; “Def/Agg” 
indicates the extent to which the country was clearly attacked (2), to mixed (0), to clearly aggressive 
(−2); “Threat” indicates whether defeat would be by a less (2) to more (−2) progressive power. The 
“Net” increases with the increased set of reasons, from a Marxist point of view, for the socialist parties 
to support the decisions of their governments to go to war in August 1914. All parties with scores of 3 
or above voted for war; at 2, the Italians abstained; all those at or below 0 opposed the war.  
  a Comparison of Germany’s 1914 situation to situations of 1915–1916 and later.    
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members of the Labour party opposed involvement in the Balkans. National defense 
was not an immediate issue and the rival imperialist powers, whether Austrian or 
Russian, in their view, deserved no help from British socialists.  56   But the invasion of 
Belgium split the Independent Labour party socialists and changed the Labour party 
majority positions toward active or passive support for the war. The wanton aggres-
sion against Belgium offered them proof that the war had now become a war against 
antidemocratic, military autocracy, which was what they thought threatened Europe 
if Prussia were to conquer the Western democracies.  57   

 In Italy the 77 socialists (of the 508 members of the Lower House) maintained 
neutrality. Emerging from a bruising general strike against the government, the 
Italian socialists were understandably disaffected from offi cial policy as well as 
critical of imperialism in the Balkans by their country’s ally (Austria). They 
condemned Austrian and German aggression and rejected any participation in 
the war on the side of Austria. When the bourgeoisie also turned against Austria 
and Germany, the socialists, in confl ict with their own government and not yet 
called on to defend the nation from foreign attack, also rejected participation 
against Austria. When Austria later invaded Italy, the socialists expressed their 
hostility to an Austrian victory,  58   adopting the policy of “neither support nor 
sabotage.” 

 In Austria, the socialists held 82 out of 516 seats in the lower chamber; in 
Germany, 110 out of 397 seats.  59   The Austrian party initially opposed the imperi-
alist war in the Balkans. But the specter of defeat at the hands of what they saw as 
a (more) reactionary Russia loomed and changed their stand. In Hungary, the 
socialists, though facing severe repression by the state, also supported the war 
against “Russia . . . the land of slavery.”  60   

 A great deal rested on the crucial decision of the German Social Democratic 
party. Despite the many successes of the SPD and the power of labor in Germany, 
their infl uence on public policy was limited. The kaiser and the military establish-
ment were quite free from parliamentary control (as is suggested by the kaiser’s 
plans to have the socialists arrested in the event they opposed the war). But as 
elsewhere, so in Germany, the powerful Social Democratic party succumbed on 
August 4 to the fear of a Russian victory that would result from a victory by the 
Entente Powers,  61   and they thereby included bourgeois France and England with 
the threat from reactionary Russia. Writing two months later, Emil Vandevelde 
(Belgian president of the International) grasped the dilemma German Marxists 
faced: “Had they voted against the war credits they would have given up their 
country to invasion by the Cossacks. Yet in voting for the credits they provided 
the Kaiser with weapons for use against Republican France and against the whole 
of West European democracy. Between these two evils they chose that which they 
judged to be the lesser.”  62   

 Demonstrating the authenticity of their dilemma, the socialists later changed 
their view. As information on the aggressive and annexationist cast of the German 
war aims became clearer in 1915 and 1916, the SPD slowly began to split. With 
each new Reichstag vote, new members, fi rst including Karl Liebknecht and 
eventually Eduard Bernstein, joined the opposition to a war that now seemed to be 
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directed less at the Russian menace than at the democratic bourgeois societies 
(with their socialist parties) of Western Europe.  63   

 In Russia, object of the central European panic, the socialists held 14 seats and 
the Labor party held 10 seats out of 442 in the Duma. The socialists and other 
working-class organizations had been subjected to severe police repression before 
and after the 1905 revolution. Both the Labor party and the Social Democratic 
party (Menshevik and Bolshevik) denounced the war on August 8 and declared 
their “solidarity with the European proletariat.” They both walked out of the 
Duma. Alexander Kerensky of the Labor party, following the outbreak of actual 
hostilities and feeling the pressure of patriotic demonstrations in the streets, called 
on its members to “protect your country to the end against aggression.”  64   Before 
the effective disintegration of their faction some of the Mensheviks expressed 
support for national defense. But the leading factions of the Social Democrats at 
home – Social Revolutionaries, Left-Mensheviks, and Bolsheviks – and some of 
the leaders abroad (Julius Martov and Leon Trotsky) continued to agitate, the 
domestic leaders were arrested, and the party then urged the soldiers to “struggle 
for peace.”  65   This was magnifi ed by a lonely voice from abroad when Lenin urged 
proletarian soldiers, Russian as well, to rebel against their capitalist-bourgeois 
oppression. 

 Many of the socialist parties were divided over the true signifi cance of Marxism 
and Marxist strategy for their country. And they, like many of the leaders of other 
parties at the beginning and during the course of World War I were undoubtedly 
guilty of national chauvinism, opportunism, and other errors. They were too weak 
to overwhelm the forces of right-wing militarism. Yet they might have been strong 
enough to cast doubt on the resolve of France and Britain to stand up to the plans 
of the German expansionists, infl uential enough in Germany to cast doubt on the 
threat its arms race posed to the other European powers, and fi erce enough every-
where in attacks on their own national government’s militarism to provide grist 
for the propaganda of foreign militarists.  66   

 If, however, we think the “betrayal” of August 4, 1914, is a refutation of the 
Marxist approach to international strategy, we are too hasty. Marxism did not 
preclude the defense of the nation. Nor did it require opposing every policy 
adopted by a bourgeois government. But Marxist internationalism was not iden-
tical with nationalism. Nowhere in power, unable to prevent the war, the Marxists 
followed their governments when their governments adopted policies with which 
Marxists should not have disagreed. When the two confl icted, the Marxists acted 
as Marxists. 

 For the Belgian, French, and British socialists in bourgeois democracies, the 
crisis seemed clear. A German-Austrian victory meant the loss of national freedom 
and domination by more reactionary militaristic strains of Junkeristic capitalism. 
But for the German and Austrian and Hungarian socialists, defeat by Russia also 
meant a loss of national freedom and domination by even more reactionary tsarist 
oppression. All voted for war. 

 But Marxist strategy was not thereby identical to neorealist strategy; nor did 
nationalism thereby overwhelm Marxism. The two merely corresponded. When 
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the two differed, the Marxists followed Marxist strategy. In 1913 and 1914, 
Russian, Austrian, German, and Hungarian socialists each condemned their state’s 
imperialism in the Balkans. In 1914 Serbian and Russian socialists voted against 
the war. For these socialists subject to reactionary and aggressive states, a national 
defeat might mean socialist liberation. And, fi nally, when the German SPD began 
to realize in 1915 that a Russian victory was not likely and that their own govern-
ment had misled them and had not acted defensively in 1914, it began to turn 
against the war, voting in increasing numbers with each new vote against the war 
policies and war budget of the German state. Here, socialism explains the social-
ists better than does neorealism.  

  Relaxing neorealism 
 Relaxing neorealism has a clear cost in reduced parsimony, or increased 
complexity, as these four stories illustrate. Rather than one general theory, we 
realize that we need to acquire competing general theories; rather than a robust, 
parsimonious structuralism, we realize that structural realism’s validity may be 
extremely contingent on the relevance of all four of its basic assumptions. But a 
more complicated set of political determinants of grand strategy also adds value 
that can more than balance the increased scientifi c cost. 

 First, at a minimum, it provides a context for the neorealist’s endorsement 
of the balance of power. An appreciation of the existence of roads that are 
not taken highlights the signifi cance of the assumptions of state action, unitary 
rational decision, security- and power-driven preferences with which the realists 
begin. It identifi es for us the nature of the choices we make or preclude when we 
adopt a balance of power strategy. 

 Second, a more complicated model of international politics helps us to under-
stand the values many actors express and the perceptions they hold concerning 
how policy is made. We gain a descriptively richer sense of the practice of inter-
national politics. 

 Third, and much more signifi cant, the complicated model helps us to account 
for actual variance in the ways states actually behave. Once we introduce the 
constraints of more complicated images of political preferences and units on the 
ideal-rational structuralist model, we can begin to model more closely the world 
we actually observe. We need the complexity to account for how the Tewfi ks, 
Ferdinands, Liberals, and Marxists actually play the game of international strategy. 

 Fourth, and most important, if we need a more complex international politics to 
understand the actual complexity of world politics, we will need a politically 
sophisticated grand strategy to succeed in world politics. If we assume that a 
Tewfi k wanted to balance, those who understood that he needed to collaborate 
would lose the opportunities available to them; if we assume a Ferdinand would 
be satisfi ed by a balance of power, those who sought to preserve their indepen-
dence from his imperial grasp would be misled; if we assume that fellow liberals 
should be contained by a balance of power, resources better devoted to domestic 
welfare or international adjustment could be wasted; and if we assume that Marxist 
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revolutionaries were ordinary nationalists, opportunities for cooperation could be 
missed or their solidarity could be underestimated. A richer model of the range of 
grand strategy opens choices for those wanting to enhance liberal peace or promote 
socialist development. It demonstrates the potential of an entrepreneurial strategy 
of state formation and the dangers of factionalism and collaboration. 

 Acknowledging the diversity of political choice, we should adopt a mandate to 
translate: we should examine differing conceptions of who the actors are, what 
values they hold, and by what means they make decisions. We can improve 
strategy by being aware of the difference the differences can make.   
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                 5 The voice of the people 
 Political theorists on the international 
implications of democracy  1     

     There appears to be a growing impression that step by step with the increase in 
domestic civil rights and popular self-government, the prospects for international 
peace improve. The spread of popular government and the growth of civil society 
in Eastern Europe and (with fi ts and starts) the former Soviet Union seem to many 
thus not only to herald but also to cause the radical reduction of international 
tensions in Europe and the wider world. 

 In the popular press, the notion seemed so widespread that  The Economist  (ever 
a dasher of cold water on popular optimisms) felt that the spirit of the day called 
for a rebuttal.  2   Prominent political leaders have clearly contributed to this percep-
tion. For example, in a speech before the British parliament in June of 1982, 
President Reagan proclaimed that governments founded on a respect for indi-
vidual liberty exercise “restraint” and “peaceful intentions” in their foreign policy. 
(He then announced a “crusade for freedom” and a “campaign for democratic 
development”.)  3   President Bush, similarly, on 1 October 1990, in an address 
before the United Nations General Assembly, declared: “Calls for democracy and 
human rights are being reborn everywhere. And these calls are an expression of 
support for the values enshrined in the Charter. They encourage our hopes for a 
more stable, more peaceful, more prosperous world.”  4   In his 1991 UN Address 
(“Pax Universalis”, 23 September 1991) he stated equally unequivocally: “As 
democracy fl ourishes, so does the opportunity for a third historical breakthrough: 
international cooperation.”  5   

 The Cold War is over. President Yeltsin has explicitly declared that he (also the 
Russians?) no longer regards the United States as an enemy and no longer targets 
missiles in our direction.  6   President Bush celebrated victory – by “the Grace of 
God” – in the 1992 State of the Union Address in the name of the “G.I. Joes and 
Janes” and even more nameless US taxpayers to whom he wished to credit the 
demise of communism, which “died this year”.  7   President Clinton embraced the 
Russian leader at the recent Vancouver Summit in the Spring of 1993 and, together 
with the other members of the G-7, reaffi rmed a commitment to the fi nancial 
backing of Russian democracy while, more generally, defi ning the United States’s 
strategy as one of enlarging the community of democratic nations. 

 These pronouncements of our time also fi nd roots in classical democratic 
theory. The American revolutionary, Thomas Paine, in 1791 proclaimed: 
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“Monarchical sovereignty, the enemy of mankind, and the source of misery, is 
abolished; and sovereignty is restored to its natural and original place, the 
nation. . . . Were this the case throughout Europe, the cause of war would be taken 
away.”  8   Democratic pacifi sm, according to Paine and other and later democrats, 
rests on the view that the aggressive instincts of authoritarian leaders and totali-
tarian ruling parties make for war. Democratic states, founded on such individual 
rights as equality before the law, free speech and other civil liberties, private prop-
erty, and elected representation are fundamentally against war. When the citizens 
who bear the burdens of war elect their governments, wars become impossible. 
Furthermore, citizens appreciate that the benefi ts of trade can be enjoyed only 
under conditions of peace. Thus the very existence of free-market democracies, 
such as the USA, Japan, and our European allies and now possibly Hungary, 
Czech republic, Poland, and, perhaps, a democratic Russia makes for peace. Some 
contemporary scholarship provides evidence to support these claims in which free 
and democratic, “libertarian” states are seen to be inherently peaceful.  9   

 Nonetheless, there are good reasons for us to be skeptical of this association 
between peace, tolerance, restraint, on the one hand, and democracy, on the other. 
Both in classical theory and in historical practice four major associations have 
been claimed for popular government, and only one of them promises the modern 
assured association of peace and democracy that the politicians and much of the 
public seem to expect. 

 The fi rst claim, ranked by longevity, is that of democratic  imperialism , that 
democracies are an effective, perhaps even the best means to launch imperial 
aggression. This is the view of Thucydides, which infl uenced classical political 
thought up to and including Machiavelli. 

 The second is that democracy should be associated with effective defence in all 
directions, a policy of  isolationism  within a pervasive and generalized state of 
war. Democratic government requires of its international relations independence, 
above all else. This is Rousseau’s vision. 

 The third asserts that democracies are shaped by  internationalism  – peaceful, 
but as Paine too may be implying, not necessarily in the relations with non-
democracies.  10   This is also Immanuel Kant’s vision. 

 And only the fourth, the most modern, makes the optimistic claim –  pacifi sm  
– that is now so popular. 

 I would like to explore the arguments underlying these radically different 
visions of the effects of popular government and try to sort out the reasons for 
their differences. I do so partly in the hope that in understanding these different 
visions of popular government and its effects, we will have the analytic tools that 
will help us better anticipate what sort of world we seem to be moving towards.  

  Democratic imperialism 
 Thucydides’s view of the effects of democracy on relations between states ( poleis ) 
serves as a valuable counterpoint to the modern impression. Rather than peace, 
rather than restraint, power and imperial growth, excess and factionalism were the 
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traits that he saw associated with democracy. This association leaves us with two 
puzzles. The larger one is of course why do we see democracy as peace-loving 
when he saw it as empire-making, and this I postpone to the conclusion. The 
smaller puzzle, Thucydides’s own dilemma, is how an institution so useful in 
making an empire could be so prone to destroying it. 

 Democracy meant that power was in the hands not of the minority but of the 
“whole people”. Citizens enjoyed equality before the law, a political career open 
to talents, and a special freedom and tolerance in private matters.  11   In actual prac-
tice, of course, Athens was a society that rested on commerce and small agricul-
ture but that also exploited slave labor in silver mines at Laurium and in domestic 
service. For the 40,000–50,000 male citizens, democratic self-rule was real; the 
assembly and its democratically elected Council of 500 being the dominant voice 
in the legislative affairs of the state, just as the ten democratically elected  strategoi  
were in military and executive affairs. 

 For Thucydides, states are driven by “honor, security and self-interest” (I:76). 
States cannot escape from constant danger because “when tremendous dangers 
are involved no one can be blamed for looking to his own interest” (I:76). Since 
weakness always means subjection, only independent strength guarantees inde-
pendent security; so states must look to their own relative power. 

 For Thucydides and other Athenians, the most straightforward connection 
between democracy and power relies on the importance of naval power. When 
naval power relies upon oared galleys, a navy of free rowers is inherently superior 
to a navy of slave rowers, since in the heat of battle the former can be called upon 
to defend their ship. And, as Pseudo-Xenophon noted: “. . . the poorer classes and 
the demos rightly possess more authority than the well-born and the rich because 
it is the demos that rows the ships and keeps the city powerful.”  12   

 A second democratic source of power is simply the resources released when the 
citizens have a stake in the survival and success of the state. Rather than spending 
resources in coercing the citizenry, the state can draw upon citizens’ resources for 
what are regarded as public purposes (Thucydides I:17). A free society, further-
more, is a society in which deliberation in public can guide and, through the exer-
cise of reason, improve public policy. 

 Third, and in addition to providing the institutional framework that allows 
Athens to draw upon the resources of the mass of its citizens, democratic institu-
tions also provide a large part of its motive force, both material and ideal. As 
Pericles so eloquently explained in his “Funeral Oration” for the Athenian war-
dead, a democratic polity is the necessary expression of a free society, and only in 
a free society are the creative energies of the populace allowed full play to develop. 
A free society allows an “adventurous spirit” to rule, producing a willingness to 
take risks, to increase production, and to trade far and wide. By the 440’s, more-
over, paid jury duty provided valuable sources of additional income to approxi-
mately half of the citizenry.  13   Colonial settlement on the confi scated lands of 
recalcitrant “allies” offered a livelihood to smaller numbers. Of the 1,000 talents 
of annual state revenue in 431, 600 were derived from imperial taxation, fees, 
and tariffs.  14   Equally important (according to Pericles) is the authority public 
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magistrates derive from the Athenian respect for law (II:37). Moreover, the 
freedom of Athens produces a willingness to take risks, a confi dence in an ability 
to overcome dangers; and these contributed to the Athenian patriotism that 
underlay the empire (II:39–40). 

 And fourth, together those domestic traits make Athens an attractive center for 
all the Ionian peoples and offer the material basis that permits Athens to “make 
friends by doing good to others” (I:40). They sought access to the economy 
Athens controlled. The masses sought association with the Athenian demos; 
indeed they could be counted on as allies in many cases against their own oligar-
chic rulers. Athenian liberality, together with manifest productivity of its economy 
and cultural vitality of its society, also produces the international “popularity” that 
made association with the Athenian polis, even in its imperial form, attractive to 
the masses throughout much of the Greek world.  15   (The demos of Mytilene, for 
example, resisted the efforts of the oligarchic faction to liberate Mytilene from the 
Athenian empire; so that when the oligarchy mistakenly armed them, they surren-
dered the city to Athens, III:27.) 

 Democracy, however, is also a source of eventual weakness, over-extension, and 
self-destruction. Indeed, it is here, in Thucydides’s history of the Peloponnesian 
War, in which democracy fi rst acquired its reputation for such disastrous faction-
alism that, more than two thousand years later, the American authors of the 
 Federalist Papers  still felt it necessary to try to rebut the charge.  16   Athenian democ-
racy fractured under stress. The great plague of 430 undermined trust (those fi rst to 
help others became the most likely to be infected, II:51). Afterwards the patriotic 
respect for the laws and for caution, courage, and brilliance that had led the citizens 
to follow the wise strategy of attrition prescribed by Pericles (who embodied all 
three virtues) broke down into passion, suspicion, and self-interest. The citizens let 
themselves be led by lesser men who had one but not the rest of his virtues – they 
followed the merely cautious (Nicias), or merely courageous (Cleon), or merely 
brilliant (Alcibiades).  17   Each of these leaders and the policies of appeasement, 
brutality, and adventurousness they advocated became the public policy of a 
majority of the democratic citizenry. Nowhere better than in the debate over whether 
to send an expedition to conquer hitherto neutral Sicily do the effects of faction-
alism emerge. Thucydides sums up the debate and fateful decision in this way:

  There was a passion for the enterprise which affected everyone alike. The 
older men thought they would either conquer the places against which they 
were sailing or, in any case, with such a large force, could come to no harm; 
the young had a longing for the sights and experiences of distant places, and 
were confi dent that they would return safely; the general masses and the 
average soldier himself saw the prospect of getting pay for the time being and 
of adding to the empire so as to secure permanent paid employment in the 
future. The result of this excessive enthusiasm of the majority was that the 
few who actually were opposed to the expedition were afraid of being thought 
unpatriotic if they voted against it, and therefore kept quiet 

 (VI:24).   
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 Athenian democracy, rather than inhibiting, thus contributed to war. In a world 
that required that states look to their relative power in order to maintain security, 
democracy was valued because it enhanced state power and, in particular, helped 
establish imperial power. But more than simply adding to resources and infl uence, 
it also, as a tragic by-product, shaped and reshaped public goals and visions. 
Both directly and indirectly democracy engendered supplementary reasons for 
expansion – to maintain employment, to enhance glory, to stir up adventures, to 
expand commerce, to educate other peoples in democratic civilization. These new 
goals – each chosen by a temporary majority – led to unnecessary wars which then 
undermined the security of the state. That was and is the democratic tragedy of 
which Thucydides warned us.  

  Democratic isolationism 
 Everywhere he turned, Rousseau saw oppression and corruption. Nonetheless, he 
thinks human beings are by nature good and that they can fi nd a just freedom in 
(and only in) a social contract governed by self-determining free citizens. But 
even those just societies were surrounded by an exceptionally dangerous state of 
war, some of whose danger was produced by just those optimistic features of trust 
and solidarity carried on to the battlefi eld.  18   

 Like Thucydides and Machiavelli (and indeed all realists), Rousseau fi nds the 
international condition among states to be a state of war. It is characterized by 
“social misery”.  19   In the natural condition of mankind before the institution of 
states, there are many quarrels and fi ghts, but war is a social creation of states, an 
act expressing an intention to destroy or weaken an enemy state and the “state of 
war” is characterized by the continuing intention of policide, temporarily lacking 
the act. 

 The state of war, moreover, is inherently unjust. Justice calls for a union of force 
and law, with force controlled by law. In most (corrupt) states men suffer the worst 
of both worlds because we suffer the evils of two conditions: “so long as the prince 
is regarded as absolutely uncontrolled, it is force alone which speaks to the subject 
under the name of law and to the foreigner under the name of reason of state: so 
taking from the latter the power and from the former the very will, to offer resis-
tance. . . . force reigns under the empty name of justice.”  20   But even if we had a just 
state internally, international politics would remain the mere exercise of force 
without the control of law, for international law is a mere “illusion” – for want of 
any global sanction to make it an effective replacement for the exercise of force. 

 Describing the condition of all states in an anarchic international system, 
Rousseau appears to be a strikingly structural interpreter of world politics.  21   But 
Rousseau differs from structuralists in his route to these conclusions, and, in the 
end, he leaves a more varied set of possibilities open to the political struggle of 
rulers and also of citizens. He seeks to go beyond the condition of a corrupt Europe 
and examines ideal democracy together with two partly-imagined, partly-real 
partial escapes – an isolated “Corsica” and a defensively constituted “Poland”. 
But no escape from war is reliable, not even democracy. 
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 Rousseau develops the foundations of international politics in a grand deriva-
tion from the state of nature. Rather than the tamer of natural man, Rousseau 
portrays the typical state as his ultimate oppressor. In the original state of nature, 
stripped of all the attributes of civilization, man is a gentle animal, according to 
Rousseau. He is naturally equal and his social relations are completely casual and 
neither cooperative nor warlike. “I see him satisfying his hunger at the fi rst oak, 
and slaking his thirst at the fi rst brook; fi nding his bed at the foot of the tree which 
afforded him a repast; and with that all his wants supplied.”  22   Lacking in language 
he has few thoughts. Reason guides his pursuit of simple wants. He experiences 
few fears, which include fear of pain and cold, but not of death. He readily 
expresses his natural compassion for the sufferings of others. 

 Soon, scarcity arises as the numbers of men increase. This leads to a second state 
of nature, which is both progressive and regressive. It is progressive because increased 
interdependence leads to stable relationships, the fi rst “expansion of the human 
heart”. Families are organized and love comes to characterize human relations within 
them. Language evolves and reason develops as careful calculation rewards its prac-
titioners with increased material benefi ts. Here we develop what we think of as 
specifi cally human consciousness beyond that which we share with the animals. 

 At the same time, scarcity is the origin of property, possession, rivalry, pride, 
hatred, and jealousies. Individualism and familism replace natural happiness. 
Cooperation becomes inherently problematic. We become “stag hunters”, who 
lacking in trust and motivated by self-interest, abandon the common prey for the 
individual target of the hare.  23   Pride becomes the source of contentious compari-
sons. Metallurgy and agriculture create extensive mastery of nature, more inten-
sive social dependence, and fi ercer competition. 

 The more skilful at these more productive technologies became the rich, the 
less skilful became the poor. Inequality breeds more inequality. Deceit and preten-
sion come to characterize human relationships. The poor then react and try to steal 
from the rich; the rich to oppress and protect themselves from the poor. 

 Then the rich decide to form a “social contract”. In order to protect their prop-
erty, they trick the poor into accepting a legal equality of rights in property that in 
effect secures their unequal superiority in possessions and infl uence. Armed with 
the power of the state, the rich and the domestically powerful pursue their partic-
ular interests at home and abroad. They create more violence and mayhem among 
states in pursuit of their wealth and prestige than had ever characterized the 
state of nature. Confl ict now occurs between organized armies and not individual 
quarrelers.  24   

 The typical foreign relations of Europe are the foreign relations of these corrupt 
states, as described by the Abbé de St. Pierre (whose peace plan Rousseau exam-
ines). The balance of power can mitigate international tyranny, but it does so 
through the threat of war. Therefore, says St. Pierre, sovereigns need to combine 
their separate and fundamental interests in security and subordinate their private 
interests to an organized league of collective security. 

 In his critique of St. Pierre’s  Peace Project , Rousseau shows how peace is 
impossible for them. This is because (1) monarchs prefer their apparent interest 
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(prestige and relative superiority) to their real interests in security. And, even if 
the monarchs were sensible, (2) their ministers of state are the very individuals 
who gain from the existence of wars. They are hardly likely to abolish the wars 
which are their greatest source of profi t and infl uence (p. 101). And (3), even if 
both monarchs and ministers become committed to rational, national cooperation, 
how would one ensure that all states came to the same realization at once, except 
through force. And Rousseau concludes by asking: Should peace then be more 
desired or feared?  25   

 Having dismissed international organization as a route to peace, Rousseau 
considers the route to peace through domestic political revolution – through democ-
racy. He does so in three ways. 

 First, Rousseau imagines the hypothetical creation of a just Social Contract that 
would liberate citizens from their subjection and inequality. Sometime early in its 
history, before corruption had become deeply ingrained in the character and the 
institutions of a people, a great moral Legislator might be inspired to break their 
chains and set them on the path to self-government. 

 Each citizen would be asked to pledge all, not to a corrupt monarch or his 
ministers, but to each other. Sovereignty would be made secure at home, since no 
one could justly challenge the authority of the laws and the citizens would escape 
from the strife of the state of nature. Each citizen would also become both equal 
to all others and free. Inalienable, indivisible, infallible as an expression of the 
true interests of the people as a whole, and therefore all encompassing, the people 
assembled would decide laws applying to all on an equal basis, absolutely, and 
thus constitute the General Will. The General Will would thus be inherently 
general (meaning national, or coextensive with the polity) and rational – it was the 
people rightly understanding their long-term general interests.  26   

 Unlike the corrupted monarchies St. Pierre tried to save, the Social Contract 
would pursue no whims or private interests that would lead the state into possibly 
frequent battles. Wars would only be fought for national purposes that expressed 
the long-term rational interests of the people. Wars would only be fought if neces-
sary; but, if fought, they would be unrestrained in their degree of violence except 
by the natural sympathies that were part of the natural human condition. Soldiers 
would volunteer for any war the Social Contract required and fi ght until the death. 
And wars would only be fought among states – among the soldiers who fi ght for 
states, not against non-combatants. 

 But would wars be necessary in a state of war inhabited by just, rational Social 
Contracts directed only by the General Will? Would the compassion of the orig-
inal state of nature translate into a pacifi c General Will or would the spirit of 
jealousies (the family rivalries) of the late state of nature translate into a jealously 
patriotic General Will? 

 Quite probably, the latter, Rousseau seems to say. For Rousseau notes that even 
if the ministers St. Pierre describes were not privately interested in war, the very 
independence of states precludes a stable solution to international cooperation. 
Disappointment breeds rivalry, and particular national advantages, even consid-
ered from the purest standpoint of rational long-run national interest, can clash. 
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When the expected costs of war now are exceeded by the expected costs of the 
insecurity or material loss that would follow from not having a particular strategic 
pass or river under national control or from not having control of a particular 
natural resource, then there is nothing in the General Will that would preclude 
a war.  27   

 Although we cannot imagine national reform achieving global peace, Rousseau 
suggests it might allow particular states to mitigate or even escape, at least for a 
while, the general state of war. 

 Second, Rousseau thus explores a model for an isolationist peace. Corsica is 
his model of the small, undeveloped society (an eighteenth-century version of 
the exemplary role played by Tanzania, Albania, or Burma in our times?). The 
Genoese blockaded the island, devastated the coasts, slaughtered the native 
nobility. This tragedy represents a fortunate opportunity for authentic reform. 
From devastation, a wise Corsican leadership can establish a society and republic 
of free farmers and small manufacturers, restricting trade with the outside world 
to the barest essentials. As a new “Sparta,” it could cultivate its virtue with its 
small farms tilled by robust soldiers.  28   Here, while rural simplicity persists, 
“Everyone will make a living, and no one will grow rich.”  29   Enjoying isolation 
and guaranteed by the unity a similarity of social circumstances brings, Corsica 
would present little temptation to and great resistance against any great power 
seeking a colonial conquest.  30   The Corsicans would gain security in their time, 
until the increase in population creates a need for extensive manufactures and 
commerce, and with them an end to virtue, simplicity, and the self-dependence 
that might have for a time made Corsica strong and safe in the surrounding state 
of war. 

 Third, Rousseau examines the establishment of non-provocative defence. Not 
all eighteenth-century states were of Corsican dimensions or potential democratic 
virtue. For the larger, more developed (more corrupted) states, Rousseau offers 
the example of Poland (an eighteenth-century Egypt, Brazil or India, perhaps). 
Introducing rustic equality and democratic virtue (not to speak of island isolation) 
is out of the question in a traditional society dominated by aristocratic landowners, 
affl icted with the odd domestic disability of the anarchic Polish diet and its  liberum 
veto , and surrounded by imperialistic great powers. 

 Instead, Rousseau recommends a step by step progressive reform creating as a 
surrogate for Corsica’s island isolation, a non-provocative defence of Polish inde-
pendence. By cultivating education, cultural festivals, and a political system 
rewarding patriotic participation in public life, the Polish nationalists can make 
Poland indigestible for any foreign conqueror.  31   Combining patriotism, confeder-
alism, central sovereignty, and a militia army, Rousseau hopes that Poland’s 
enemies will fi nd her neither an offensive threat nor an easy prey to invasion. 
Beyond that, and especially during the vulnerable period when it begins to under-
take the reforms it needs, Poland can rely on the balance of power, the natural 
support of Turkey, which is Russia’s and Austria’s rival to the south. 

 Reforms alter the state of war – mitigate its particular effects for particular 
states. The rational prudence of the democratic General Will removes that aspect 
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of confl ict and war caused by monarchical and ministerial caprice. Isolation 
contains interdependence. Non-provocative defences assuage confl icts caused 
by fear of pre-emptive attack and deter attacks prompted by the likely success of 
easy conquest. 

 Each democratic reform reduces the danger. None of them removes states from 
the state of war.  

  Liberal internationalism 
 Liberal democratic internationalists who have wanted to claim that “free states” 
are different from other states relax two of the assumptions Rousseau makes. 
Liberals retain the assumption of the state as the essential, stable and institutional-
ized unit of decision. But they relax the assumption that states are single rational 
egoistic calculators in favor of a view that sees states as complex representative 
institutions – liberal republics or constitutional democracies. At the same time, 
they relax the assumption that states are motivated by security defi ned in terms of 
power, material interests, and prestige in favor of the assumption that constitu-
tional democracies are motivated as well by the value of cosmopolitan individual 
freedom. 

 In Immanuel Kant’s philosophy of liberal internationalism these two innova-
tions work together and have signifi cant effects on world politics. In  Perpetual 
Peace ,  32   Kant shows how liberal republics lead to a dichotomous international 
politics: peaceful relations – a “pacifi c union” among similarly liberal states – and 
a “state of war” between liberals and non-liberals. 

 First, republican governments, he argues, tame the aggressive interests of abso-
lutist monarchies and ingrain the habit of respect for individual rights. Wars then 
appear as the direct charges on the people’s welfare that he and the other liberals 
thought them to be. Yet these domestic republican restraints do not end war. They 
did not for Thucydides or Rousseau. If they did, liberal states would not be 
warlike, which is far from the case. They do introduce republican caution, Kant’s 
“hesitation,” in place of monarchical caprice. Liberal wars are only fought for 
popular, liberal purposes. The historical liberal legacy is laden with popular wars 
fought to promote freedom, protect private property, or support liberal allies 
against non-liberal enemies.  33   

 Second, in order to see how the pacifi c union removes the occasion of wars 
among liberal states and not wars between liberal and non-liberal states, we need 
to shift our attention from constitutional law to international law, Kant’s second 
source. Complementing the constitutional guarantee of caution, international 
law adds a second source – a guarantee of respect. The separation of nations is 
reinforced by the development of separate languages and religions. These further 
guarantee a world of separate states – an essential condition needed to avoid 
a “global, soul-less despotism”. Yet, at the same time, they also morally integrate 
liberal states “as culture grows and men gradually move towards greater 
agreement over their principles, they lead to mutual understanding and peace” 
( PP , p. 114). As republics emerge (the fi rst source) and as culture progresses, an 
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understanding of the legitimate rights of all citizens and of all republics comes 
into play; and this, now that caution characterizes policy, sets up the moral foun-
dations for the liberal peace. Correspondingly, international law highlights the 
importance of Kantian publicity. Domestically, publicity helps ensure that the 
offi cials of republics act according to the principles they profess to hold just and 
according to the interests of the electors they claim to represent. Internationally, 
free speech and the effective communication of accurate conceptions of the polit-
ical life of foreign peoples is essential to establish and preserve the understanding 
on which the guarantee of respect depends. 

 Domestically just republics, which rest on consent, then presume foreign repub-
lics to be also consensual, just, and therefore deserving of accommodation. The 
experience of cooperation helps engender further cooperative behavior when the 
consequences of state policy are unclear but (potentially) mutually benefi cial. At 
the same time, liberal states assume that non-liberal states, which do not rest on 
free consent, are not just. Because non-liberal governments are perceived to be in 
a state of aggression with their own people, their foreign relations become for 
liberal governments deeply suspect. In short, fellow liberals benefi t from a 
presumption of amity; nonliberals suffer from a presumption of enmity. Both 
presumptions may be accurate. Each, however, may also be self-fulfi lling. 

 Democratic liberals do not need to assume either that public opinion rules 
foreign policy or that the entire governmental elite is liberal. It can assume that the 
elite typically manages public affairs but that potentially non-liberal members of 
the elite have reason to doubt that anti-liberal policies would be electorally 
sustained and endorsed by the majority of the democratic public. 

 Lastly, cosmopolitan law adds material incentives to moral commitments. The 
cosmopolitan right to hospitality permits the “spirit of commerce” sooner or later 
to take hold of every nation, thus creating incentives for states to promote peace 
and to try to avert war. Liberal economic theory holds that these cosmopolitan ties 
derive from a cooperative international division of labor and free trade according 
to comparative advantage. Each economy is said to be better off than it would 
have been under autarchy; each thus acquires an incentive to avoid policies that 
would lead the other to break these economic ties. Since keeping open markets 
rests upon the assumption that the next set of transactions will also be determined 
by prices rather than coercion, a sense of mutual security is vital to avoid security-
motivated searches for economic autarchy. Thus, avoiding a challenge to another 
liberal state’s security or even enhancing each other’s security by means of 
alliance naturally follows economic interdependence. 

 A further cosmopolitan source of liberal peace is that the international market 
removes diffi cult decisions of production and distribution from the direct sphere 
of state policy. A foreign state thus does not appear directly responsible for these 
outcomes; states can stand aside from, and to some degree above, these conten-
tious market rivalries and be ready to step in to resolve crises. The interdepen-
dence of commerce and the international contacts of state offi cials help create 
cross-cutting transnational ties that serve as lobbies for mutual accommodation. 
According to modern liberal scholars, international fi nanciers and transnational 
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and transgovernmental organizations create interests in favor of accommodation. 
Moreover, their variety has ensured that no single confl ict sours an entire relation-
ship by setting off a spiral of reciprocated retaliation. Conversely, a sense of 
suspicion, such as that characterizing relations between liberal and non-liberal 
governments, can lead to restrictions on the range of contacts between societies. 
And this can increase the prospect that a single confl ict will determine an entire 
relationship. 

 No single constitutional, international or cosmopolitan source is alone suffi -
cient. Kantian theory is neither solely institutional nor solely ideological, nor 
solely economic. But together (and only together) the three specifi c strands of 
liberal institutions, liberal ideas, and the transnational ties that follow from them 
plausibly connect the characteristics of liberal polities and economies with 
sustained liberal peace.  34   But in their relations with non-liberal states, liberal 
states have not escaped from the insecurity caused by anarchy in the world polit-
ical system considered as a whole.  35   Moreover, the very constitutional restraint, 
international respect for individual rights, and shared commercial interests that 
establish grounds for peace among liberal states establish grounds for additional 
confl ict in relations between liberal and non-liberal societies.  

  Democratic pacifi sm 
 The modern thesis that democracies are inherently peaceful has received an 
eloquent and scholarly restatement in the engagingly provocative  Retreat From 
Doomsday: The Obsolescence of Major War  by John Mueller.  36   Mueller marshals 
extensive evidence to demonstrate that major war has gradually moved “toward 
terminal disrepute because of its perceived repulsiveness and futility” (Mueller, 
1989, p. 4). Both the psychic and physical costs of war have made it obsolete. Like 
duelling and slavery, it has become socially and morally repulsive. Like pyramid 
building, it has become too costly. It no longer seems worth it. 

 Schumpeter’s “Sociology of Imperialisms”, offers considerable evidence to 
support this view while it develops a comprehensive analysis of the sources that 
underlie the forces of democratic pacifi sm. Published in 1919 as a refutation of 
Lenin’s  Imperialism , Schumpeter’s essay made a coherent and sustained argu-
ment concerning the pacifying (in the sense of non-aggressive) effects of liberal 
institutions and principles.  37   Unlike some of the earlier liberal theorists, who 
focused on a single feature, such as trade,  38   or failed to examine critically the argu-
ments they were advancing, Schumpeter saw the interaction of capitalism and 
democracy as the foundation of liberal pacifi sm and he tested his arguments in a 
sociology of historical imperialisms. 

 Schumpeter defi ned “imperialism” as “an objectless disposition on the part of a 
state to unlimited forcible expansion” (p. 6). Excluding imperialisms that were 
mere “catchwords” and object-ful imperialisms (e.g. defensive), he traced the 
roots of objectless imperialism to three sources, each an atavism. Modern imperi-
alism resulted from the combined impact of a “war machine”, warlike instincts, 
and export monopolism. 
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 Once necessary, the war machine later developed a life of its own and took 
control of a state’s foreign policy. “Created by the wars that required it, the 
machine now created the wars it required” (p. 25). And so, Schumpeter tells us, 
the army of ancient Egypt, created to drive the Hyksos out of Egypt, took over the 
state and pursued militaristic imperialism. Like the later armies of the courts of 
absolutist Europe, it fought wars for the sake of glory and booty, for the sake of 
warriors and monarches – wars  gratia  warriors. 

 A warlike disposition, elsewhere called “instinctual elements of bloody primi-
tivism”, is the natural ideology of a war machine. It also exists independently; the 
Persians, he says, were a warrior nation from the outset (pp. 25–32). 

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

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

 Schumpeter’s theme now emerges. Capitalism and democracy are forces for 
peace. Indeed, they are antithetical to imperialism. And the further (to Schumpeter) 
development of capitalism and democracy means that imperialism will inevitably 
disappear. 

 Capitalism produces an unwarlike disposition; its populace is “democratized, 
individualized, rationalized” (p. 68). The people’s (daily) energies are daily 
absorbed in production. The disciplines of industry and the market train people in 
“economic rationalism”; the instability of industrial life necessitates calculation. 
Capitalism also “individualizes”; “subjective opportunities” replace the “immu-
table factors” of traditional, hierarchical society. Rational individuals demand 
democratic governance. 

 And democratic capitalism leads to peace. As evidence, Schumpeter claims that 
(1) throughout the capitalist world an opposition has arisen to “war, expansion, 
cabinet diplomacy”; (2) contemporary capitalism is associated with peace parties; 
and (3) the industrial worker of capitalism is “vigorously anti-imperialist”. In 
addition, (4) the capitalist world has developed the means of preventing war, such 
as the Hague Court; and (5) the least feudal, most capitalist society – the United 
States – has demonstrated the least imperialistic tendencies (pp. 95–96). (The US 
left over half of Mexico unconquered in the war of 1846–48.) 

 His explanation for liberal pacifi sm was quite simple. Only war profi teers and 
military aristocrats gain from wars. No democracy would pursue a minority 
interest and tolerate the high costs of imperialism. When free trade prevails, “no 
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class” gains from forcible expansion: “foreign raw materials and food stuffs are as 
accessible to each nation as though they were in its own territory. Where the 
cultural backwardness of a region makes normal economic intercourse dependent 
on colonization, it does not matter, assuming free trade, which of the ‘civilized’ 
nations undertakes the task of colonization” (pp. 75–76). 

 Later in his career, in  Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy , Schumpeter 
developed a much more sophisticated model of capitalist political economy and he 
acknowledged that “almost purely bourgeois commonwealths were often aggres-
sive when it seemed to pay – like the Athenian or the Venetian commonwealths.”  39   
But he stuck to his (pacifi stic) guns, restating the modern view that capitalist 
democracy “steadily tells . . . against the use of military force and for peaceful 
arrangements, even when the balance of pecuniary advantage is clearly on the side 
of war which, under modern circumstances, is not in general very likely” (p.128).  40    

  Comparisons 
 Thucydides, Rousseau, Kant, and Schumpeter are each advocates (and theorists) 
of popular, or democratic, or representative republican government. Yet they 
expect democratic foreign relations to be (variously) imperialist, isolationist, 
internationalist, and pacifi c. How can we explain their differences and understand 
the multiple legacies of democratic foreign affairs? 

 The pattern of expected foreign relations of democratic states that they offer us 
can be seen in the following table: 

  Table 5.1     Foreign relations of democratic states  

 Peace War Imperialism

with/
Democracies S,K R,T T
Non-Democracies S R,T,K T,K

(Where S=Schumpeter; K=Kant; T=Thucydides; and R=Rousseau)

 Thucydides’s democratic imperialism, Rousseau’s democratic isolationism, Kant’s 
liberal internationalism, and Schumpeter’s liberal pacifi sm rest on fundamentally 
different views on the nature of man, the state, and international relations. 

 Let us examine the theorists pairwise. 

  Schumpeter and Kant 

 Schumpeter’s man is rationalized, individualized, and democratized. He is also 
homogenized, pursuing material interests “monistically”. Since his material inter-
ests lie in peaceful trade, he and the democratic state that he and his fellow 
citizens control are pacifi stic. Schumpeter’s “materialistic monism” leaves little 
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room for non-economic objectives, whether espoused by states or individuals. His 
states, moreover, are the same. The political life of individuals seems to have been 
homogenized at the same time as the individuals were “rationalized, individual-
ized, and democratized”. Citizens, capitalists and workers, rural and urban, seek 
material welfare. Schumpeter presumes that no one seems to want to rule. He also 
presumes that no one is prepared to take those measures (such as stirring up 
foreign quarrels to preserve a domestic ruling coalition) that enhance one’s polit-
ical power, despite detrimental effects on mass welfare. Just as ideal domestic 
politics are homogenized, so world politics, too, is homogenized. Materially 
monistic and democratically capitalist, all states evolve toward free trade and 
liberty together. Countries differently constituted seem to disappear from 
Schumpeter’s analysis. “Civilized nations” govern “culturally backward regions.” 

 Unlike Schumpeter’s capitalist democracies, Kant’s constitutional democracies 
– including our own – remain in a state of war with non-republics. Liberal repub-
lics see themselves as threatened by aggression from non-republics that are not 
constrained by representation. Liberal politicians often fail in their categorical 
moral duties and stir up foreign quarrels with non-liberal states as a way of 
enhancing their own domestic power. And even though wars often cost more than 
the economic return they generate, liberal republics also are prepared to protect 
and promote – sometimes forcibly – democracy, private property, and the rights 
of individuals overseas against non-republics, which, because they do not authen-
tically represent the rights of individuals, have no rights to non-interference. 
These wars may liberate oppressed individuals overseas; they also can generate 
enormous suffering.  

  Thucydides and Rousseau 

 Thucydides’s citizens (unlike Schumpeter’s) are splendidly diverse in their goals, 
both at home and abroad. Their characters are shaped in varying proportions by 
courage, ambition, fear, profi t, caution, glory, and patriotism. Although they are 
equal before the law and all citizens have a right to vote, their circumstances 
greatly differ, divided as they are among rich and poor, urban and rural. 
Internationally, their states are driven by fear, honor, and self-advantage. States 
too are radically unequal in size, resources, and power. Such a people and such a 
state fi nd imperialism useful, feasible, and valued. In a dangerous world, empire 
adds to the security, profi t, and glory of the powerful majority, even if not of all 
the citizens. The demos makes naval power effective and cheap. 

 Rousseau’s citizens of the Social Contract, too, are equal, rational, and free. 
But, going beyond legal equality, social and economic equality distinguish them 
from Thucydides’s Athenians. Particular “wills” such as the ones that drove the 
Athenians to Sicily would yield to the General Will – the rational, national, general 
interest – which Thucydides (Pericles) had defi ned as precluding further imperial 
expansion. The exploitation of non-citizens in the empire (the source of so much 
national revenue) also would be unacceptable in a Rousseauian republic that 
demanded that all men be free, ruling and being ruled on an equal basis. This 
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obviously precludes slavery. It also requires that every other form of political rule 
that did not give an equal voice to all affected had to be excluded from a free 
democracy, which is why Rousseau’s democracy had to be small. Nor, lastly, 
would Rousseau allow the extensive commerce that made empire both valued and 
feasible. The Rousseauian democracy was free, independent, and isolationist.  

  Rousseau and Kant 

 Kant’s citizens, like Rousseau’s, are free, politically equal, and rational. The 
Kantian state thus is governed publicly according to law, as a republic. Kant’s 
constitutional democracy thus also (logically) solves the problem of governing 
equals. But his citizens are different in two respects. They retain their individu-
ality, whether they are the “rational devils” he says that we egoists often fi nd 
ourselves to be or the ethical agents, treating other individuals as ends rather than 
as means, that we can and should become. And they retain their diversity in 
economic and social circumstance. 

 Like Rousseau’s direct democracy, Kant’s constitutional democracy exercises 
democratic caution in the interest of the majority. But unlike Rousseau’s General 
Will, Kant’s republics are capable of appreciating the moral equality of all indi-
viduals. The Rousseauian citizen cedes all rights to his fellow citizens, retaining 
only the right to equal consideration. In order to be completely self-determining, 
Rousseau requires that there be no limit but equality on the sovereignty and 
authority of the General Will. The resulting communitarianism is intense – every 
aspect of culture, morality, and social life is subject to the creation and the 
re-creation of the national citizenry. The tendency to enhance domestic conscious-
ness through external hostility and what Rousseau calls  amour propre  would be 
correspondingly high. Just as individuality disappears into collective conscious-
ness, so too does an appreciation for the international rights of foreign republics.  41   
These international rights of republics derive from our ability to reconstruct in our 
imagination the act of representation of foreign individuals, who are our moral 
equals. Kant appears to think that the General Will, which Rousseau thinks can be 
realized only within the community, can be intuited by each individual as the 
Categorical Imperative. Rousseau’s democracy – for the sake of intensifying 
national identity – limits our identifi cation to fellow citizens. 

 This imaginative act of Kantian cosmopolitan identifi cation benefi ts from the 
institutional process of republican government. Constitutionally divided powers 
among the executive, legislature, and the judiciary require public deliberation and 
thereby mitigate the effect of particular passions or hasty judgment. Rousseau’s 
direct democracy appears to slight the value of republican delay. 

 Moreover, for the sake of equality and autonomy, Rousseau’s democracy 
precludes the private ties of commerce and social interaction across borders that 
lead to both domestic diversity and transnational solidarity. These material ties 
sustain the transnational, or cosmopolitan, identity of individuals with each other 
that serves as the foundation of international respect, which in turn is the source 
of the spirit of international law that requires tolerance and peace among fellow 
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constitutional democracies (while exacerbating confl ict between constitutional 
democracies and all other states). 

 Rousseau shares with Kant democratic rationality. Rousseau, however, excludes 
both the moral individualism and the social pluralism that provide the foundations 
for Kant’s “international” and “cosmopolitan” laws, and thereby precludes the 
liberal peace. 

 Comparing Thucydides and Rousseau, on the one hand, Kant and Schumpeter, 
on the other, we can say that whatever the differences in their special views of man 
and the nature of domestic politics, the fi rst two agree that the polis or state either 
does or should command all force and command all loyalty. Differences among 
actual states and personal values are then contained by their similar degree of 
national authority. There is thus no room for the individualism and domestic diver-
sity that Kant fi nds is at the root of the transnational loyalties and transnational 
interests that make a democratic peace. Nor is there room for the simple transna-
tional materialism Schumpeter sees as governing the interests of pacifi c democratic 
majorities. The democracies of Thucydides and Rousseau remain in a state of war.   

  Present implications 
 To the extent that these theoretical distinctions tap the actual range of diversity 
in the development of contemporary democracies, they offer us some useful 
warnings about the international implications of the current trend toward 
democratization.  42   

 Although majority rule may be a necessary condition of a state of peace, it is 
not a suffi cient condition. Rousseau’s portrait of the search for autarchy and 
national identity presupposes a continuing state of war with all outside polities; it 
undermines democratic peace. Thucydides’s picture of democratic imperialism 
illustrates the impact of unrestrained passions and material interests. 

 In order to establish peace among themselves, democracies can follow Kant’s 
route, defi ning individual rights in such a way that the cosmopolitan rights of all 
mankind are entailed in the moral foundations of the rights of domestic citizens. 
And then they must allow the material ties of transnational society to fl ourish 
among themselves. Or, attempting to guarantee an indiscriminate global peace, 
they can follow Schumpeter’s prescription, relying upon the supposedly pacifying 
culture of capitalism and the material interests of free trade underlying it. 

 What are the implications for world politics today of these moral and political 
choices? Real states are always more complicated than theoretical models. But 
unlike even just thirty years ago, today we see few, if any, states aspiring to revo-
lutionary Rousseauian democracy (Iran might come closest). We fi nd many more 
in the Balkans and around the Black Sea and elsewhere that Thucydides would 
easily recognize, practising imperialism subject to supposedly democratic plebi-
scite in pursuit of limitless security, nationalist honor and crude self-interest. 

 The dominant forms of contemporary democracy, fortunately, appear to be 
liberal and capitalist, Kantian and Schumpeterian. They share pluralist and repub-
lican polities; capitalist and market economies; materialist and rationalist cultures, 
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with a commitment to human rights. The long record of liberal internationalism 
– both liberal solidarity with fellow liberals and liberal imperialism toward non-
liberals – decides in favor of the Kantian roots of rights married to markets. On the 
other hand, recent mood swings toward complacency, “donor fatigue” and over-
burdened United Nations peace-keeping – as the scramble for profi t displaces 
Cold War internationalism – may highlight and draw upon the material sources of 
Schumpeterian pacifi st isolationism. 

 In either case, liberal democracy accounts for, and claims credit for, extraordi-
nary international feats. To a record of two centuries of peace among liberal 
democracies, it adds an extraordinary geo-strategic triumph: the solidarity of the 
Free World during the Cold War, America’s long undefended democratic borders 
with Canada and Mexico, the reconciliation of the democratic states of Europe in 
the post-war period, and the successful assimilation of the defeated Axis powers, 
Germany and Japan and Italy, into the liberal order of the “Free World”. And just 
as Britain peacefully ceded international hegemony to the United States in the 
middle twentieth century, liberal internationalism promises a peaceful transition if 
the United States’ decline leads to another liberal transition – to a united Europe 
or possibly Japan. 

 Yet the history of liberal internationalism and the political foundations of 
the liberal peace give us three warnings about – or typical failures of – liberal 
internationalism. 

 The fi rst is complaisance – let us call it the “1921–1931 Problem”. Where 
liberal internationalism among liberal states has been defi cient is in preserving its 
basic preconditions under changing international circumstances, and particularly 
in supporting the liberal character of its constituent states. 

 It has failed on occasion, as it did in regard to Germany in the 1920s, to provide 
adequate international economic support for liberal regimes whose market foun-
dations were in crisis. It failed in the 1930s to provide military aid or political 
mediation to Spain, which was challenged by an armed minority, or to 
Czechoslovakia, which was caught in a dilemma of preserving national security or 
acknowledging the claims (fostered by Hitler’s Germany) of the Sudeten minority 
to self-determination. 

 Far-sighted and constitutive measures have only been provided by the liberal 
international order when one liberal state stood pre-eminent among the rest, 
prepared and able to take measures, as did the United States following World War 
II, to sustain economically and politically the foundations of liberal society 
beyond its borders. Then measures such as the British Loan, the Marshall Plan, 
NATO, GATT, the IMF, and the liberalization of Germany and Japan helped 
construct buttresses for the international liberal order.  43   

 Thus, the decline of US hegemonic leadership may pose dangers for the liberal 
world. The danger is not that today’s liberal states will permit their economic 
competition to spiral into war nor that a world economic crisis is now likely, but 
that the societies of the liberal world will no longer be able to provide the mutual 
assistance they might require to sustain liberal domestic orders if they were to be 
faced with mounting economic crises. 
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 The most pressing danger of complaisance today is how to support Russia and 
its democratic neighbors in the Commonwealth of Independent States – what is 
left of a shaky union of quasi-independent and hopefully still democratizing 
republics in the middle of Eurasia. 

 Isolationists decry both the involvement and the cost. But neither liberal 
principles nor liberal interests allow the luxury of non-involvement. Even in the 
isolationist aftermath of World War I, providing humanitarian aid to the Russians, 
fi nancial support for Germany, and policing the Caribbean seemed to be an 
automatic part of the liberal project. 

 Even if liberal principles did not call for universalism, liberal interests now do. 
Trade and investments reach across the world. The oil on which the US and its 
closest economic partners in Europe and Japan rely still depends on Middle East 
supplies, as the crisis in the Gulf reminded us. The cost, moreover, of the forty-
fi ve year Cold War has to be calculated in trillions.  44   The possible failure of 
democratization in Russia would place thousands of nuclear weapons in the hands 
of the “fascist situation” of which Ambassador Robert Strauss warned.  45   A 
renewed Cold War, next with Russian Fascism, has to be the largest, even if far 
from the most likely, threat to the security liberal democracies now enjoy. 

 The second danger lies in imprudent crusading – the problem of liberal imperi-
alism to which liberal powers, including the United States, have repeatedly 
succumbed. Here liberals need to avoid the tendency to engage in crusades that are 
costly and counter-productive – both morally and materially. Neither villages nor 
countries can be destroyed in order to be saved. Nor should we assume that every 
realization of fundamental human rights requires the duplication of “Kansas City”. 

 The third danger is vehement paranoia – what might be called the “1901–1911 
Problem”, the escalation of hostilities that preceded World War I. In relations with 
powerful non-liberal states, liberal states have often missed opportunities to 
pursue the negotiation of arms reduction and arms control when it has been in the 
mutual strategic interest and failed to construct wider schemes of accommodation 
that are needed to supplement arms control. Prior to the outbreak of World War I, 
this is the charge that Lord Sanderson leveled against Sir Eyre Crowe in 
Sanderson’s response to Crowe’s famous memorandum on the state of British 
relations with Germany.  46   Sanderson pointed out that Crowe interpreted German 
demands to participate in the settlement of international disputes and to have a 
“place in the sun” (colonies), of a size not too dissimilar to that enjoyed by the 
other great powers, as evidence of a fundamental aggressiveness driving toward 
world domination. Crowe may well have perceived an essential feature of 
Wilhelmine Germany, and Sanderson’s attempt to place Germany in the context 
of other rising powers (bumptious but not aggressively pursuing world domina-
tion) may have been naive. But the interesting thing to note is less the conclusions 
reached than Crowe’s chain of argument and evidence. He rejects continued 
accommodation (appeasement) with Germany not because he shows that Germany 
was more bumptious than France and not because he shows that Germany had 
greater potential as a world hegemon than the United States (which he does not 
even consider in this connection). Instead he is (legitimately) perplexed by the 
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real uncertainty of German foreign policy and by its “erratic, domineering, 
and often frankly aggressive spirit” which accords with the well-known personal 
characteristics of “the present Ruler of Germany”. 

 In this context, contemporary Japan is another Germany. Germany was a 
 Rechtstaat  at home, capitalist, and semi-individualist in culture. Its foreign policy, 
however, had not been placed under the control of representative government. So, 
too, Japan is less than a complete liberal republic. It is democratic, but, until the 1993 
victory of Prime Minister Hosokawa’s movement, hegemonically under the sway of 
the Liberal Democratic Party. It is capitalist – though very well organized from the 
top both privately and publicly. It is egalitarian – but not individualist in culture 
(though here we can also note signs of change with the new spirit of fl edgling 
Japanese consumerism). If we add a history of US racism toward the Japanese and 
Japanese racist chauvinism toward foreigners, we have a dangerous combination. 

 In short, there is plenty of room for the sort of spiralling misperception and 
rivalry that characterized the pre-war Anglo–German antagonism. We will need 
institutions and multifaceted contacts to offset the economic tensions that are 
likely to be an increasingly important part of the relationship. 

 The liberal world has entered a nearly unprecedented condition of security and 
it appears to be signifi cantly linked to the surge of democracy world-wide. But 
that good fortune is neither guaranteed to persist nor will it necessarily involve 
peace. 

 Even if the Iraq War is unlikely to be repeated soon, “Grenada” and “Panama” 
are likely to arise frequently in the new world order we are entering. If we want to 
avoid them becoming revivals of destructive imperialism, we will need to have 
the institutions of multilateral security, whether in the UN or regional organiza-
tions, ready to provide guidance and multilateral restraint. 

 Moreover, it is very much in our hands whether the 1990s do in fact become 
another “1930s”, brief moments before the collapse of collective security into 
complaisance (as occurred in the Manchurian Incident of 1931) and then war. 
Another Cold War with a Russia after a next, perhaps successful, authoritarian 
coup could reenact the European crisis of liberal democracy that began with the 
Reichstag Fire of 1933. 

 Or instead, will the 1990s become a pre-World-War-I style rivalry spiralling 
into extensive hostility. Will the US–Japanese relationship follow on the model of 
the pre-World-War-I antagonism between Germany and Britain? 

 Either alone or both together could radically alter our pacifi c prospects and 
make whatever investments in institution-building and development aid we now 
consider expensive seem cheap in retrospect.   
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                 6 One world, many peoples 
 International justice in John Rawls’s 
 The Law of Peoples    

     Were all humanity a single nation state, the present North/South divide would 
make it an unviable, semi-feudal entity, split by internal confl icts. Its small part 
[one fi fth] is advanced, prosperous, powerful; its much bigger part [the other four 
fi fths] is underdeveloped, poor, powerless. A nation so divided within itself would 
be recognized as inherently unstable. A world so divided should likewise be recog-
nized as inherently unstable.And the position is worsening, not improving. 

 South Commission,  The Challenge to the South , p. 2  1   

 We live in “one world.” The globe is an ecological whole, suffi ciently connected 
that it is now possible to envision climate changes and catastrophes that affect the 
entire planet.  2   The world’s economy is increasingly becoming interconnected. 
Human beings recognize a common humanity, including a body of human rights. 
But we are not the “single nation state” hypothesized by the South Commission. 
We are divided into many peoples, governed by the slightly more than the 191 
states recognized by the United Nations as members. But the existence of many 
peoples does not answer the normative questions implicit in the South 
Commission’s warning. Should we be trying to govern the one world as if we were 
one people – and take on the task of building a single stable world order, bridging 
the divides between the much better-off top fi fth and much less well-off bottom 
four-fi fths? Or, should the one world be governed as if it were two sets of peoples, 
one set free and the other not? Or, should a third order shape the world, one that 
encompasses many peoples who develop the rules, agreements and accommoda-
tions that are needed to keep those peoples at peace where possible and promote 
mutually advantageous cooperation, while taking those measures that address the 
emergencies and extremes to which all decent states would concur? 

 I propose both to give an account of why it is that John Rawls, the most promi-
nent political philosopher of egalitarian justice in our time, came to the last 
conclusion – many peoples – and why it is that his conclusion seems justifi able. 
His criteria and categories, presented as hypothetical by him, do have real world 
referents, but their practical reach is quite limited. His conclusions are reasonable 
from two points of view: his work is both principled and practical, even though it 
is not complete – principled because it corresponds with the priority Rawls places 
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on liberty, and practical because existing states, if motivated by liberty, can actu-
ally abide by these principles. But it is not complete; some of his general princi-
ples might lead to less international toleration and greater redistribution than the 
argument in  The Law of Peoples  suggests. 

 That Rawls’s argument has proven controversial is evidenced in the contrary 
conclusions reached by numerous of Rawls’s closest interlocutors. Some “cosmo-
politan” critics, such as Charles Beitz, Thomas Pogge, and many more see them-
selves as applying the core ideas of Rawls’s domestic conceptions of justice to 
the wider world. Others, such as Peter Singer, adopt different but equally cosmo-
politan foundations.  3   Other “neo-Kantian” liberals, including myself, have 
employed liberal conceptions to justify a view of international distributive justice 
that distinguishes relations among liberal states, where standards of distributive 
justice can apply, from relations between liberals and nonliberals, where distribu-
tive justice does not.  4    

  “Justice as fairness” 
 In his magisterial  A Theory of Justice , Rawls explained how separate individuals 
could converge on agreed standards for what is fair for the overall distribution of 
rights and valued primary goods. 

 How do we decide what is a fair set of standards? Rawls said that we should 
contemplate a hypothetical contract.  5   That is, what should be agreed to by free 
individuals under conditions of impartiality, the Rawlsian “veil of ignorance”? If 
individuals had to agree to govern their lives and prospects, not knowing each 
other’s identities – class, talents, race, religion, tastes – and yet knew that they 
would have to live together, be dependent on each other for protection, economic 
production, and the products of social cooperation, what principles of justice 
would they choose to regulate the basic features of public life? 

 Rawls says we should choose two sets of basic principles, the fi rst being 
Maximum Equal Liberty and second, Equal Opportunity and the “Difference 
Principle.” Liberty is prior. Even from a self-interested point of view, we have a 
stake in equal liberty for all. If, after the veil of ignorance was lifted, it turned out 
that we were part of a minority, we wouldn’t want to be oppressed by tyranny, even 
by democratic majority tyranny. So we would insist on civil liberties, such as consti-
tutional protections of free speech, religion, and assembly. For matters not protected 
by basic liberties we would want democratic government so that our voices would 
be equal. Second, we would require Equal Opportunity and the Difference Principle. 
That is, we would want income distributed so that (a) it was open to fair competition 
(no discrimination) and (b) we would all receive equal income, unless differences in 
income helped the people at the bottom of the social ladder improve their condition. 
That is, we would reward the long hard work of surgeons with an income high 
enough to attract enough skilled practitioners away from sunbathing because, unlike 
sunbathing, surgery helps those needing medical care. We all would want the 
“difference principle” because we, too, might turn out to be among the poorest, least 
able, severely ill or handicapped, after the lifting of the veil. 
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 These highly egalitarian principles, Rawls said, apply only to domestic society. 
In an incomplete argument in the  Theory of Justice , Rawls said that international 
relations should be governed by traditional international law (the legalist para-
digm, no aggression, etc.) and just redistribution should be in the domain of 
domestic determination.  6    

  One world, “one people”: global justice as fairness 
 Despite Rawls’s brief rejection of international extension in  A Theory of Justice  
that his principles warrant global application, many argue for just such an exten-
sion of his domestic theory.  7   The inherent universality of principles of equal 
consideration, maximum equal liberty, and respect for the values embodied in 
human rights might suggest that these principles deserved global extension. Like 
the U.S. Constitution’s guarantee of citizenship and its basic privileges and immu-
nities to all persons under its jurisdiction, born or naturalized in the United States, 
as well as the guarantee of equal protection of the laws (Fourteenth Amendment),  8   
so, one might assume, the equal liberties embodied in the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights would apply to all persons globally and be enforced. So, too, one 
could imagine that republican (representative) government (Art IV:4), which the 
Constitution guarantees to every U.S. state, should be guaranteed – that is, 
extended – to every nation state. 

 Similar extensions could govern distributive principles. Indeed, Charles Beitz, 
Thomas Pogge and others have reasonably objected that Rawls assumes unwar-
rantedly that societies are self-suffi cient in international relations. Instead, they 
argue, societies are interdependent. So like interdependent individuals, nations 
who trade, invest, borrow and yet are unequal must redistribute goods fairly. 
Moreover, they must consider that – like the endowments or talents of the hypo-
thetical domestic original condition – national natural resources are arbitrary from 
a moral point of view.  9   The U.S. has done nothing to deserve ownership of the 
fertile Great Plains, Mesabi iron ore, and West Virginia coal fi elds, while the 
Sahelians deserve only the encroaching desert sands. 

 By analogy the world, too, needs a hypothetical social contract in order to redis-
tribute justly the products of social interdependence. We then should distribute 
goods behind a veil of ignorance as if we also did not know of which  country  we 
would fi nd ourselves a citizen. The implications are unclear. How much would the 
wealthy have to tax themselves to implement a global difference principle in 
which all incomes were distributed in such a fashion that inequalities were 
permitted only to the extent that they served the needs of the  world’s  least advan-
taged? However indistinct in its details it might appear, such a calculus would 
seem to give rise to a large duty to redistribute income to the poor across the 
globe. It would also involve ignoring, for distributive purposes, a world of many 
peoples and treating the world, for economic purposes, as if it were one people. 

 Peter Singer in a classic article draws on different foundational assumptions, 
adding a utilitarian argument that we should base our distribution of goods on 
values that are common to all mankind, i.e., saving lives, avoiding harm. Liberal 
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and cosmopolitan in its assumptions, it treats all humanity as ends, irrespective of 
state borders or class division.  10   

 Singer, in the midst of a Bengal famine, writing in 1971 focused on the most 
desperate problem of international distributive justice – the plight of the starving. 
Of course many other disasters have come since and there are more than enough 
crises to spark our continuing concern. He says that charity is not a sign of gener-
osity, but an imperative duty of justice. And this point he makes in an unforget-
table analogy. 

 Imagine walking by a shallow pool of water and seeing a two-year-old child 
drowning in it. What should you do? Obviously, you should walk in and save the 
child. And so, just that simply, you should aid people starving in the world.  11   

 But many would object:

   a.   Starving people are foreigners, or are on the other side of the world.  
  b.   Other people don’t provide aid; why should I?  
  c.   I can’t end the starvation unless all the rich also aid.  
  d.   Aid is costly; I don’t have enough to spare and still meet my other needs.  
  e.   It’s government’s – my country’s – responsibility, not my personal 

responsibility.    

 Singer takes up each of the objections in turn.

   a.   Foreigners. Would it make a difference if it’s not your child in the pool? Or 
if it takes place not in your hometown? Obviously not.  

  b.   Other people don’t aid the starving, so why should I? Would it make a differ-
ence if three other people were standing around doing nothing?  

  c.   Too many people are starving; I can’t save them all? What if there are ten 
children drowning, and you cannot save them all. Shouldn’t you save as many 
as you can?  

  d.   Too costly to aid the starving? What if you are wearing your best dress or suit, 
should you still jump in? Of course.  

  e.   It is a government responsibility? Yes, but if lifeguards aren’t present should 
you shrug your shoulders?    

 A stronger objection is “What if it is truly costly?” Suppose the children are 
swept away in a deep, raging river and rescue is a risk to your own life. Then, 
Singer at last acknowledges, it seems different. There is no moral obligation; 
instead, rescue becomes an act for heroes. 

 But how much risk, or cost, is less than life-threatening? Singer argues that for 
a pure utilitarian, it is up to the point that your own life is also at risk. This means 
that one should, if necessary, reduce your real income to the poverty or starvation 
level. Mother Theresa, thus, was doing the right thing, but are any of the rest 
of us? Singer then provides a more accommodating version of his ethic. He 
suggests that at least we should reduce our income signifi cantly in order to offer 
assistance – that is, by 40 percent, 30 percent, or 20 percent. Or, at the very least, 
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we should do something – agitate, petition, or try to persuade the government to 
supplement our efforts to aid the world’s desperate. 

 Powerful as this ethic is, it leaves many questions even for the well intentioned. 
Does it apply to lesser inequality, or does it only hold in an emergency?  12   To state 
the charge provocatively: do we have a moral obligation to act in order to prevent 
children from perhaps becoming overweight when their parents allow them to 
consume starchy, fatty foods? Moreover, in the less-than-clear emergencies, do not 
other principles begin to have relevant weight? For example, what if achieving 
justice requires radical social change and local elites oppose this? Is military inter-
vention justifi ed? What if foreign food assistance disrupts the livelihood of local 
farmers? Is the scale of taxation just? Is there an appropriate international institution 
to distribute the aid in a way that discourages paternalism, ensures that no one state 
acquires unmerited international infl uence, and avoids coercion in the raising of aid 
and also exploitation of the generous? These problems are the typical concerns that 
arise in moral political practice; they acquire additional weight as one moves away 
from emergency, life-and-death situations to those of “merely” chronic deprivation.  

  One world, two sets of peoples: neo-Kantian liberalism 
 One alternative to “one world” global justice – whether Beitz’s global fairness or 
Singer’s utilitarian principles of global distribution – posits two zones of world 
politics, one at peace and the other not. It limits distributional claims founded on 
liberal principles to the fi rst zone, where claims can be justifi ed when liberty is 
accorded priority.  13   

 International rights, it is argued, must be founded on moral freedom and indi-
vidual self-determination. This foundation sustains a “democratic peace” among 
liberal republics. Although states throughout history have gone to war with each 
other to advance both their rational national and non-rational governmental inter-
ests, liberal democratic peoples have, by and large, respected each other’s sover-
eignty and security. This is the argument of the liberal, Neo-Kantian “democratic 
peace” thesis, which holds that democratic peoples do not war against each other 
(though they sometimes do war against non-democratic peoples). The three 
reasons are that fi rst, liberal peoples are responsible to the majority of electors, 
who, unlike monarchs and dictators, cannot regularly displace the costs of going 
to war on others. If, second, those electors respect liberal principles, they will 
respect the rights of peoples similarly free to express their rights, and negotiate 
rather than fi ght over differences of interest. And third, respect for rights of prop-
erty and the benefi ts of commercial exchange will reinforce these moral commit-
ments.  14   These Kantians do not assume that international politics is harmonious or 
lacking in coordination and cooperation problems. They do hold that avoiding war 
between liberal republics is possible because (through the three reasons just ennu-
merated) it is self-enforcing – effective without the global sovereign that 
Hobbesian realists have argued is a necessary precondition to peace. 

 The neo-Kantians argue that one should not separate the economic from the 
political features of a just social order. Nonetheless, freedom is prior to wealth, 
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just as Rawls’s Maximum Equal Liberty is prior to the Difference Principle. Only 
if the fi rst can be secured, should one proceed to the second. 

 We should recall that there are domestic exceptions to the priority principle. 
Rawls and others have argued that freedom and democratic self-determination can 
be compromised for material well-being, if the community fi nds itself in a state of 
desperation. Then the natural principle of justice should operate, determining that 
the basic minimum subsistence of all is the fi rst duty of public justice.  15   In cases 
of extreme poverty, inequality, and political anarchy within a country, liberals can 
fi nd justifi able a developmental, redistributing dictatorship to equalize opportu-
nity as a necessary foundation for an eventually just, liberal society.  16   

 The enormous social inequalities between the richest one-fi fth and the other 
four-fi fths of the world that characterize the present international order might – 
however implausibly – suggest that the same redistributive prescription of natural 
justice should apply internationally. 

 Extended to the global scale, however, this prescription runs up against funda-
mental liberal constraints. The fi rst objection is that it is not clear that an effective 
global, liberal polity can be formed. Differing from the Utilitarians and (appar-
ently) other advocates of One World justice, no neo-Kantian liberal would want to 
join a “Scheme of Global Social Cooperation” unless it included a complete 
global social contract.  17   This would need to cover a polity establishing order and 
maximum equal liberty. But under the present regime of global intentions charac-
terized by national independence and cultural diversity, this may not be possible. 

 Part of the problem is institutional design. Immanuel Kant, for example, 
regarded global sovereignty, whether liberal in aim or not, as equivalent to global 
tyranny due to the remoteness of the representation it would entail.  18   But the more 
fundamental problem is the absence of a genuine sense of global community, the 
sense that we are in a common social project. For a Kantian liberal, lacking such 
a project, there is no duty to ensure a global difference principle without a global 
polity guaranteeing maximum equal liberty. 

 For some liberals, therefore, the redistribution that can be justifi ed on liberal-
contractarian grounds does not stretch beyond liberal government. Modern states 
may already be too large for effective liberal politics; it is even harder to argue 
that global government can be a liberal aim. Global reformers need to be able to 
guarantee that a scheme of global natural justice to assist the poor will end in 
effective, global equal liberty. Without the prospect of moral autonomy through 
representative government, this form of international redistribution is not justifi ed 
on liberal grounds. 

 A second objection refl ects the residual insecurity of the contemporary order. 
As long as there is no guarantee of international security, indiscriminate obliga-
tions to redistribute substantial amounts of income and resources (including redis-
tribution to potential security threats) cannot be justifi ed.  19   Obliging Japan to tax 
itself for China or Israel for Syria, or even the United States for Cuba indirectly 
threatens the rights of individuals within these states to promote their territorial 
integrity and political independence. And a third objection is raised by the 
domestic tyranny that characterizes some of the states of the poorer countries. No 
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distribution that serves to fund tyrannies, such as Joseph-Desiré Mobutu’s long 
exploitation of Zaire, and thus indirectly supports the oppression of peoples, could 
be justifi ed. Although nongovernmental organizations can partially bypass those 
tyrannies, the tyrannies do limit how much can be justly transferred. 

 And, lastly, additional concerns arise at the individual level. The priority of 
freedom refl ects the assumption that it is freedom that makes life subjectively 
valuable. Thus obligations incurred in the name of freedom to distribute to the 
destitute at home or abroad have to have a cut off that allows individuals to pursue 
a self-determining life. Such cutoffs could apply domestically in liberal societies. 
They apply a fortiori given the much greater global inequalities. They should not 
be forced to be “moral saints” or be subject to “moral tyranny.”  20   

 It should be stressed that these objections to the application of just redistribu-
tion should not apply to cases of assistance to the destitute, particularly when they 
are reachable by neutral nonpolitical agencies, such as developmental nongovern-
mental organizations. Nor do those three objections apply with equal force to 
social justice within the zone of the pacifi c union of liberal states. Liberal states 
have not formed an international commonwealth or a comprehensive scheme of 
social cooperation, but they do share a common project of respect for individual 
rights and they respect each other’s sovereignty; and so the second, the security, 
objection to redistribution has no force.  21   

 As importantly, as Peter Singer has pointed out, these objections do not take 
into account the fact that thousands, hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions of 
individuals in the contemporary world would be happy to emigrate to the existing 
“many peoples” of the developed world on  existing , liberal terms of citizenship, 
fully accepting all the local, liberal norms and laws that currently hold sway. 
Moreover, as Singer notes, the existing international economic order could be 
radically improved in ways that meet many of the basic needs of the poor with 
even a minimal sacrifi ce (1 percent of income) of the wealthy – if most of the 
wealthy were persuaded to make this small sacrifi ce. Even though neither of these 
two measures is likely to establish a globally just economic order, each separately 
and both together could certainly advance the basic needs of the poor and be steps 
toward greater justice.  22    

  One world, many peoples: Rawls’s  The Law of Peoples  
 Even though advocates of global justice draw inspiration from Rawls’s “justice as 
fairness” and even though Rawls himself draws on Kantian ideas, Rawls himself 
draws very different conclusions from both the advocates of global justice and the 
Neo-Kantian advocacy of discriminate international justice. He shares with the 
Neo-Kantians the view that the world is not an incipient single global scheme of 
cooperation. He shares with the advocates of global justice a reluctance to draw 
lines of discrimination between liberals and non-liberals. 

 Instead, Rawls starts at a different place – not with the global original position 
of all individuals but with the principles relevant to the relations among existing 
societies for the “international political world as we see it.”  23   He wants to see 
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whether we can justify after due refl ection (“refl ective equilibrium”) the conven-
tional principles of peace and toleration embodied in ordinary international law. 
Thus, rather than drawing the principles from a social contract, he tests the prin-
ciples to see if they can respond to core concerns for human rights and stability – a 
“realistic utopia.”  24   

 Rawls claims that eight principles – those characterizing the core ideas under-
lying conventional international law – would be chosen:  25  

   1   Peoples are free and independent, and their freedom and independence are to 
be respected by other peoples.  

  2   Peoples are to observe treaties and undertakings.  
  3   Peoples are equal and are parties to the agreements that bind them.  
  4   Peoples are to observe a duty of non-intervention.  
  5   Peoples have the right of self-defense but no right to instigate war for reasons 

other than self-defense.  
  6   Peoples are to honor human rights.  
  7   Peoples are to observe certain specifi ed restrictions in the conduct of war.  
  8   Peoples have a duty to assist other peoples living under unfavorable condi-

tions that prevent their having a just or decent political and social regime.    

 These, together with provisions for free trade and international organizations to 
supplement cooperation, would be selected in a second, world-level contract 
among “Free and Equal Peoples.” 

 Are these principles a realistic code of behavior for peoples? Rawls says they 
are. Rejecting realpolitik assumptions associated with the balance of power against 
power, he ascribes to the “democratic peace” the mutual security and toleration 
that provides a realistic political foundation for the eight principles of the Law of 
Peoples, among fellow liberal peoples. The more problematic issues are the duties 
liberal peoples have to those other peoples less advantaged (redistributive duties 
to the global poor) and the relations they have with non-liberal peoples (how wide 
is the scope of toleration?). Here Rawls rejects the arguments of both One World 
global redistribution and Neo-Kantian liberalism, but not altogether persuasively. 

  Just distribution among many peoples 

 Will peoples want also to adopt a “difference principle” to distribute income justly 
across borders? Controversially, separating his argument from the One World 
advocates of global justice, he says they wouldn’t. This is because peoples will 
want to preserve their independence and self-determination. 

 Relieving the suffering of the poor so that they can experience health, well 
being and be self-determining, self-respecting effective members of their society 
applies everywhere. But the usual domestic arguments that favor more egalitarian 
distributions do not apply in an international society of peoples. 

 Rawls is aware that societies are interdependent in that they provide assistance 
to societies in need and trade with each other and invest in each other’s 
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economies.  26   But, like the Neo-Kantians, he does not fi nd a commitment to a 
global social scheme of cooperation among the world’s peoples. Instead, peoples 
have committed themselves to their own cooperative schemes. This is signifi cant 
because peoples know that they may not all agree on distributive principles.  27   
Observing existing Free Peoples, Rawls notes that one sees that there are various 
kinds of liberal arrangements, ranging from social democratic to laissez faire soci-
eties. Many can be reasonable, given national circumstances, not just the most 
egalitarian. 

 Since they are not part of the same scheme of cooperation, the standards of 
effective participation will differ between societies. So, too, do the standards of 
what it takes to lead a life in dignity and have a reasonable chance of competing 
on the basis of equality of opportunity for societal and political positions.  28   As 
partial evidence of this, we can see that existing democracies survive amidst 
considerable poverty. India at $1720 and Senegal at $1600 are among the poorest, 
ranked 106 and 111 of 143 countries by gross domestic product per capita, yet 
both are recognized democracies.  29   

 The justice of the international distribution of resources is also not crucial, 
according to Rawls, because states do not need equal resources in order to estab-
lish “decent” (to be defi ned below), self-determining domestic institutions. Indeed, 
imposing the same distribution restricts the freedom of choice of poorer soci-
eties.  30   For example, some individuals in these societies will suffer because their 
preference for low population growth, high savings, and material prosperity will 
not be realized in the society in which they fi nd themselves born. This is a morally 
arbitrary result. But so would be another society’s imposing its preferences on the 
society with high population growth, low saving, and limited material growth. 

 Imposed redistribution also limits the legitimate freedom of wealthier societies, 
who have a right to choose higher over lower savings rates or lower over higher 
rates of population growth (both for the sake, for example, of greater future 
income). Redistributing income each generation would vitiate their choices, 
violating their rights to self-determination.  31    

  Beyond liberal, to well-ordered peoples 

 Which peoples can participate in the society of peoples, sharing the eight princi-
ples of international order? Which peoples would be likely to choose such a set of 
principles and have their choices be mutually and reliably respected? Some 
Neo-Kantians, as noted above, would limit the set of such peoples, which Rawls 
calls “well-ordered”, to other liberal peoples, excluding all those that do not meet 
the test of representative democracy, protecting legally established individual 
rights. In contradistinction, Rawls argues that the set of well-ordered peoples 
should include not merely liberal peoples but also other well-ordered peoples that 
he calls “decent societies,” which include “decent hierarchical societies.”  32   These 
decent hierarchical peoples are to enjoy all the rights of other well-ordered 
societies, even including the right to respect embodied in not being enticed or or 
pressured into adopting liberal domestic principles.  33   



134  One world, many peoples

 Why would such decent hierarchical peoples respect the eight principles? In 
part, Rawls says that they would because being non-aggressive and respecting 
basic human rights are part of what it means to be a decent people. Beyond that, he 
adds further defi nition of what a decent hierarchical people is: they are not likely to 
have cause to be aggressive. Decent peoples respect human rights to life (including 
basic rights: no torture, no starvation, etc.) but also freedom of thought and reli-
gion. They have a consultation hierarchy such that rulers consult interest groups, 
composed and represented by their own members (e.g., women by women, etc.). 
They recognize a right of dissent and governments duly reply, though not neces-
sarily comply.  34   Unfortunately, we have no assurance that semi-authoritarian 
governments actually do abide by the eight principles, even with regard to their 
relations with liberal peoples – think of Wilhemine Germany in 1914 or late Czarist 
Russia and the aggressive policies they pursued in the outbreak of World War One. 

 Why would, why should, liberal peoples respect the decent hierarchical 
peoples? Why, the liberal might ask, respect them if they do not treat their own 
people with equal respect? Partly, of course, Rawls answers that they respect 
many human rights, do consult, etc. – they embody key liberal principles. Under 
what circumstances could one justify aggressive pressure when they so closely 
track liberal values? The answer is sure to be just about never. But Rawls asks 
more: that liberal peoples freely tolerate these societies and eschew even criti-
cizing them, even though they do not accord equal rights to their members or treat 
their members equally from even a political point of view. 

 Can Rawls appeal to the stability of the democratic peace thesis to support 
respect for decent hierarchicals, as he did for tolerance and peace among liberal 
peoples? It doesn’t appear so. Liberals respect other liberal governments because 
those governments represent individuals who deserve respect. But that very logic 
of representative respect that generates tolerance for fellow liberal peoples gener-
ates suspicion of governments that systematically remove themselves from demo-
cratic accountability to the majority. If those governments will not trust their own 
publics, why should  we  trust them? The record of war and Cold War between 
liberals and non-liberals lends support to this, ranging from the record of tension 
and war on the one hand between liberal France and Britain, and semi-autocratic 
Germany on the other, before World War I, to the Cold War between the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union after World War II. Lest we assume that this is solely a product 
of autocratic aggression, recall the long record of liberal imperialism in Africa, 
America, and Asia against societies that offered insuffi cient protection for trade 
and private property.  35   

 Rawls suggests that it was insuffi ciencies in the equal protection of rights or 
inadequacies in the social protections that ensured fair equality of opportunity 
(such as unemployment or health insurance) that made liberal polities subject to 
manipulative elites and therefore aggressive against non-liberal polities. But the 
evidence for this is indeterminate. Semi-socialist Sweden and Denmark are less 
militarily interventionist than (more) laissez faire U.S., but in modern times the 
UK, France, and Italy (all with better social insurance than the U.S.) are no less 
interventionist. 
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 As further evidence of a prospect for international toleration of hierarchicals,  36   
Rawls notes that in the ordinary domestic life of liberal societies, liberals do 
respect hierarchical institutions, such as the Catholic Church or the authority of 
almost all universities, which are not ruled democratically by all stakeholders, but 
oligarchically by presidents, trustees and faculty. But neither the Catholic Church 
nor a university is a fully comprehensive institution; nor are they sovereign 
institutions. In liberal societies most of their members have ties, livelihoods and 
affi liations outside those institutions and their members can leave them and join 
other more congenial institutions elsewhere, voluntarily. No such freedom of 
choice holds internationally. Individuals can leave sovereign states, but their 
freedom is practically constrained because they have no correlative right to enter 
other sovereign states. 

 Lastly, do they exist? Are there actually existing “decent hierarchical soci-
eties”? Rawls implies as much and, with obvious reference to the hierarchical rule 
and established religion that are associated with many Islamic societies, calls 
them “Kazanistans.”  37   However, just as there are few, if any, perfectly liberal 
democracies, so there are few, if any, perfectly decent hierarchical societies. If we 
take his criteria seriously but not absolutely, one can, however, identify a handful 
of such states (see  Table 6.1 ). Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, UAE, and maybe 
also Bhutan are among them. The best case can be made for Oman, with its 
consultative council (the Shura) and a record of domestic toleration. Qatar and 
Bhutan also appear to be close to meeting the Rawlsian criteria for decent hierar-
chies. Kuwait and Bahrain are moving beyond hierarchy to democratic gover-
nance (but with signifi cant restrictions on who can vote). The others do not clearly 
meet Rawls’ criteria. 

 Although legislative institutions are weak, these states, including especially the 
Gulf states, benefi t from small size. One recent article makes this point well:

  The small size of Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, and the UAE offsets these weak 
[quasi-legislative] institutions. To varying degrees, all the Gulf ruling fami-
lies and elites provide some access to their citizens by holding regular, but 
informal, meetings where citizens can air complaints, petition for redress of 
grievances, or otherwise try to infl uence decision-making. As one Bahraini 
interlocutor noted, “I don’t worry too much about whether I have a vote or not 
– after all, I can talk to someone who talks to the ruling family simply by 
picking up the phone.”  38     

 One can wonder whether this is an elite privilege or whether everyone enjoys 
the same two degrees of separation from the sovereign. But another scholar makes 
a similar argument in regard to Oman. The Sultan of Oman makes an annual tour 
of the country to hear complaints and petitions from his people. At other times of 
the year, “if a matter is urgent, a person can wait outside the palace and stop the 
sultan’s car.”  39   

 Do relations between liberal states and decent hierarchicals demonstrate respect 
and evidence stability? We lack systematic tests of this issue, and impressionistic 
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evidence is contradictory. According to the U.S. Congressional Research Service, 
after 9/11 the, “Gulf States, despite public sentiment that sympathizes with some 
aspects of Al Qaeda’s anti-U.S. views, have been [unusually?] supportive of the 
U.S. military effort against the Taliban and A1 Qaeda.”  40   Nonetheless, both the 
U.S. and the U.K. are spearheading a drive to democratize, modernize and liber-
alize the region. Whatever the merits of this new “Middle East Initiative,” it is not 
a hallmark of the non-critical respect that Rawls postulates.  41   

 In short, evidence for a stable scheme of respect between liberal peoples and 
decent hierarchicals – a scheme that would signifi cantly expand the society of 
well-ordered peoples – is weak. Decent hierarchicals do not appear to include the 
major non-liberal powers of the current world order, such as China, which does 
not regularly tolerate free speech, assembly, dissent or religion. Nor would they 
likely include other non-liberal states, such as Myanmar or Cuba, that are current 
objects of contention with the liberal world.  42   Decent hierarchicals do exist, but 
they are few in number. They are small and lack population, and there does not 
seem to have emerged any special sense of solidarity or respect between them and 
liberal peoples that would separate the decent hierarchicals from the relations that 
would characterize the foreign policies that shape international politics between 
liberals and non-liberals in general.  

  Outlaw states and burdened societies 

 Outside the society of well-ordered states, Rawls postulates that there lie outlaw 
states and burdened societies. Outlaw states are states that do not respect the eight 
principles and do regularly violate human rights. As such, they do not merit 
respectful toleration by liberal peoples and, under extreme circumstances, may be 
justifi ably intervened against in order to prevent or stop genocide or other extreme 
abuses of human rights.  43   While well-ordered peoples will want to take prudent 
measures of defense against such outlaw societies, this does not mean that well-
ordered peoples may treat them as objects for acquisition or exploitation. 
“Reasonable”, not merely rational, standards that include measures to eventually 
bring outlaw societies within the society of well-ordered peoples should govern 
policy. These standards can include criticism of the human rights violations of 
these outlaw regimes and other forms of more material pressure, including denial 
of membership in international institutions and “the fi rm denial of economic and 
other assistance.”  44   Wars fought between well-ordered and outlaw states must, 
unlike so many wars in the past, be fought according to the standard laws of wars, 
providing due protection for noncombatants. 

 Burdened societies raise very different issues. They are not expansive or aggres-
sive, but they lack the institutions and political culture, the material resources, and 
the physical and human capital needed to be well ordered. Well-ordered peoples 
have a duty of assistance to help burdened societies become well-ordered. This 
does not mean wealthy or equal. Rawls has previously argued that wealth (beyond 
a low minimum) is not required to become well ordered. Nor are extensive 
resources needed (so that they need not be distributed according to cosmopolitan, 
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one world, standards of fair use). Culture and institutions, Rawls argues, are much 
more important in determining a well-ordered society than are natural resources. 
(Here he follows Amartya Sen’s arguments about the importance of human rights 
as a means of securing the welfare of the least advantaged.) Advice, much more 
than money, may be useful to assist societies to appreciate the importance of 
protecting the interests of the least advantaged, for example, women (p. 110).  45   In 
short, the aim is to assist all societies in becoming self-determining well-ordered 
(at least decent) participants in the society of peoples – nothing beyond this, Rawls 
argues, is needed or justifi ed. 

 Despite his arguments against cosmopolitan duties of international economic 
distribution, it would be wrong to see his work as a brief for global capitalism, or 
present political and economic inequalities. The duties of assistance that he posits 
would be radical in their present implications. Preventing starvation and ending 
gross abuses of human rights presupposes that the wealthy and powerful states 
will fulfi ll large commitments to humanitarian assistance and international inter-
vention. Assisting burdened peoples and those subject to outlaw states is for 
Rawls a true obligation. If it is limited by assistance until “decency” is achieved, 
that does not mean that achieving a decent society is any less ambitious a target in 
the current world where, for example, 250 million mostly rural sub-Saharan 
Africans live on less than a dollar a day, subject to climate and other agricultural 
vagaries that make famine an ever-present threat and their daily living precarious 
in the extreme.  46     

  Conclusion 
 Rawls’s  Law of Peoples  is a profound work that completes his great works on the 
theory of (domestic) justice. It challenges One World cosmopolitans by ques-
tioning whether the distributive utopia they envision can be regarded as realistic, 
given the world we know today and the peoples that inhabit it. It challenges the 
Neo-Kantians who posit a world of many peoples divided between liberal and non-
liberal zones by arguing that their moral vision does not adequately take into 
account the respectability of some peoples who embody principles of human rights 
and respect for international law, even though they lack democratic institutions. 

  The Law of Peoples’  limitations correspond to these differences. It misses one 
of the great attractions of the cosmopolitan morality. In a world that is becoming 
increasingly globalized,  The Law of Peoples  may be signaling a tolerance for such 
large differences in material welfare that the solidarity we will need to meet global 
challenges will never be cultivated.  47   It misses the realism of the Neo-Kantians. 
We do not yet have good evidence that liberal peoples will genuinely respect 
decent hierarchies, rather than either neglecting their existence or seeking to 
transform, modernize and democratize them. Rawls is walking a narrow ledge, 
one that is at the same time politically utopian and ethically traditional. But he has 
delivered, profoundly, on what he promised: a refl ection, balancing the principles 
that liberal societies say they would want to live by with the actual world of many 
peoples that we currently inhabit.   
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   Notes 
        I am grateful to Ihsan Dogramaci for his comments and research assistance, particularly 
with the table; to Charles Beitz, Rashid Khalidi, Kal Raustiala, Jeremy Waldron, and espe-
cially to Joseph Raz, to two anonymous reviewers, our two editors James Booth and Brooke 
Ackerly, to the participants at the faculty research retreat of Columbia Law School for 
advice; and to Kristen Boon, Olena Jennings, and Moza Mfuni for editorial suggestions. 
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                 7 An international liberal 
community   

     Americans have always wanted to stand for something in the world. As liberals, 
we have wanted to stand for freedom, when we could. In recent times, both 
Republicans and Democrats have joined in this cause. In 1982 President Ronald 
Reagan announced a “crusade for freedom” and “a campaign for democratic 
development.” In the 1988 presidential campaign, Vice President George Bush 
endorsed the “Reagan Doctrine.” Governor Michael Dukakis repeated President 
John F. Kennedy’s pledge to “pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, 
support any friend, [and] oppose any foe to assure the survival and success of 
liberty.” Since then, President Bush has ordered an invasion of Panama and 
announced as a “plain truth: the day of the dictator is over. The people’s right to 
democracy must not be denied.”  1   He then justifi ed the invasion as a way to protect 
U.S. citizens, arrest Manuel Noriega, and bestow democratic freedom to the 
people of Panama. 

 Realist skeptics, however, have denounced the pursuit of liberal ideas in foreign 
affairs as a dangerous illusion that threatens our security. Instead, they say we 
should focus on employing our national resources to promote our power in a 
world where nothing but self-help and the balancing of power against power will 
assure our security.  2   Radical skeptics, on the other hand, have portrayed liberal 
foreign affairs as little more than a cloak for imperialism.  3   Both sets of critics have 
identifi ed actual dangers in liberal foreign policy. 

 What the skeptics miss, however, is the successful establishment of a liberal 
community of nations, and in missing the liberal community, they miss what 
appears to be the single best hope for the growth of a stable, just, and secure inter-
national order. 

 In this chapter, I want to examine the legacies of liberalism on foreign affairs 
and explore their foundations in the liberal community of democratic republican 
states. After tracing the mixed record of liberal infl uences on U.S. foreign policy, 
I will suggest ways in which the United States and its allies in the liberal commu-
nity can preserve, manage, defend, expand, and (where needed) rescue the 
community from the threats it now faces.  
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  A liberal community of peace 
 For almost two centuries liberal countries have tended and, now, liberal democratic 
countries do tend, to maintain peaceful relations with each other. This is the commu-
nity’s fi rst legacy. Other democracies are our natural allies. We tend to respect and 
accommodate democratic countries. We negotiate rather than escalate disputes. 

 During the nineteenth century, the United States and Great Britain engaged in 
nearly continual strife. But after the Reform Bill of 1832 defi ned actual representa-
tion as the formal source of the sovereignty of the British Parliament, Britain and the 
United States negotiated their disputes despite, for example, severe British griev-
ances against the Northern blockade of the South, with which Britain had close 
economic ties. Despite severe Anglo-French colonial rivalry, liberal France and 
liberal Britain formed an entente against illiberal Germany before World War I, and 
in 1914–15, Italy, the liberal member of the Triple Alliance with Germany and 
Austria, chose not to fulfi ll its treaty obligations under the Triple Alliance to support 
its allies. Instead, Italy joined in an alliance with Britain and France that had the effect 
of preventing it from having to fi ght other liberal states, and declared war on Germany 
and Austria. Despite generations of Anglo-American tension and Britain’s wartime 
restrictions on American trade with Germany, the United States leaned toward Britain 
and France from 1914 to 1917, before entering World War I on their side. 

 Liberal states thus appear to exercise peaceful restraint, and a separate peace 
exists among them. This separate peace provides a political foundation that defi nes 
common strategic interests for the United States’ crucial alliances with the liberal 
powers – NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization), our Japanese alliance, 
ANZUS (Australia, New Zealand, United States Treaty Alliance). This foundation 
resists the corrosive effects of the quarrels with our allies that bedeviled the Carter 
and Reagan administrations. It also offers the promise of a continuing peace among 
liberal states and, as the number of liberal states increases, it announces the possi-
bility of global peace this side of the grave and short of a single world empire. 

 Of course, the outbreak of war, in any given year, between any two given states, 
is a low-probability event. But the occurrence of a war between any two adjacent 
states, considered over a long period of time, would be more probable. The apparent 
absence of war between liberal states, whether adjacent or not, for almost 200 years 
thus may have signifi cance. Similar claims cannot be made for feudal, Fascist, 
Communist, authoritarian, or totalitarian forms of rule; nor for pluralistic, or merely 
similar societies. More signifi cant, perhaps, is that when states are forced to decide 
on which side of an impending world war they will fi ght, liberal states wind up all 
on the same side, despite the complexity of the paths that take them there. 

 A liberal community of peace has become established among liberal states. 
(More than forty liberal states currently compose their informal union. Most are in 
Europe and North America, but they can be found on every continent.) The fi rm 
maintenance of their separate peace since the eighteenth century offers the promise 
of a continuing peace, and a continuation of the unsteady but overall increase in 
the number of liberal states since that time announces the possibility of an even-
tual world peace (see  Table 7.1) . 
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   Table 7.1     The liberal community (by date “liberal”) a   

Period  Total number

18th century Swiss Cantonsb  3
French Republic 1790–1795
United Statesb 1776–

1800–1850 Swiss Confederation,  8
United States
France 1830–1849
Belgium 1830–
Great Britain 1932–
Netherlands 1848–
Piedmont 1848–
Denmark 1849–

1850–1900 Switzerland, 13
United States,
Belgium, 
Great Britain,
Netherlands
Piedmont –1861, Italy 1861–
Denmark –1866
Sweden 1864–
Greece 1864–
Canada 1867–c

France 1871–
Argentina 1880–
Chile 1891–

1900–1945 Switzerland, 29
United States,
Great Britain,
Sweden, Canada
Greece –1911,

1928–1936 Italy –1922
Belgium –1940
Netherlands –1940
Argentina –1943
France –1940
Chile –1924, 1932
Australia 1901
Norway 1905–1940
New Zealand 1907–
Colombia 1910–1949
Denmark 1914–1940
Poland 1917–1935
Latvia 1922–1934
Germany 1918–1932
Austria 1918–1934

(Continued overleaf )
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Period  Total number

Estonia 1919–1934 
Finland 1919–
Uruguay 1919–
Costa Rica 1919–
Czechoslovakia 1920–1939
Ireland 1920–
Mexico 1928–
Lebanon 1944–

1945d– Switzerland, the United States,
Great Britain, Sweden,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
Finland, Ireland, Mexico
Uruguay –1973, 1985–
Chile –1973
Lebanon –1975
Costa Rica –1948, 1953–
Iceland 1944–
France 1945–
Denmark 1945–
Norway 1945–
Austria 1945–
Brazil 1945–1954, 1955–1964, 1985–
Belgium 1946–
Luxemburg 1946–
Netherlands 1946–
Italy 1946–
Philippines 1946–1972; 1987–
India 1947–1975, 1977–
Sri Lanka 1948–1961, 1963–1971, 1978–1983
Ecuador 1948–1963, 1979–
Israel 1949–
West Germany 1949–
Greece 1950–1967, 1975–
Peru 1950–1962, 1963–1968, 1980–
El Salvador 1950–1961
Turkey 1950–1960, 1966–1971, 1984–
Japan 1951–
Bolivia 1956–1969, 1982–
Colombia 1958– 54
Venezuela 1959–
Nigeria 1961–1964, 1979–1984
Jamaica 1962–
Trinidad and Tobago 1962–
Senegal 1963–
Malaysia 1963–
Botswana 1966–

  Table 7.1     Continued    
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Singapore 1965–
Portugal 1976–
Spain 1978–
Dominican Republic 1978–
Honduras 1981–
Papua New Guinea 1982–
Argentina 1983–
South Korea 1988–

 Taiwan 1988–  

   a  I have drawn up this approximate list of “liberal regimes” (through 1982) according to the four 
“Kantian” institutions described as essential: market and private property economies; polities that 
are externally sovereign; citizens who possess juridical rights; and “republican” (whether republican 
or parliamentary monarchy), representative government. This latter includes the requirement that 
the legislative branch have an effective role in public policy and be formally and competitively 
(either inter- or intraparty) elected. Furthermore, I have taken into account whether male suffrage is 
wide (that is, 30 percent) or, as Kant would have had it, open to “achievement” by inhabitants (for 
example, to poll tax payers or householders) of the national or metropolitan territory. (This list of 
liberal regimes is thus more inclusive than a list of democratic regimes, or polyarchies. Female 
suffrage is granted within a generation of its being demanded by an extensive female suffrage move-
ment; and representative government is internally sovereign (for example, including and especially 
over military and foreign affairs) as well as stable (in existence for at least three years). (Banks and 
Overstreet [1983]; U.K. Foreign and Commonwealth Offi ce [1980];  The Europa Yearbook, 1985;  
Langer [1968]; U.S. Department of State [1981]; Gastil [1985]; Freedom House [1991].  

  b  There are domestic variations within these liberal regimes. For example, Switzerland was liberal 
only in certain cantons; the United States was liberal only north of the Mason-Dixon line until 1865, 
when it became liberal throughout. These lists also exclude ancient “republics,” since none appear 
to fi t Kant’s criteria (Holmes [1979]).  

  c  Canada, as a commonwealth within the British empire, did not have formal control of its foreign 
policy during this period.  

  d  Selected list, excludes liberal regimes with populations less than 1 million. These include all states 
categorized as “Free” by Freedom House and those “Partly Free” (45 or more free) states with a 
more pronounced capitalist orientation.    

 Although this banner has recently been waved before President Reagan’s 
Republican “crusade for freedom,” under President Woodrow Wilson’s effort to 
make the world “safe for democracy” it formed the core vision of the foreign policy 
of the Democratic party. Wilson’s war message of April 2, 1917 expressed this liberal 
commitment well: “Our object now, as then, is to vindicate the principles of peace 
and justice in the life of the world as against selfi sh and autocratic power and to set 
up amongst the really free and self-governed people of the world such concert of 
purpose and of action as will henceforth ensure the observance of those principles.” 

 These characteristics do not prove that the peace among liberals is statistically 
signifi cant, nor that liberalism is the peace’s sole valid explanation.  4   But they do 
suggest that we consider the possibility that liberals have indeed established a 
separate peace – but only among themselves.  

  Liberal imprudence 
 Liberalism, as the critics note, also carries with it other legacies. Peaceful restraint 
only seems to work in the liberals’ relations with other liberals. Liberal states have 
fought numerous wars with nonliberal states. 
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 Many of these wars have been defensive, and thus prudent by necessity. Liberal 
states have been attacked and threatened by nonliberal states that do not exercise 
any special restraint in their dealings with liberal states. Authoritarian rulers both 
stimulate and respond to an international political environment in which confl icts 
of prestige, of interest, and of pure fear of what other states might do all lead states 
toward war. War and conquest have thus characterized the careers of many 
authoritarian rulers and ruling parties, from Louis XIV and Napoleon to 
Mussolini’s Fascists, Hitler’s Nazis, and Stalin’s Communists. 

 But we cannot simply blame warfare on the authoritarians or totalitarians, as 
many of our more enthusiastic politicians would have us do.  5   Although most wars 
arise out of calculations and miscalculations of interest, misunderstandings, and 
mutual suspicions, such as those that characterized the origins of World War I, 
aggression by the liberal state has also characterized a large number of wars. Both 
France and Britain fought expansionist colonial wars throughout the nineteenth 
century. The United States fought a similar war with Mexico in 1846–48, waged 
a war of annihilation against the American Indians, and intervened militarily 
against sovereign states many times before and after World War II. Liberal states 
invade weak nonliberal states and display striking distrust in dealings with 
powerful nonliberal states. 

 We need therefore to remind ourselves that a “freer world” does not automati-
cally mean “a more peaceful world.” Trying to make the world safe for democracy 
does not necessarily make democracies safe for the world. 

 On the one hand, democracies are prone to being tempted into aggressive 
crusades to expand overseas the “free world” of mutual security, civil liberties, 
private property, and democratic rule, and this has led in the past to enormous 
suffering and only infrequently to successful transplants of democratic rule to 
previously non-democratic countries. Furthermore, we distrust nondemocratic 
countries, sometimes excessively. We regard their domestic oppression as an 
inherent sign of aggressive intent and downplay the role of error. In the KAL 
(Korean Airlines) 007 disaster, according to journalist Seymour Hersh, our 
government pronounced horrible error as evil intent, and we were all too ready to 
accept that verdict. 

 On the other hand, democratic majorities sometimes succumb to bouts of isola-
tionism and appeasement, tempting aggressive states to employ strategies of 
piecemeal conquest (salami tactics). Self-indulgent majorities thus undermine 
what can be vital collective security interests.  

  Foundations 
 Neither realist nor Marxist theory accounts well for these two legacies. They can 
account for aspects of certain periods of international stability.  6   But neither the 
logic of the balance of power nor of international hegemony explains the separate 
peace maintained for more than 150 years among states sharing one particular 
form of governance – liberal principles and institutions. Balance-of-power theory 
expects, indeed is premised upon, fl exible arrangements of geostrategic rivalry 
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that regard foreign capabilities (whether democratically governed or not) as inher-
ently threatening. Realist balancing theory therefore expects rational states to 
balance against proximate power. It also includes preventive war. But liberal 
neighbors, such as the United States and Canada, have maintained a long unde-
fended border for over a century. Hegemonic states can police the lesser powers 
but, as hegemonies wax and wane, the liberal peace still holds. Marxist “ultraim-
perialists” (Kautsky-ists) expect a form of peaceful rivalry among capitalists, but 
only liberal capitalists maintain peace. Leninists do expect liberal capitalists to be 
aggressive toward nonliberal states, but they also (and especially) expect them to 
be imperialistic toward fellow advanced capitalists, whether liberal or not. 

  Perpetual Peace,  an essay by the eighteenth-century German philosopher 
Immanuel Kant, helps us understand the effects of democratic republicanism on 
foreign affairs. In that essay, Kant shows how liberal republics lead to dichoto-
mous international politics: peaceful relations – a “pacifi c union” among similarly 
liberal states – and a “state of war” between liberals and nonliberals. 

 First, Kant argues, republican governments tame the aggressive interests of 
absolutist monarchies by making government decisions subject to the control of 
majority representation. They also ingrain the habit of respect for individual 
rights. Wars then appear as the direct charges on the people’s welfare that he and 
the other liberals thought them to be. Yet these domestic republican restraints do 
not end war. If they did, liberal states would not be warlike, which is far from the 
case. They do introduce republican caution, Kant’s “hesitation,” in place of 
monarchical caprice. Liberal wars are only fought for popular, liberal purposes. 
The historical liberal legacy is laden with popular wars fought to promote freedom, 
protect private property, or support liberal allies against nonliberal enemies.  7   

 Second, in order to see how the pacifi c union removes the occasion of wars 
among liberal states and not wars between liberal and nonliberal states, we need 
to shift our attention from constitutional law to international law. Complementing 
the constitutional guarantee of caution, international law, according to Kant, adds 
a second source – a guarantee of respect. The separation of nations is reinforced 
by the development of separate languages and religions. These further guarantee 
a world of separate states – an essential condition needed to avoid a “global, soul-
less despotism.” Yet at the same time, they also morally integrate liberal states: 
“as culture grows and men gradually move towards greater agreement over their 
principles, they lead to mutual understanding and peace.” As republics emerge 
(the fi rst source) and as culture progresses, an understanding of the legitimate 
rights of all citizens and of all republics comes into play, and this, now that caution 
characterizes policy, sets up the moral foundations for the liberal peace. 

 Correspondingly, international law highlights the importance of Kantian 
publicity. Domestically, publicity helps ensure that the offi cials of republics act 
according to the principles they profess to hold just and according to the interests 
of the electors they claim to represent. Internationally, free speech and the effec-
tive communication of accurate conceptions of the political life of foreign peoples 
are essential to establish and preserve the understanding on which the guarantee 
of respect depends. 
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 Domestically just republics, which rest on consent, presume foreign republics 
to be also consensual, just, and therefore deserving of accommodation. The expe-
rience of cooperation helps engender further cooperative behavior when the 
consequences of state policy are unclear but (potentially) mutually benefi cial. At 
the same time, liberal states assume that nonliberal states, which do not rest on 
free consent, are not just. Because nonliberal governments are perceived to be in 
a state of aggression with their own people, their foreign relations become for 
liberal governments deeply suspect. Wilhelm II of Imperial Germany may or may 
not have been aggressive (he was certainly idiosyncratic); liberal democracies 
such as England, France, and the United States, however, assumed that whatever 
was driving German policy, reliable democratic, constitutional government was 
not restraining it. They regarded Germany and its actions with severe suspicion 
– to which the Reich reacted with corresponding distrust. In short, fellow liberals 
benefi t from a presumption of amity; nonliberals suffer from a presumption 
of enmity. Both presumptions may be accurate. Each, however, may also be 
self-fulfi lling. 

 Democratic liberals do not need to assume either that public opinion directly 
rules foreign policy or that the entire governmental elite is liberal. They can also 
assume a third possibility: that the elite typically manages public affairs but that 
potentially nonliberal members of the elite have reason to doubt that antiliberal 
policies would be electorally sustained and endorsed by the majority of the 
democratic public. 

 Lastly, “cosmopolitan law” adds material incentives to moral commitments. 
The cosmopolitan right to hospitality permits the “spirit of commerce” sooner or 
later to take hold of every nation, thus creating incentives for states to promote 
peace and to try to avert war. Liberal economic theory holds that these cosmo-
politan ties derive from a cooperative international division of labor and free trade 
according to comparative advantage. Each economy is said to be better off than it 
would have been under autarky; each thus acquires an incentive to avoid policies 
that would lead the other to break these economic ties. Since keeping open markets 
rests upon the assumption that the next set of transactions will also be determined 
by prices rather than coercion, a sense of mutual security is vital to avoid security 
motivated searches for economic autarky. Thus, avoiding a challenge to another 
liberal state’s security or even enhancing each other’s security by means of 
alliance naturally follows economic interdependence. 

 A further cosmopolitan source of liberal peace is that the international market 
removes diffi cult decisions of production and distribution from the direct sphere 
of state policy. A foreign state thus does not appear directly responsible for 
these outcomes; states can stand aside from, and to some degree above, these 
inevitably contentious market rivalries and be ready to step in to resolve crises. 
The interdependence of commerce and the international contacts of state offi cials 
also help create crosscutting transnational ties that serve as lobbies for mutual 
accommodation. According to modern liberal scholars, international fi nanciers 
and transnational and transgovernmental organizations create interests in favor of 
accommodation. Moreover, their variety has ensured that no single confl ict sours 
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an entire relationship by setting off a spiral of reciprocated retaliation. Conversely, 
a sense of suspicion, like that characterizing relations between liberal and nonlib-
eral governments, makes transnational contacts appear subversive. Liberal and 
nonliberal states then mutually restrict the range of contacts between societies, 
and this can further increase the prospect that a single confl ict will determine an 
entire relationship. 

 No single constitutional, international, or cosmopolitan source is alone suffi -
cient. Kantian theory is neither solely institutional nor solely ideological, nor 
solely economic. But together (and only together) the three specifi c strands of 
liberal institutions, liberal ideas, and the transnational ties that follow from them, 
plausibly connect the characteristics of liberal polities and economies with 
sustained liberal peace.  8   But in their relations with nonliberal states, liberal states 
have not escaped from the insecurity caused by anarchy in the world political 
system considered as a whole.  9   Moreover, the very constitutional restraint, inter-
national respect for individual rights, and shared commercial interests that estab-
lish grounds for peace among liberal states establish grounds for additional 
confl ict in relations between liberal and nonliberal societies.  

  A need for new thinking 
 In our recent past we have often failed to appreciate the signifi cance of the liberal 
community. So, like the Russians, we stand in need of “new thinking.” Our record 
fi ts the liberal community, but our debates have failed to understand it. Our failure 
to understand the opportunities of the liberal community may indeed be an impor-
tant source of our frequent experience of the imprudent appeasement and crusading 
imperialism of which conservative and radical skeptics have warned us. 

 Before our rise to world power in the 1890s, American principles seemed to 
take a back seat to a series of pressing necessities. Securing our effective indepen-
dence from England called for a strategy of limited involvement (enunciated in 
Washington’s Farewell Address).  10   Acquiring a secure hold on the preponderance 
of North America stimulated a doctrine of spheres of infl uence (the Monroe 
Doctrine) and a policy of frontier colonialism (Manifest Destiny). Avoiding, 
succumbing to, then repairing the ravages of civil war reinforced the drive for 
continental hegemony and isolation from foreign entanglements. None of these 
dominant strategies was uncontested. Few of our foreign policy debates have been 
as spirited as the disputes over how best to achieve those goals of national security 
and economic development, as we can see in the domestic fi ghts over the Jay 
Treaty (1794), the Tariff (1828), or the Mexican War (1848). 

 But the principle of freedom followed behind our national strategy. The United 
States was too weak to export freedom either through force or foreign aid as 
democratic internationalists such as Thomas Paine had urged and as France and 
later Britain did. Americans settled upon an international identity as a secularized 
republican version of the Puritan “City upon a Hill.”  11   America would be a model 
for democratic republicanism, a laboratory of democratic experiment, and a refuge 
for oppressed liberals from around the world. The American democrats chose 
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“democracy in one country.” Defending our existence preempted exporting our 
essence. 

 The recent post-1945 Cold War period is no better guide to our challenges. Our 
commitment to freedom was not subordinated to our security or our prosperity; it 
was, as we then saw it, indistinguishable from them. In 1947 President Truman 
declared that nearly every nation had to chose between two alternative ways of 
life: democratic freedom or autocratic oppression. He defi ned our purposes by 
announcing that “I believe it must be the policy of the United States to support 
free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by 
outside pressures.” Following the defeat of the Axis powers, the Communist 
Soviet Union posed the greatest threat to democratic freedom on a worldwide 
basis. But in those years national security and economic prosperity pointed in very 
much the same direction. George Kennan’s geopolitical analysis of the fi ve centers 
of potential global industrial power suggested that as long as the United States 
prevented any rival from acquiring control over Eurasia, the U.S. would remain 
secure. Containing the USSR, preventing it from dominating Western Europe and 
Japan, effectively satisfi ed this geostrategic imperative.  12   Equally, preserving our 
prosperity seemed to mean avoiding the spiraling escalation of tariff and invest-
ment restrictions, competitive monetary depreciation, and fi nancial expropriation 
that had accompanied the worldwide economic crisis of the Great Depression. 
Protectionism, of course, was widespread as the industrial and agrarian economies 
attempted to readjust to peacetime conditions, but the most serious threat of total 
restrictions again came from the spread of communism. Having rejected isola-
tionism, we were spared other hard choices. Our principles, our national security, 
our economic interests all pointed the same way, toward containment of the 
Communist bloc. 

 Our last age of intellectually diffi cult strategic choice was thus the age of our 
rise to world power, between 1890 and 1940. But it too serves as a poor model for 
today. Even if we could allow for the signifi cant differences in political and 
economic environment, the choices made then represent not a positive but a nega-
tive model, what we must try to avoid rather than to repeat. We fi rst chose liberal 
imperialism toward our weaker neighbors in Latin America and the Pacifi c. Then 
we chose isolationism in the face of growing demand for our participation in the 
international organization of international security. 

 In 1899 President McKinley grandiloquently proclaimed that “our priceless 
principles undergo no change under the tropical sun. They go with the fl ag.” But 
from our perspective today, the racism and arrogance that also shaped those 
policies render them unacceptable, even if the imperial variety of international 
paternalism were affordable. 

 The isolationist response to dealings with other powerful states created equally 
costly results. The United States Senate rejected our participation in the League of 
Nations, leaving a fatal gap in its membership. As importantly, our reluctance to 
play a direct and active role in European security complicated the management of 
the European debt problem (despite the active role played by New York bankers) 
and in the 1930s raised anew the problem of who or what would contain a reviving 



An international liberal community  155

Germany. Today, even more clearly, the integration of the world trading system, 
United States and Third World international debts and defi cits, the resource 
dependence of the major industrial nations of Europe and Japan make an isola-
tionist strategy reckless in the extreme. 

 We need to go beyond those two historic alternatives in United States national 
strategy – moralistic isolationism and liberal imperialism.  13   We lack the simple 
constraints of pre-1898 weakness and post-1945 Cold War. Today our economic 
interests are ambiguous. Can we best revive our sagging productivity through 
nationalism or multilateralism?  14   President Mikhail Gorbachev’s steps toward 
detente and democratic reform are depriving the original Cold War of its purpose.  15   
Looming shifts in the balance of resources and productivity suggest to some an 
increase in Japanese, Chinese, and (if united) European power. But do we really 
want to regard them as potential enemies and therefore to play multipolar balancing 
against them?  

  Securing and expanding the liberal community 
 An important alternative to the balancing of enemies is thus the cultivation of 
friends. If the actual history of the liberal community is reliable, a better strategy 
for our foreign relations lies in the development of the liberal community. 

 If a concern for protecting and expanding the range of international freedom is 
to shape our strategic aims, then policy toward the liberal and the nonliberal world 
should be guided by general liberal principles. At the minimum, this means 
rejecting the realist balance of power as a general strategy by trusting the liberal 
community and therefore refusing to balance against the capabilities of fellow 
democratic liberals. At its fullest, this also means going beyond the standard provi-
sions of international law. Membership in the liberal community implies accepting 
a positive duty to defend other members of the liberal community, to discriminate 
in certain instances in their favor, and to override in some (hopefully rare) circum-
stances the domestic sovereignty of states in order to rescue fellow human beings 
from intolerable oppression: Authentically liberal policies should, furthermore, 
attempt to secure personal and civil rights, to foster democratic government, and 
to expand the scope and effectiveness of the world market economy as well as to 
meet those basic human needs that make the exercise of human rights possible. 

 In order to avoid the extremist possibilities of its abstract universalism, however, 
U.S. liberal policy should be constrained by a geopolitical budget. Strategy involves 
matching what we are prepared to spend to what we want to achieve. It identifi es 
our aims, resources, threats, and allies. While liberal democracy thus can identify 
our natural allies abroad, we must let our actual enemies identify themselves. 

 One reason for this is that we cannot embark upon the “crusades” for democ-
racy that have been so frequent within the liberal tradition. In a world armed with 
nuclear weapons, crusading is suicidal. In a world where changes in regional 
balances of power could be extremely destabilizing for ourselves and our allies, 
indiscriminate provocations of hostility (such as against the People’s Republic of 
China) could create increased insecurity (for Japan and ourselves). In a world of 
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global interdependence, common problems require multilateral solutions. We 
simply do not have the excess strength that would free us from a need to econo-
mize on dangers or to squander opportunities for negotiated solutions. 

 A second reason why we should let our enemies identify themselves is that our 
liberal values require that we should reject an indiscriminate “crusade for democ-
racy.” If we seek to promote democracy because it refl ects the rights of all to be 
treated with equal respect, irrespective of race, religion, class, or nationality, then 
equal respect must guide both our aims and our means. A strategy of geopolitical 
superiority and liberal imperialism, for example, would both require increased 
arms expenditures and international subversion and have little or (more likely) a 
retrogressive effect on human rights in the countries that are our targets. 

 Instead, our strategy should lean toward the defensive. It should strive to protect 
the liberal community, foster the conditions that might allow the liberal commu-
nity to grow, and save the use of force for clear emergencies that severely threaten 
the survival of the community or core liberal values. 

  Preserving the community 

 Above all, liberal policy should strive to preserve the pacifi c union of similarly 
liberal societies. It is not only currently of immense strategic value (being the 
political foundation of both NATO and the Japanese alliance); it is also the single 
best hope for the evolution of a peaceful world. Liberals should be prepared, 
therefore, to defend and formally ally with authentically liberal, democratic states 
that are subject to threats or actual instances of external attack or internal subver-
sion. We must continue to have no liberal enemies and no unconditional alliances 
with nonliberal states. 

 We have underestimated the importance of the democratic alliance. Our alli-
ances in NATO, with Japan, ANZUS, and our alignments with other democratic 
states are not only crucial to our present security, they are our best hopes for long-
term peace and the realization of our ideals. We should not treat them as once useful 
but now purposeless Cold War strategic alignments against the power of the USSR. 

 They deserve our careful investment. Spending $200 million to improve the 
prospects of President Corazon Aquino’s efforts to achieve a transition to stable 
democracy in the Philippines cannot be considered too large an investment. 
Placing a special priority on helping the Argentineans and Mexicans manage their 
international debts is a valuable form of discrimination, if we take into account 
that fi nancial decompression in those countries might undermine their democratic 
governance. With the help of West European and Japanese allies, a similar polit-
ical investment in the economic transition of the fl edgling democracies of Eastern 
Europe merits equivalent attention.  

  Managing the community 

 Much of our success in alliance management has to be achieved on a multilateral 
basis. The current need to redefi ne NATO and the increasing importance of the 
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U.S. relationship with Japan offer us an opportunity to broaden the organization 
of liberal security. Joining all the democratic states together in a single democratic 
security organization would secure an important forum for the defi nition and 
coordination of common interests that stretch beyond the regional concerns of 
Europe and the Far East. As the Cold War fades, pressures toward regionalism are 
likely to become increasingly strong. In order to avoid the desperate responses 
that might follow regional reactions to regional crises such as those of the 1920s 
and 1930s, a wider alliance of liberal democracies seems necessary. It could 
reduce pressures on Japan and Germany to arm themselves with nuclear weapons, 
mitigate the strategic vulnerabilities of isolated liberal states such as Israel, and 
allow for the complementary pooling of strategic resources (combining, for 
example, Japanese and German fi nancial clout with American nuclear deterrence 
and American, British, and French expeditionary thrust). 

 Much of the success of multilateral management will rest, however, on shoring 
up economic supports. Reducing the U.S. budget and trade defi cits will especially 
require multilateral solutions. Unilateral solutions (exchange rate depreciation, 
increased taxation) are necessary but not suffi cient, and some (protectionism) are 
neither. Avoiding a costly economic recession calls for trade liberalization and the 
expansion of demand abroad to match the contraction of governmental and private 
spending in the United States. But we will also need to create a diplomatic atmo-
sphere conducive to multilateral problem solving. A national strategy that conveys 
a commitment to collective responsibility in United States diplomacy will go far 
in this direction. 

 Discovering ways to manage global interdependence will call for diffi cult 
economic adjustments at home and institutional innovations in the world economy. 
Under these circumstances, liberals will need to ensure that those suffering losses, 
such as from market disruption or restriction, do not suffer a permanent loss of 
income or exclusion from world markets. Furthermore, to prevent these emer-
gency measures from escalating into a spiral of isolationism, liberal states should 
undertake these innovations only by international negotiation and only when the 
resulting agreements are subject to a regular review by all the parties.  16    

  Protecting the community 

 The liberal community needs to be protected. Two models could fi t liberal national 
strategy designed to protect against the international power of nonliberal states.  17   

 If faced with severe threats from the nonliberal world, the liberal community 
might simply balance the power of nonliberal states by playing divide and rule 
within the nonliberal camp, triangulating, for example, between Russia and China 
as the United States did during the 1970s. 

 If, on the other hand, the liberal community becomes increasingly predominant 
(or collectively unipolar) as it now appears to be becoming, the liberal community 
could adopt a more ambitious grand strategy. Arms exports, trade, and aid could 
refl ect the relative degrees of liberal principle that nonliberal domestic and foreign 
policies incorporate. Liberal foreign policy could be designed to create a ladder of 
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rewards and punishments – a set of balanced incentives, rewarding liberalization 
and punishing oppression, rewarding accommodation and punishing aggression. 
This strategy would both satisfy liberal demands for publicity – consistent public 
legitimation – and create incentives for the progressive liberalization of nonliberal 
states.  

  Expanding the community 

 There are few direct measures that the liberal world can take to foster the stability, 
development, and spread of liberal democratic regimes. Many direct efforts, 
including military intervention and overt or covert funding for democratic move-
ments in other countries, discredit those movements as the foreign interference 
backfi res through the force of local nationalism. (The democratic movement in 
Panama denounced U.S. political aid before the invasion and today suffers at 
home and abroad from its overt dependence on the United States.) 

 Much of the potential success of a policy designed to foster democracy rests 
therefore on an ability to shape an economic and political environment that indi-
rectly supports democratic governance and creates pressures for the democratic 
reform of authoritarian rule. 

 Politically, there are few measures more valuable than an active human rights 
diplomacy, which enjoys global legitimacy and (if successful) can assure a polit-
ical environment that tolerates the sort of dissent that can nourish an indigenous 
democratic movement. There is reason to pay special attention to those countries 
entering what Samuel Huntington has called the socioeconomic “transition zone” 
– countries having the economic development that has typically been associated 
with democracy.  18   For them, more direct support in the form of electoral infra-
structure (from voting machines to battalions of international observers) can 
provide the essential margin persuading contentious domestic groups to accept the 
fairness of the crucial fi rst election. 

 Economically, judging from the historical evidence of the 1920s and 1930s, 
democratic regimes seem to be more vulnerable to economic depression than 
authoritarian regimes. (This is why economic aid should be targeted at the margin 
toward fl edgling democracies.) But in periods of stable economic growth, demo-
cratic regimes seem to accommodate those social groups that are newly mobilized 
by economic growth better over the long run than do authoritarian regimes. 
Democracies expand participation better. They also allow for the expression of 
nonmaterial goals more easily, it seems, than do the more functionally legitimated 
authoritarian regimes. Economic growth thus may be the liberals’ best long-run 
strategy. 

 Following World War II, the allied occupation and remaking of Germany and 
Japan and the Marshall Plan’s successful coordination and funding of the revival 
of Europe’s prewar industrial economies and democratic regimes offer a model of 
how much can be achieved with an extraordinary commitment of resources and 
the most favorable possible environment. Practically, today, short of those very 
special circumstances, there are few direct means to stimulate economic growth 
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and democratic development from abroad. But liberals should persevere in 
attempts to keep the world economy free from destabilizing protectionist intru-
sions. Although intense economic interdependence generates confl icts, it also 
helps to sustain the material well-being underpinning liberal societies and to 
promise avenues of development to Third World states with markets that are 
currently limited by low income.  19   To this should be added mutually benefi cial 
measures designed to improve Third World economic performance. Export earn-
ings insurance, international debt management assistance, export diversifi cation 
assistance, and technical aid are some of these. In the case of the truly desperate 
poor, the condition of some of the populations of Africa, more direct measures of 
international aid and relief from famine are required, both as a matter of political 
prudence and of moral duty.  

  Rescuing the community 

 Liberal principles can also help us think about whether liberal states should 
attempt to rescue individuals oppressed by their own governments. Should a 
respect for the rights of individuals elicit our help or even military rescue? 
Historically, liberals have been divided on these issues,  20   and the U.S. public 
today has no clear answer to these questions. It supported the “rescue” of Grenada 
and the purge in Panama, but as many rejected “another Vietnam” in Nicaragua.  21   

 Traditionally, and in accord with current international law, states have the right 
to defend themselves, come to the aid of other states aggressed against, and, where 
necessary, take forcible measures to protect their citizens from wrongful injury 
and release them from wrongful imprisonment.  22   But modern international law 
condemns sanctions designed to redress the domestic oppression of states. The 
United Nations Charter is ambiguous on this issue, since it fi nds human rights to 
be international concerns and permits the Security Council to intervene to prevent 
“threats” to “international peace and security.” Given the ambiguity of the charter 
and the political stalemate of the Security Council, diffi cult moral considerations 
thus must become a decisive factor in considering policy toward domestic oppres-
sion in foreign countries.  23   

 Nonintervention also has important moral foundations. It helps encourage order 
– stable expectations – in a confusing world without international government. It 
rests on a respect for the rights of individuals to establish their own way of life 
free from foreign interference. 

 The basic moral presumption of liberal thought is that states should not be 
subject to foreign intervention, by military or other means. Lacking a global 
scheme of order or global defi nition of community, foreign states have no standing 
to question the legitimacy of other states other than in the name and “voice” of the 
individuals who inhabit those other states. States therefore should be taken as 
representing the moral rights of individuals unless there is clear evidence to the 
contrary. Although liberals and democrats have often succumbed to the tempta-
tion to intervene to bring “civilization,” metropolitan standards of law and order, 
and democratic government to foreign peoples expressing no demand for them, 
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these interventions fi nd no justifi cation in a conception of equal respect for indi-
viduals. This is simply because it is to their sense of their own self-respect and not 
our sense of what they should respect that we must accord equal consideration. 

 What it means to respect their own sense of self-determination is not always 
self-evident. Ascertaining what it might mean can best be considered as an attempt 
at both subjective and objective interpretation. 

 One criterion is subjective. We should credit the voice of their majority. 
Obviously, this means not intervening against states with apparent majority 
support. In authoritarian states, however, determining what are the wishes of the 
majority is particularly diffi cult. Some states will have divided political communi-
ties with a considerable but less than a majority of the population supporting the 
government, a large minority opposing, and many indifferent. Some will be able 
to suppress dissent completely. Others will not. Widespread armed resistance 
sustained by local resources and massive street demonstrations against the state 
(and not just against specifi c policies) therefore can provide evidence of a people 
standing against their own government. Still, one will want to fi nd clear evidence 
that the dissenters actually want a foreign intervention to solve their oppression. 

 The other criterion is objective. No group of individuals, even if apparently 
silent, can be expected to consent to having their basic rights to life, food, shelter, 
and freedom from torture systematically violated. These sorts of rights clearly 
crosscut wide cultural differences. 

 Whenever either or both of these violations take place, one has (1) a prima facie 
consideration favoring foreign intervention.  24   But even rescuing majorities 
suffering severe oppression or individuals suffering massive and systematic viola-
tions of human rights is not suffi cient grounds to justify military intervention. We 
must also have (2) some reasonable expectation that the intervention will actually 
end the oppression. We need to expect that it will end the massacre or address 
starvation (as did India’s intervention in East Pakistan and Tanzania’s in Uganda). 
Or, if prodemocratic, it should have a reasonable chance of establishing authentic 
self-determination, rather than (as J. S. Mill warned) merely introducting new 
rulers who, dependent on outside support, soon begin to replicate the oppressive 
behavior of the previous rulers. (The U.S. invasion of Grenada and the covert push 
in the Philippines seem to qualify; the jury is still out on Haiti and Panama.) 

 Moreover, (3) the intervention must be a proportional response to the suffering 
now endured and likely to be endured without an intervention. Countries cannot, 
any more than villages, be destroyed in order to be saved. We must consider 
whether means other than military intervention could achieve the liberation from 
oppression, and we must ensure that the intervention, if necessary, is conducted in 
a way that minimizes casualties, most particularly noncombatant casualties. 
In short, we must be able morally to account for the expected casualties of an 
invasion both to our own soldiers and to the noncombatant victims. 

 And (4) a normal sense of fallibility, together with a decent respect for the 
opinions of the entire community of nations, recommends a resort wherever 
feasible to multilateral organizations to guide and legally legitimate a decision to 
violate the autonomy of another state.   
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  A liberal future 
 If, as is likely, liberal principles and institutions continue to infl uence the formula-
tion of United States foreign policy in the 1990s, what opportunities and dangers 
might arise? 

 Where liberal internationalism among liberal states has been defi cient is in 
preserving its basic preconditions under changing international circumstances, 
and particularly in supporting the liberal character of its constituent states. It has 
failed on occasion, as it did in regard to Germany in the 1920s, to provide interna-
tional economic support for liberal regimes whose market foundations were in 
crisis. It failed in the 1930s to provide military aid or political mediation to Spain, 
which was challenged by an armed minority, or to Czechoslovakia, which was 
caught in a dilemma of preserving national security or acknowledging the claims 
(fostered by Hitler’s Germany) of the Sudeten minority to self-determination. 
Farsighted and constitutive measures have only been provided by the liberal inter-
national order when one liberal state stood preeminent among the rest, prepared 
and able to take measures, as did the United States following World War II, 
to sustain economically and politically the foundations of liberal society beyond 
its borders. Then measures such as the British Loan, the Marshall Plan, NATO, 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the International Monetary Fund, 
and the liberalization of Germany and Japan helped construct buttresses for the 
international liberal order.  25   

 Thus the decline of U.S. hegemonic leadership in the 1990s may pose dangers 
for the liberal world. The danger is not that today’s liberal states will permit their 
economic competition to spiral into war, nor that a world economic crisis is now 
likely, but that the societies of the liberal world will no longer be able to provide 
the mutual assistance they might require to sustain liberal domestic orders if they 
were to be faced with mounting economic crises. 

 Yet liberals may have escaped from the single greatest traditional danger of 
international change – the transition between hegemonic leaders. Historically, 
when one great power begins to lose its preeminence and to slip into mere 
equality, a warlike resolution of the international pecking order became excep-
tionally likely. New power challenges old prestige, excessive commitments face 
new demands; so Sparta felt compelled to attack Athens, France warred Spain, 
England and Holland fought with France (and with each other), and Germany 
and England struggled for the mastery of Europe in World War I.  26   But here 
liberals may again be an exception, for despite the fact that the United States 
constituted Britain’s greatest challenger along all the dimensions most central to 
the British maritime hegemony, Britain and the United States accommodated their 
differences. After the defeat of Germany, Britain eventually, though not without 
regret, accepted its replacement by the United States as the commercial and 
maritime hegemon of the liberal world. The promise of a peaceable transition 
from one liberal hegemon to the next liberal hegemon thus may be one of the 
factors helping to moderate economic and political rivalries among Europe, Japan, 
and the United States.  
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  Choices in liberal foreign policy 
 In the years ahead we will need to chart our own national strategy as a liberal 
democracy faced with threats, but now also with opportunities for new thinking. 
In order to fulfi ll the promise of liberal internationalism, we must ensure a foreign 
policy that tries to reconcile our interests with our principles. 

 We will need to address the hard choices that no government truly committed 
to the promotion of human rights can avoid. Acknowledging that there may 
arise circumstances where international action – even force – is needed, we need 
strategic thinking that curbs the violent moods of the moment. 

 We will also need to keep our larger purposes in view. Those committed to 
freedom have made a bargain with their governments. We need only to live up to 
it. The major costs of a liberal strategy are borne at home. Not merely are its mili-
tary costs at the taxpayers’ expense, but a liberal foreign policy requires adjust-
ment to a less controlled international political environment – a rejection of the 
status quo in favor of democratic choice. Tolerating more foreign change requires 
more domestic change. Avoiding an imperial presence in the Persian Gulf may 
require a move toward energy independence. Allowing for the economic develop-
ment of the world’s poor calls for an acceptance of international trade adjustment. 
The home front thus becomes the front line of liberal strategy. 

 The promises of successful liberal internationalism, however, are large and can 
benefi t all. The pursuit of freedom does not guarantee the maintenance of peace. 
Indeed, the very invocation of “crusade” as a label for President Reagan’s demo-
cratic initiative of the 1980s warns us otherwise. But the peaceful intent and 
restraint to which liberal institutions, principles, and interests have led in relations 
among liberal democracies suggest the possibility of world peace this side of the 
grave. They offer the promise of a world peace established by the expansion of the 
separate peace among liberal societies.   
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                 8 A more perfect union? 
 The Liberal Peace and the challenge 
of globalization  1     

     Global democratization rose to the international agenda in the past year as the three 
peak global economic associations all came under attack. In Seattle, at the meeting of 
the new World Trade Organization, and in Washington at the meetings of the World 
Bank and the International Monetary Fund, a diverse collection of labour unions and 
environmentalists from the industrial North and trade and fi nance ministers from the 
developing countries of the South each launched sharply critical barbs. The critics 
successfully disrupted the WTO meeting that had been designed to launch (and cele-
brate) a “Millennium Round” of further reductions of barriers to global trade. The 
aims of the critics were very different, but together they derailed the entire proceed-
ings and exposed important differences in priority among the developed states, and 
particularly the US and Europe. Charlene Barshefsky, the US Trade Representative 
and the meeting’s chair, later conceded, “We needed a process which had a greater 
degree of internal transparency and inclusion to accommodate a larger and more 
diverse membership”.  2   This highly-regarded trade-o-crat had come to recognize that 
the eminently oligarchic WTO needed some democratization (as yet undefi ned). 

 Joe Stiglitz, until recently the chief economist of the World Bank, offered a still 
broader criticism of the Bank’s sister institution, the International Monetary Fund. 
The IMF was designed to rescue countries in temporary balance of payments diffi -
culties. It actually operates, Stiglitz charges, more like a bureaucratic cabal than 
an international rescue team:

  The IMF likes to go about its business without outsiders asking too many 
questions. In theory, the fund supports democratic institutions in the nations 
it assists. In practice, it undermines the democratic process by imposing poli-
cies. Offi cially, of course, the IMF doesn’t “impose” anything. It “negotiates” 
the conditions for receiving aid. But all the power in the negotiations is on 
one side – the IMF’s – and the fund rarely allows suffi cient time for broad 
consensus-building or even widespread consultations with either parliaments 
or civil society. Sometimes the IMF dispenses with the pretense of openness 
altogether and negotiates secret covenants.  3     

 Two themes resonate through the denunciations: global governance and global 
(or international) democratization. The key question is how they relate to each 
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other. Three issues connect them. The fi rst is the broad ethical question of how 
could and should the world be organized politically?  4   I present the claims for the 
leading organizational political framework today, one designed to bring world 
order while recognizing the reality of sovereign independence, which is the 
Kantian idea of a pacifi c union of free republics, or the liberal democratic peace. 
More controversially, I then argue that however good the Kantian peace has been 
and could be, it has signifi cant limitations that have been exposed by increasing 
globalization. Globalization both sustains elements of the Kantian peace and also 
undermines it, making it less sustainable and indeed vitiating some of the democ-
racy on which it is founded. And third, I discuss a range of possible responses to 
the challenges that globalization poses for the existing international order, and 
conclude with a comment on why global democratic sovereignty is not yet viable 
while global norms – more democratically derived – seem needed to promote a 
more perfect union of order and democracy.  

  Global political theory 
 How could and should the world be politically organized? That is, how should one 
assess various forms of political organization of world politics with respect to 
their ability to fulfi ll a set of human values that would be very widely shared – 
even if not exactly in the same way – around the world? Take, for example, these 
values: peace; prosperity; national independence, cultural identity or pluralism (so 
that people can express their identities in some public form); and individual human 
rights (including democracy, participation, equality and self-determination). 

 How well do various schemes of international order fulfi ll these basic human 
values at the global scale? Political philosophers have told us that the international 
system is a mix of hard choices among values. The political theorist Michael 
Walzer has reformulated those choices well in an essay that explores the range of 
values from little to much international governance, that is from national autonomy 
(and international anarchy) to a global, hierarchical, centralized government over 
all individuals.  5   There is no single arrangement that obtains everything – one that 
procures international peace, domestic peace, liberty, democracy, prosperity, and 
pluralistic identity. Instead, while the virtues of the nation state are domestic 
peace and perhaps national identity and national democracy, those same virtues 
are the foundations of international anarchy, geopolitical insecurity and interna-
tional economic rivalry. Global government can be a foundation for global peace 
and a single effi cient world market, and maybe even a global democratic 
polity, but it could also be the institution that represses national particularity, 
the global “soul-less despotism” against which the eighteenth century German 
philosopher, Immanuel Kant, eloquently warned the liberals of his day. In 
between global authority and national independence, one can imagine confederal 
arrangements that allowed room for a diversity of civil societies, but again only at 
the cost of both national autonomy and international insecurity. The message of 
Michael Walzer’s spectrum of global governance is hard choices: there is no 
perfect equilibrium. 
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 Although there is no perfect solution to the problem of implementing human 
values on a global scale, the Kantian liberal peace lays claim to being the 
optimal combination, the one that gets us the most peace and global prosperity at 
the least cost in liberty, independence, and the least trampling on national identi-
ties. Immanuel Kant’s essay,  Perpetual Peace , published in 1795, was a direct 
response and alternative to both the autarkic nation state and a sovereign world 
government. 

 The key to the liberal argument is the claim that by establishing domestic 
liberty, political participation, and market exchange one can have the international 
payoff of peace as well.  6   Kant described a decentralized, self-enforcing peace 
achieved without the world government that the global governance claim posits as 
necessary. This is a claim that has resonated in the modern literature on the 
“democratic peace”. It draws on the ideas of American presidents as diverse as 
Woodrow Wilson, Ronald Reagan, and Bill Clinton and British prime ministers 
from Gladstone to Blair. Promoting freedom and “enlarging” the zone of demo-
cratic rule were the doctrinal centrepieces of their foreign policies. Advocates of 
the “democratic peace” have claimed that over time, country by democratizing 
country, a peace would spread to cover the entire world, building one world order 
– democratic, free, prosperous, and peaceful. 

 Kant’s argument was much more complicated, presented in three necessary 
conditions, each an “article” in a hypothetical peace “treaty” he asks sovereigns to 
sign. First, states should adopt a liberal constitutional, representative, republican 
form of government which would constrain the state such that the sovereign 
would, on average, usually follow the interest of most of the people, or the 
majority. Second, the citizens of this liberal, constitutional, representative republic 
must affi rm a commitment to human rights, one holding that all human beings are 
morally equal. Then states that represent liberal democratic majorities in their 
own countries will regard with respect other states that also represent free and 
equal citizens. Tolerance for various national liberal cultures and trust emerges, as 
does nonaggression and peace among fellow liberal republics. Third, given trust, 
states then lower the barriers that would have been raised to protect the state from 
invasion or exploitation in the competition of the balance of power. Trade, tourism 
and other forms of transnational contact grow which lead to prosperity, rein-
forcing mutual understanding with many opportunities for profi table exchange, 
and producing contacts that offset in their multiplicity the occasional sources of 
confl ict. 

 For many, this seems the optimal equilibrium given both the world as it is and 
a commitment to the values of peace, liberty, prosperity, national identity and 
democratic participation. Does that mean that there are no tradeoffs? No. There is 
no such thing as a perfect political equilibrium. There are two major limitations. 
One is that this peace is limited only to other liberal republics. International 
respect is only extended to other, similarly republican liberal states. The very 
same principle of trust that operates among liberal republics tends to corrode 
attempts at cooperation between liberal republics and autocratic states, whether 
modern dictatorships or traditional monarchies. The liberal warns: “If the autocrat 
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is so ruthless that he is unwilling to trust his own citizens to participate in the 
polity and control his behavior, just think what he will do to us”. Liberals then 
raise trade and other barriers, ensuring that confl icts are not dampened. The preju-
dice may be true. Many dictators – think of Napoleon or Hitler – have been 
aggressive. Many dictators, however, are also quite shy and cautious. They like 
the benefi ts of being absolute ruler and may fear overburdening the quiescence of 
their subjects with costly foreign adventures. The distrust and hostility are prob-
ably thus a joint product. The autocrats do like to gain the profi ts and glory of 
expansion and the citizens – cannon fodder and taxpayers – have no constitutional 
right to stop them. At the same time, the liberals are prejudiced against the auto-
cratic regime and do not extend to those regimes the normal trust in international 
exchanges or negotiations and may, indeed, launch “freedom fi ghters” against 
them. Although the record of wars between liberals and non-liberals 
and the history of liberal imperialism testify to the depth of this tension, it can be 
overcome by autocratic prudence and liberal statesmanship. 

 The second limitation is associated with the assumption of minimal interdepen-
dence. In order for liberal republics to remain effectively sovereign and self-
determining, allowing free citizens to govern themselves, material ties to other 
liberal republics would need to be limited. Kant assumed that those ties were 
limited to nonaggression, collective security and hospitality (free trade and mutual 
transit privileges). This is “light” interdependence  7   – some mutual sensitivity, 
some limited vulnerability, but not enough to challenge the liberal republic’s 
ability to govern itself in the face of social and economic forces outside itself. 
Kantianism presumes marginal trade, marginal investment, marginal tourism; not 
extensive interdependence. This second limitation is increasingly unrealistic today. 

 Does modern interdependence challenge the Kantian liberal peace? Can the 
liberal peace sustain extensive, “heavy” interdependence? That is the question to 
which I turn next.  

  Challenges of globalization 
 The fi rst challenge of global interdependence is to the sustainability of the liberal 
peace. Can it operate in a much more intensive environment of social and economic 
exchange? And the second is to the legitimacy of the liberal democratic system. 
Can the people truly govern themselves when much of their social and economic 
interaction is with other societies outside their borders and outside the reach of 
their representative government? Two major challenges, indeed. 

  Globalization I 

 The fi rst challenge to liberal sustainability was articulated in one of the great 
books of the twentieth century, Karl Polanyi’s  The Great Transformation .  8   His 
book is a profound study of the effects of the market economy both domestically 
and internationally. Polanyi’s argument, in summary, holds that marketization 
makes peace unsustainable. Kantian liberals hoped that over time, with some ups 
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and downs, international markets would tend to liberalize non-liberal societies 
leading to more and more liberal republics, which would eventually cover the 
whole world and thus create global peace. Polanyi says it cannot work that way: 
there are built-in sources of corrosion produced by economic interdependence that 
make liberal politics and the liberal peace unsustainable. 

 He acknowledges that, indeed, the combination of the domestic market economy, 
political representation, the gold standard and the international balance of power 
did create a sustaining circle of mutually reinforcing economic contacts that helped 
produce the peace of the nineteenth century – the Long Peace of 1815 to 1914. But, 
he warns us, contrary to Immanuel Kant, trade is not just an exchange of commod-
ities at arms length or at the border. Trade is a revolutionary form of exchange. 
Exchanging commodities changes the value in relative and absolute terms of the 
factors that go into producing the commodities that are exchanged. As was later 
elaborated in a set of theorems concerning factor price equalization, trade in 
commodities has potentially revolutionary effects in changing the returns to 
various factors – land, labour, and capital – that go into the production of these 
commodities. Countries tend to export commodities that intensively use the factors 
with which they are most endowed and import commodities that embody scarce 
domestic factors. Trade thus increases demand and price, and eventually factor 
return for relatively abundant factors as it shrinks demand, price and return for 
scarce domestic factors. Together this tends toward global “factor price equaliza-
tion” (in theory, with many assumptions, and thus real-world qualifi cations).  9   In 
1795, however, Kant seemed to assume that trade was arm’s length commodity 
exchange. He neglected the potential effects of commodity trade on the factors that 
go into the production of the commodities exchanged (land, labour, and capital). 

 Why is this important? Trade, whether national or international, destabilizes the 
social relations among land, labour, and capital, disrupting relations that had 
become embedded in social hierarchies and in political power. Treating land, 
labour and capital as commodities dislocates established communities, village life, 
regional life, the relations among classes, industries and sectors and eventually 
changes the international balance of power. Trade therefore produces a reaction. 
Farmers do not like to have the prices of their farm products drop to the prices set 
by more competitive rivals. Consumers might prefer the lower prices, but the 
usually better organized producers resist. Labourers and manufacturers do not 
want to compete with labour that makes one tenth of their income or with fi rms that 
have costs a fraction of their own, whether in a newly integrated national or inter-
national market. When peoples’s livelihoods are marginalized, they tend to react. 

 Polanyi recounts that, at the end of the nineteenth century, the reaction to the 
market took the form of either social democracy on the left or fascism on the right. 
National economies attempted to protect themselves from the swings of the global 
economy by raising tariffs in order to protect national consumption or by launching 
imperial conquests to expand national resources. The resulting rivalry produced, 
Polanyi continues, World War I, the Great Depression and its competitive devalu-
ations, and eventually World War II. Liberal peace, prosperity, and democracy 
collapsed under the weight of heavy interdependence.  
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  Globalization II 

 Following World War II, the allied leaders successfully rebuilt liberal interdepen-
dence, constructing a new way to mix together democracy and social stability. 
They developed a series of safety nets that would make people less vulnerable to 
the vagaries of the market both domestically and internationally. Rather than 
adjusting to an autarkic world of intense national competition (as in the 1930’s) or 
letting trade and fi nance fl ow freely in response to market incentives (the nine-
teenth century); the capitalist democracies in the postwar period constructed the 
IMF, the GATT, and the World Bank to help regulate and consciously politically 
manage the shape of the world market economy. Trade was opened on a regulated 
basis, currencies were made convertible when economies could sustain the 
convertibility and cushioned with fi nancing to help maintain parities. Long-term 
fi nancing, a form of global Keynesianism, was provided fi rst to Europe and then 
(in lesser amounts) to the developing countries in order to spread opportunity and 
reduce the confl icts between haves and have nots that had wracked the interwar 
period. All this helped promote stability, cooperation, and soldiarity in the Cold 
War struggle against the Soviet Union. Thus with a set of political-economic poli-
cies that have been called “embedded liberalism”, the postwar leaders of the West 
found a way to manage the tensions that Polanyi had described, the dangers of 
marketization.  10   

 It was good while it lasted, but by the 1980s, frustration with over-regulation, 
falling productivity and the oil shock, together with a demand for ever more profi t 
and cheap goods produced a move back to marketization, the Thatcher-Reagan 
“magic of the marketplace”. Reacting to the welfare state’s restrictions on 
consumption and profi t and seeking a more dynamic spur to industrial reallocation 
and profi ts, many of the protections embedded in the postwar political economy 
were relaxed. Increasing trade, fl oating exchange rates, and opening fi nancial 
markets became the “Washington Consensus”, the watchword of international 
economic orthodoxy and the standard prescription of the IMF. 

 As the barriers to global marketization fell, the forces that propelled ever closer 
interdependence accelerated. One force accelerating the effects of global marketi-
zation was advances in communication and transportation technology. The costs 
of transportation and communication began to fall radically in the postwar period. 
In 1930, the cost of a telephone call between New York and London was (in 1990 
dollars) $245 for three minutes. By 1998, the same call cost 35¢: a vast reduction 
in the cost of communications. That and the related explosion of the Internet are 
what makes much of global banking and all of global academia possible. If we 
were still paying $245 for three minutes across the Atlantic, there would be less 
that we could afford to say. 

 The second force was trade. There has been a near revolution in the amount of 
trade tying the countries of the world together. Let me infl ict a few fi gures on you. 
Even the US, which because of its continental scale is one of the less interdepen-
dent economies, has experienced a large change in the impact of trade. In 1910 
(that is, during Globalization I), 11 per cent of US gross domestic product (GDP) 
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was in trade (exports and imports). By 1950, this fell to 9 per cent. That is what 
the Globalization I crisis – the Great Depression and the two world wars – was all 
about. But by 1995, trade had risen to 24 per cent. This is more than double the 
extent of interdependence in the previous era of globalization. In the Germany of 
1910, 38 per cent of its GDP was in trade exports and imports. By 1950, this fell 
to 27 per cent; by 1995, up to 46 per cent. The UK, the leader of the fi rst wave of 
globalization and the most globalized economy at the time, in 1910 had 44 per 
cent of its GDP in trade. In 1950, this dropped to 30 per cent. By 1995, 57 per cent 
was in exchangeables. Among the highly developed industrial economies, only 
Japan is less dependent upon trade and investment income than it was in 1910. 
It is the only major industrialized economy that is less globalized now than it was 
in 1910. 

 And if you think trade is globalizing the world, you should examine foreign 
direct investment (FDI) and portfolio fl ows of fi nance. Between 1980 and 1994, 
trade doubled; but in that same period, foreign direct investment grew six times, 
and portfolio fl ows of fi nance grew by nine times. 

 As in the earlier age of globalization, these fl ows of trade and fi nance are 
begining to change the operation of the world’s political economy – altering what 
is profi table, what is politically sustainable, and what is not. Perhaps most strik-
ingly from an economic point of view, the world now increasingly appears as one 
large market, a single division of labour. From the standpoint of the multinational 
company, production strategies are genuinely global, as parts of the production 
process are allocated to subsidiaries and contractors in countries or regions around 
the world where they are most cost-effective, forming a global process of produc-
tion and marketing that is a highly interdependent whole at the global level. In the 
old global interdependence, cars and shoes were traded among many countries or 
even made in many countries by one company; now one company makes cars or 
shoes globally with component factories spread around the world.  11     

  Challenges to liberal democratic peace 
 The new market interdependence poses three challenges to the liberal scheme 
of global democratic peace. 

  Commodifi cation 

 The World Trade Organization meeting, and demonstrations in Seattle against it, 
demonstrate the fi rst tradeoff, the tradeoff between globally regulated market 
prosperity and democracy. The tradeoffs are becoming more politically costly as 
interdependence increases. Politically, the democratic challenge was well put 
recently by Ed Mortimer (then  Financial Times  foreign editor) when he said that 
too much democracy kills the market (that’s Polanyi’s account of national and 
social democracy in reaction to Globalization I) and, on the other hand, too much 
market kills democracy (this is the threat some see posed by Globalization II). 
Commodities seem to rule citizens. 
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 US environmentalists struggled for years in order to lobby for a US Endangered 
Species Act that protects turtles inadvertently caught in the course of the fi shing 
for shrimp. It requires that shrimp nets be designed in a way that permits turtles to 
escape. The environmentalists struggled long and hard in order to pass the Bill, 
but they forgot that a new arena of interdependence had engendered a new arena 
of regulation. When the US government attempted to reduce the impact of the Bill 
on favoured allies, the WTO not surprisingly declared the effort discriminatory, 
and therefore illegal under international trade law. 

 In the European Union, many of its consumer advocates struggled for a 
campaign to protect European consumers from genetically engineered food – so 
called “Frankenfood”. The WTO has yet to rule on this issue that pits American 
corporations against European food activists. Signs of more sympathy toward 
health regulation are recently in evidence in WTO decisions. But the WTO earlier 
ruled that bans against hormone treated food were a form of trade discrimination 
and illegal under international trade law.  12   

 In a wider challenge, the developing countries have insisted upon the right not 
to be bound by the standards of labour safety, child labour prohibitions, and the 
minimum wages that hold within the industrialized world. They believe that it is 
only by taking advantage of their large supplies of talented, hard-working inex-
pensive labour that they will be able to develop their countries. But the US, 
responding to pressure from labour unions and human rights advocates, argued at 
Seattle that the US-level standards on labour rights and environmental protection 
be applied to all traded goods. This the developing countries see as a denial of 
their ability to choose their own development path. At the WTO in Seattle, more-
over, the developing countries were outraged with the prevalence of so-called 
“green room” procedures under which the wealthy industrial countries caucus and 
decide how to manage the WTO. The developing country majority of the member-
ship want much broader participation in order to avoid having rules imposed upon 
them that favour the industrialized market economies. National policymakers in 
the developing world thank the World Bank and IMF for the doors to develop-
ment they open and for not as yet succumbing to the demands for increased global 
regulation made by the environmentalist protesters at Seattle and Washington.  13   

 In each of these cases, globally regulated norms of non-discrimination – 
however effi cient and fair from a global point of view – are eroding democratic, 
or at least national, accountability.  

  Inequality 

 The second challenge to democratization concerns both intra-national and inter-
national equality. Globalization allows for those who are most effi cient to earn the 
most. That is what markets usually do. And as the barriers fall to global sales, 
production, and investment, inequality also tends to rise. 

 Let me give you some fi gures. Domestically in the US, beginning about 1975, 
the economic fates of the top 5 per cent and bottom 20 per cent of the US popula-
tion substantially diverged. By 1995, the real family income of the top 5 per cent 
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stood at 130 per cent of the 1973 level, but over the same period, the real family 
income of the bottom 20 per cent stayed at the 1973 level.  14   Internationally, let us 
compare the OECD (the rich industrial economies) to the rest of the world and 
compare the 1970s to 1995. In 1970, the OECD enjoyed 66 per cent of global 
GDP. By 1978, its share was up to 68 per cent; in 1989, to 71 per cent; and in 
1995, to 78 per cent. The rest of the entire world lived on the complement to that: 
their fi gures go from 34 per cent in 1970, sinking to 22 per cent in 1995. Increasing 
global inequality is associated with global marketization. The most productive are 
winning, accumulating wealth in their own hands. The consequences of globaliza-
tion appear to be relatively depriving some in favour of others – the rising tide is 
not lifting all the boats at the same rate. Not surprisingly, demands for accountable 
control rise.  

  Security 

 The third challenge is security. Kantian liberalism produces security and peace 
(among the liberal republics). But globalization challenges the stability of liberal 
geopolitics in two ways. On the one hand, what Americans call  globalization  is 
what many others call  Americanization . That is, the US’s leading role within the 
world economy, which to Americans appears as an economic issue of dollars and 
cents, is to other countries a power issue, one fraught with control and guns. The 
other hand is that global rules for trade and investment have allowed China to 
benefi t from its high savings rate and labour productivity, becoming one of the 
fastest growing economies in the world. If you add rapid growth to a large popula-
tion (and if the World Bank projections are correct and if China continues to grow 
at recent past rates) then by the year 2020, China will have a GDP that is not only 
larger than that of the United States or Europe, but as big as them both together. 
From an economic point of view, the prospect of many more Chinese consumers 
and producers should make everyone content. But from a geopolitical point of 
view, China’s growth entails a massive shift of world political power eastward. 
That makes the statesmen of the US and Europe nervous, especially if, referring 
again to the Kantian liberal argument, China has not democratized.   

  Responses 
 Those are some of the challenges. There have been a variety of responses of 
widely varying purpose and consequence. The key question that faces us today is 
whether and how the liberal equilibrium can be renovated, reincorporating a 
combined prospect of peace, prosperity and self-government. 

  Protectionism 

 Polanyi called this the “crustacean” strategy – one that reinforced the hard shell 
of the nation state. It focuses on each nation protecting itself from globalization. 
This is familiar to us. In the US, Ross Perot and Pat Buchanan made these kind of 
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arguments; in France, Jose Bove (the anti-McDonald’s impresario); in Austria, 
Jorg Haider. Their themes are simple: “globalization is a threat to the cultural 
integrity and prosperity of many of us who are vulnerable, it is a threat to democ-
racy, to our way of life. Let us build a thick shell”. 

 In a much more sophisticated version, this is the heart of claims made by the 
organizers at Seattle. Lori Wallach, the chief organizer of the wide coalition that 
disrupted the WTO meeting, described her alternative to current globalization in 
this way: “There would be a global regime of rules that more than anything create 
the political space for the kinds of value decisions that mechanisms like the WTO 
now make, at a level where people living with the results can hold decision makers 
accountable”.  15   Interdependence would then be made subject to reach of demo-
cratic accountability at the local level. This could lead to effective global rules for 
interdependence, but it is more likely to build national “shells”. Apart from 
national non-discrimination (national treatment) provisions, each country would 
make its own rules for environmental standards, intellectual property, child labour, 
wages and have a right to bar any import that did not refl ect those standards. 

 These movements may create democratic control and they may be good for 
national solidarity, but they could be very bad for overall national prosperity, 
as nation retaliates against nation for each restriction it fi nds unjustifi able. A 
recent study by a group of economists who are associated with the European 
Union estimates the possible benefi ts from the next Millennium Round of the 
WTO at $400 bn per year.  16   For many, whether rich or poor, that is too much extra 
world income to forego. If they are correct, there is a great deal to be lost if global 
trade suddenly starts closing down, or global investments start being drawn back.  

  National champions 

 A second strategy is also attractive to some. If protectionism is a “crustacean” 
strategy, we can extend Polanyi’s aquatic metaphor, bringing into view “sea slug” 
strategies. The sea slug, a voracious and non-discriminating eater, consumes anything 
that is smaller than itself. This is the strategy of  national champions . The nation state 
supports its own fi rms in order to compete to win more global sales and seeks to lure 
foreign fi rms, increasing shares of inward FDI for the national economy. The Clinton 
administration was very successful in persuading Saudi Arabia to buy just American 
aircraft, built by McDonnell/Boeing, headquartered in Seattle. The large sale 
included both F-15s and passenger airliners. It was very popular in the American 
Northwest. Not so popular in France (which also engages in the same practice) 
where Airbus was seen to be just as good a plane. Why did the Europeans not get the 
sale to Saudi Arabia? Many speculate that the US security relationship with the Gulf, 
and particularly the protection offered against the ambitions of Saddam Hussein, had 
much to do with the business deal. But, that does not make the French or other 
Europeans happy. Nor were Americans pleased when Quaddafi  gave the contract to 
build the Mediterranean pipeline from Libya solely to a European consortium. 

 To the extent that states try to foster national champions or subsidize inward 
FDI to attract capital and jobs, they produce similar behaviour by other countries. 
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This may benefi t international consumers. It may also lead to a “race to the 
bottom” with fewer and fewer environmental and labour standards, or increased 
international confl icts, as short-term prosperity is again pitted against long-run 
democratic autonomy.  

  Democratic solidarity 

 Let us turn to a third strategy, “democratic solidarity”. Here statesmen seek to 
extend the liberal  political  peace into an economic arrangement. Forget about the 
rest of the world, let us build a stronger WTO for the democracies, a democratic 
WTO. (Bill Antholis, recently of National Security Council’s economic staff, is 
writing a fascinating book on this topic.) Why not have a  democratic  WTO where 
we will solve our problems more easily than we would in a  global  WTO? If you 
look at the recent US trade bill extending “most favored nation” status to China and 
exempting it from annual reviews, one of the things that made it more diffi cult for 
the Administration to mobilize a Congressional majority is that China is regularly 
vulnerable to charges that it is threatening Taiwan with invasion and abusing its 
own nationals’ human rights. If democracies limited their most extensive trade priv-
ileges to the area of fellow democracies, they would fi nd progress toward further 
integration easier, or at least free from the baggage of political strife over human 
rights and security concerns. The problem, of course, is that such a ‘democratic 
WTO’ leaves China and other rapidly developing countries out. Excluding the 
potentially biggest, fastest growing economy in the world is not good for prosperity 
or for global cooperation on other issues. If you will pardon me for paraphrasing 
President Lyndon Johnson’s apt reference to the higher logic of cooperating with an 
opponent, recall his words: “Do you want him inside the tent pissing out, or outside 
the tent pissing in?” That is the China problem. If China is not part of the WTO, it 
is very likely to cause an immense amount of strife in the world political economy 
and be absent from important efforts to curb pollution or stabilize East Asian rivalry.  

  Disaggregated cooperation 

 The fourth response is the most pragmatic of the hopeful responses. It is “disag-
gregated cooperation”. Proponents urge us to break down the problem. Let’s let 
the multinational corporations (MNCs) deal with other MNCs and markets solve 
as many of the problems as they can. State bureaucracies will scramble to keep up, 
doing less than may be ideal but enough to avoid catastrophe. Genetically engi-
neered food may be sold with less controversy if the United States labels organic 
food and then lets consumers buy it or not as they wish. US organic food exports, 
having been certifi ed, could be sold in Europe. Consumers, not governments, will 
decide; hopefully, depoliticizing the issue. Furthermore, courts will deal with 
courts, bureaucrats with bureaucrats, experts with experts. Take it out of politics 
and solve the problems pragmatically.  17   

 Unfortunately, there are some problems that just are not pragmatic. For the 
environmental organization that worked so hard to reform the Endangered Species 
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Act in order to protect turtles, a turtle was not a technical question that they were 
willing to see negotiated away. It became a part of their own sense of identity, 
their own sense of moral worth, their sense of responsibility to the globe – not 
something that they would let the bureaucrats decide. And second, when things 
get tougher, that is when the world economy moves into the next recession, it will 
be more diffi cult to delegate to careful bureaucrats and their allegedly objective 
global criteria.  

  Global democratization 

 Responding to the concerns noted above, some have begun to wonder, “Don’t we 
need some increased accountability, increased legitimacy, to contain and govern 
the practical negotiations among the experts? Don’t we need to have norms that 
are more broadly shared, or even decisions that are legitimate because people 
across borders have participated in outlining their direction?”  18   We want expert 
pilots to fl y the planes we ride in, but do we want them to choose our destina-
tions?  19   We are thus concerned about the dangers of increasingly non-democratic 
control of key fi nancial decisions.  20   For some it is now time for a global parlia-
ment or civic assembly, structured on the model of the European parliament in 
Strasbourg. That pillar of the burgeoning EU represents voters across Europe and 
operates through cross-national parties, not national delegations. Others hoped 
that the recent Millennium Assembly of the United Nations which provided a 
forum for non-governmental organizations from around the world, would take 
a fi rst step in this direction. 

 Realistically, however, no strong version of global democracy is viable at the 
present time. We will not soon see global legislation deciding new regulatory stan-
dards for the global economy. Why not? Because global democracy is not about 
being willing to  win  democratically, it is about being willing to  lose  democratically. 
None of the popular advocates of increased democratization, whether in Seattle or 
Strasbourg or New Delhi, are willing to lose an issue and accept it because it went 
through a democratic process. The world is simply too unequal and too diverse. To 
give an example, the top one-fi fth of the countries have 74 times the income of the 
bottom one-fi fth of the countries, and it is getting worse. That is more than double 
the greatest degree of inequality within the most unequal domestic economy, the 
Brazilian economy, where the ratio between the top fi fth and the bottom fi fth is 
32 to 1. More than double the Brazilian ratio, and yet Brazil itself has found its 
democratic processes repeatedly subject to extra-constitutional pressures. 

 With respect to culture, moreover, the globe falls far short of the preconditions 
of ordinary democracy. India, the largest and one of the most linguistically diverse 
democracies, has 81 per cent of its population describing itself as Hindu and an 
elite all of whom are fl uent in English. That is a huge core of common identity that 
helps sustain the Indian democracy despite all of its diversity and internal dissen-
tion. There is no such core identity in the globe today. There is no single such 
identity (other than the thin identity of basic human dignity) to which 81 per cent 
of the world will subscribe. 
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 Our primitive political global condition is refl ected in disputes about the 
very meaning of global democracy. Is the world more democratic when the 
majority of nations decide, when the most populous nations decide, when only 
democratic nations participate, or when the majority of the world’s people decide? 
Unfortunately, there is as yet no agreed meaning of “global democratization”. 

 Therefore, I suggest that we must be more moderate in our democratizing ambi-
tions. The role of global democratization should be limited to helping to develop 
norms. Not legislation, but deliberation over norms will make the process of coop-
eration among the bureaucrats easier, more readily achievable, more legitimate, 
less contested. We must be very modest because norms do not do that much work, 
usually. What they do, however, is make it easier for national politicians and inter-
national bureaucrats to cut pragmatic deals. Therefore, global democratization 
should be limited to endorsing measures such as those advocated in the Carlsson-
Ramphal Commission, the  Global Neighborhood  report.  21   In addition to sending 
diplomats to the annual meetings of the United Nations General Assembly, we 
should also send legislators. Every country can put fi ve members in the General 
Assembly. At least two of them should be elected from the legislatures of their 
home countries. Bringing in the other branches of government, those somewhat 
more tied to the people, may help to begin to create a transmission belt between 
home and globe, fostering a more legitimate articulation of global standards at 
the international level. The hope is that these elected legislators will take the role 
seriously and participate actively in the annual general debate in the fall of each 
year and interject a sense of democratic legitimacy and accountability. 

 The second way to enhance global normative articulation is to bring in civil 
society. In 1955 there were fewer than 2,000 international non-governmental 
organizations; today there are more than 20,000.  22   None of them are genuinely 
democratic; their virtue is that they are voluntary and broad-based. But it is worth 
establishing an annual global forum that brings together representatives of global 
civil society, meeting the week before the General Assembly meets each year. 
Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) would be invited from all over the 
world to discuss and issue recommendations about global standards for the 
environment, humanitarian intervention, international economic assistance and 
reforms of international institutions such as the IMF or the World Bank, or the 
United Nations itself.   

  Conclusion 
 These recommendations constitute far from a cure-all. Electing legislators from 
non-democratic legislatures to the UN does not enhance global democracy strik-
ingly. Others will ask who elected the NGOs, for whom there is no internal process 
of democratic accountability to their members or to those whom their policies 
affect. But, merely that act of debating in a global forum about who is there legiti-
mately and who is not – all in the same room, talking about global problems – will 
itself be a process which helps build global norms and gives more voice to those 
who will bear the consequences of globalization. This is far short of democratic 
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legitimation. In terms of democratic evolution, this represents much less than a 
modern equivalent of the meeting of the English barons at Runnymede in 1215, a 
cautious consultation far short of accountability. There will be mounting tension 
among prosperity, stability and accountability. Global interdependence will 
subject the liberal peace to increasing stress. But it can be the preliminary to 
increasingly responsible deliberation. And that may well be the best we can do in 
the world as it is today.   
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                 9 A few words on Mill, Walzer, 
and nonintervention  *     

       There is a country in Europe . . . whose foreign policy is to let other nations 
alone. . . . Any attempt it makes to exert infl uence over them, even by persuasion, 
is rather in the service of others, than itself: to mediate in the quarrels which break 
out between foreign states, to arrest obstinate civil wars, to reconcile belligerents, 
to intercede for mild treatment of the vanquished, or fi nally, to procure the aban-
donment of some national crime and scandal to humanity such as the slave trade.  

 (John Stuart Mill, “A Few Words on Non-Intervention”)  

   States can be invaded and wars justly begun to assist secessionist movements 
(once they have demonstrated their representative character) to balance the prior 
interventions of other powers, and to rescue people threatened with massacres . . . 
because [these actions] uphold the values of individual life and communal liberty 
of which sovereignty itself is merely an expression.  

 (Michael Walzer,  Just and Unjust Wars )  

 Nonintervention has been a particularly important and occasionally disturbing 
principle for liberal scholars, such as John Stuart Mill and Michael Walzer, who 
share a commitment to basic and universal human rights.  1   On the one hand, 
liberals have provided some of the strongest reasons to abide by a strict form of 
the nonintervention doctrine. It was only with the security of national borders that 
peoples could work out the capacity to govern themselves as free citizens. On the 
other hand, those very same principles of universal human dignity when applied 
in different contexts have provided justifi cations for overriding or disregarding 
the principle of nonintervention. 

 In explaining this dual logic I present an interpretive summary of Mill’s famous 
argument against and for intervention, presented in his “A Few Words on 
Non-Intervention” (1859), that illustrates what makes Mill’s “few words” both 
so attractive and alarming to us. We should be drawn to Mill’s arguments because 
he is among the fi rst to address the conundrums of modern intervention. The modern 
conscience tries simultaneously to adhere to three contradictory principles: fi rst, 
the cosmopolitan, humanitarian commitment to assistance, irrespective of interna-
tional borders; second, respect for the signifi cance of communitarian, national self-
determination; and, third, accommodation to the reality of international anarchy, 
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which puts a premium on self-help national security. I stress, more than has been 
conventional, the consequentialist character of the ethics of both nonintervention and 
intervention. It makes a difference whether we think that an intervention will do 
more good than harm, and some of the factors that determine the outcome are matters 
of strategy and institutional choice. I also engage in a one-sided debate with Mill as 
I explore the signifi cance of the many historical examples he employs to support 
his argument. Do they really support his conclusions?  Could  they, given what 
he knew or should have known? Given what we now think we know? My conclusion 
is that, persuasive as the moral logic of his argument for liberal intervention 
sometimes is, the actual histories of the cases he cites actually tend to favor a 
bias toward nonintervention – that is, against overriding or disregarding noninterven-
tion. That said, enough of his argument survives to warrant a fi rm rejection of strict 
noninterventionism.  2   

 Principles of nonintervention and intervention have been justifi ed in various ways. 
In international law, “intervention” is not  any  interference but, according to Lassa 
Oppenheim, the infl uential late-nineteenth-century international legal scholar, it is 
“dictatorial interference” in the political independence and territorial integrity of a 
sovereign state. No single treaty has codifi ed principles underlying this prohibition, 
and customary international law, while condemning intervention, contains numerous 
but contested exceptions.  3   Relevant principles in the just war tradition have been 
proposed by scholars, by politicians, and by citizens who have sought to provide 
good reasons why one should abide by these conventional principles of classic inter-
national law and good reasons why one should, on some occasions, breach them.  4   

 Mill made one of the most persuasive (though far from the fi rst) contributions to 
this ongoing debate. And Michael Walzer has modernized, limited, and deepened 
three of Mill’s most important arguments. Comparing Mill’s “Non-Intervention” 
and Walzer’s  Just and Unjust Wars  (1977) links two classic statements on just 
wars of intervention. Both are rooted in the liberal tradition that values freedom 
and equality and holds that those values should enter into foreign policy. Liberals 
tend to reject the moral skepticism of the realists that prioritizes the quest for 
power as the essential aim of statecraft.  5   But liberals also differ among themselves. 
Liberals supporting intervention fall into various camps. Some – strong cosmo-
politans – hold that the rights of cosmopolitan freedom are valuable everywhere 
for all people. Any violation of these rights should be resisted whenever and 
wherever such violation occurs, provided that we can do so proportionally, without 
causing more harm than we seek to avoid.  6   But other liberals – and here we include 
Mill and Walzer, both often labeled as communitarians – limit the cases that justify 
intervention. Signifi cantly, Mill argues for much more intervention than Walzer 
accepts. Both, however, start with nonintervention as the default position.  

  Underlying principles 
 John Stuart Mill developed the core of a modern understanding of human dignity 
as “autonomy” and its implications for hard political choices. He saw humans as 
fundamentally equal, sentient beings capable of experiencing pleasure and pain. 
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Our natural sympathy should thus lead us to choose acts and rules that 
maximize pleasure and minimize pain for the greatest number. But – an important 
qualifi cation – he wanted to constrain this maximization of utility by prioritizing 
both the freedom to lead unrestricted lives (as long as those life plans did not harm 
the freedom of others) and the realization that not all pleasures and pains were 
equal. Some pleasures were higher, some lower. Some expressed human creativity, 
others did not. Poetry was better than “pushpin.”  7   

 Michael Walzer starts from a less foundational premise when he discusses 
rights and duties, one that looks at the practices of political communities and 
encompasses a wide set of varying spheres in which “complex equality” princi-
ples of justice apply differently to different goods.  8   Nonetheless, resting his argu-
ments on consent, he arrives at liberal principles of basic human rights that shape 
both domestic and international policy. 

 Politically, both Mill and Walzer defend two ideal principles. The fi rst is 
maximum equal liberty, allowing each adult to develop his or her own potentiality 
on the view that each individual is the best judge of what is and is not in his or her 
interest, so long, however, as no one interferes with the equal liberty of others. 
When public regulation is necessary, the second principle, representative govern-
ment, should govern. To maximize effective consent and the utility of collective 
decisions it would be best to give decisive weight to the preferences of the 
majority, as represented by knowledgeable politicians.  9   

 Internationally, one might think that these principles would give rise to a 
commitment to an international version of the U.S. Constitution’s “Guarantee 
Clause” (Article 4, Section 4), in which each state is guaranteed (that is, required 
to have) a republican representative form of government, and the Fourteenth 
Amendment, in which all states are required to provide equal protection of the 
laws to all persons. But neither for Mill nor for Walzer is this so. Instead, they 
argue against that kind of a global guarantee, drawing thereby an important line 
between domestic and international justice. 

 Arguments against intervention have taken the form of both direct principles and 
indirect (or procedural) considerations. Like many liberals, Mill dismissed without 
much attention some realist arguments in favor of intervention to promote “territory 
or revenue” in order to enhance national power, prestige, or profi ts. However preva-
lent those motives have been in history, they lack moral signifi cance, as, Mill noted, 
do justifi cations associated with some liberal or socialist arguments that favor inter-
vening to promote an idea or ideology.  10   War and intervention, according to Mill, 
has to be justifi ed by morally relevant reasons of self-defense or benefi cence. 

 The most important  direct  consideration for liberals was that nonintervention 
refl ected and protected human dignity. Nonintervention allowed citizens to deter-
mine their own way of life without outside interference. If democratic rights and 
liberal freedoms were to mean something, they had to be worked out among those 
who shared them and were making them through their own participation. 
Immanuel Kant’s “Perpetual Peace” (1795) had earlier made a strong case for 
respecting the right of nonintervention because it afforded a polity the necessary 
territorial space and political independence in which free and equal citizens could 
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work out what their own way of life would be.  11   For Mill, intervention avowedly 
to help others actually undermines the authenticity of domestic struggles for 
liberty. First, a free government achieved by means of intervention would not be 
authentic or self-determining but determined by others, and not one that local 
citizens had themselves defi ned through their own deliberations and actions. “But 
the evil [of intervention],” Mill declares, “is, that if they have not suffi cient love 
of liberty to be able to wrest it from merely domestic oppressors, the liberty which 
is bestowed on them by other hands than their own, will have nothing  real , . . .”  12   

 Mill provides a second powerful direct argument for nonintervention, one 
focusing on likely consequences, when he explains in his famous 1859 essay that 
it would be a great mistake to export freedom to a foreign people that was not in a 
position to win it on its own. In addition to not being “real,” forcibly imported 
freedom would have “nothing  permanent ” to it.  13   A people given freedom by a 
foreign intervention would not, he argued, be able to hold on to it. Connecting 
 permanence  to  reality , he notes that it is only by winning and holding on to 
freedom through local effort that one acquires a true sense of its value. Moreover, 
it is only by winning the “arduous struggle” for freedom that one acquires the 
political capacities to defend it adequately against threats of foreign invasion or 
domestic suppression, whether by force or subtle manipulation.  14   The struggle 
made self-determination a reality and sustainable by mobilizing citizens into 
what could become a national army capable of guarding the frontiers and into a 
citizenry willing to tax themselves to sustain a state. 

 If, on the other hand, liberal government were to be introduced into a foreign 
society, in the “knapsack” (so to speak) of a conquering liberal army, the local 
liberals placed in power would fi nd themselves immediately in a diffi cult situa-
tion. Not having been able to win political power on their own, they would have 
few domestic supporters and many nonliberal domestic enemies. They then would 
wind up doing one of three things:

   1   Begin to rule as did previous governments – that is, by repressing their oppo-
sition and acting to “speedily put an end to all popular institutions.”  15   The 
intervention would have done no good; it simply would have created another 
oppressive government.  

  2   Simply collapse in an ensuing civil war. Intervention, therefore, would have 
produced not freedom and progress, but a civil war with all its attendant violence.  

  3   Become dependent on interveners who would continually have to send in 
foreign support. Rather than having established a free government, one that 
refl ected the participation of the citizens of the state, the intervention would 
have created a puppet government, one refl ecting the wills and interests of the 
intervening state.    

 A third argument against intervention points to the diffi culties of transparency 
or uncertainty. Historically, it has proven diffi cult to identify authentic “freedom 
fi ghters.” Particular national regimes of liberty and oppression are diffi cult for 
foreigners to “unpack.” They often refl ect complicated historical compromises – 
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contracts of a Burkean sort among the dead, the living, and the yet to be born. 
Michael Walzer acknowledges, as did Mill, that sovereignty and the legitimacy of 
intervention ultimately depend upon the consent of those intervened against (or as 
Mill says, are subject to “their own spontaneous election”  16  ). If the people welcome 
an intervention, then, Walzer adds, “it would be odd to accuse them [the inter-
veners] of any crime at all.”  17   But we cannot make those judgments reliably in 
advance, either because our information is incomplete or because the case is 
complicated by competing reasonable claims to justice. We should assume, Walzer 
suggests, that foreigners  will  be resisted, that nationals will protect their state from 
foreign aggression. For even if the state is unjust, it is their state, not ours. We have 
no standing to decide what their state should be. We do not happen to be engaged 
full-time, as they are, in the national historical project of creating it. Not every 
injustice that justifi es a domestic revolution justifi es a foreign intervention. 

 Fourth, the necessarily “dirty hands” of violent means often become “dangerous 
hands” in international interventions.  18   International history is rife with interven-
tions justifi ed by high-sounding principles – ending the slave trade or suttee or 
introducing law and order and civilized behavior – turning into self-serving, impe-
rialist “rescues” in which the intervener stays to profi t and control. Requiring that 
the intervener govern its actions according to the interests of the intervened, 
looking for something more than a unilateral decision, and respecting the multilat-
eral processes of international law – these are important procedural considerations 
in weighing the justice of an intervention. 

 Fifth, almost all commentators in the just war tradition posit that just interven-
tions may not violate the principles of proportionality and last resort. Villages 
should not be destroyed in order to be saved, and negotiation should be tried 
before forcible means are adopted. 

  Indirect  reasons for nonintervention have also been important constraints. 
Interventions foster militarism, expend resources needed for other national and 
international goals, and violate international law. International laws embody the 
value of coordination and consensual legitimacy, for rules – almost any rules – 
have a value in themselves by helping to avoid unintended clashes with severe 
consequence to human life. International laws, moreover, are painstakingly 
achieved compromises among diverse moralities. The mere process of achieving 
consent makes them legitimate. They were agreed upon and  pacta sunt servanda .  19   

 Despite their commitment to nonintervention, both Mill and Walzer identify 
exceptional circumstances that justify intervention. Mill identifi es seven; Walzer, 
three. Some cases involve reasons to override the nonintervention principle; 
others, to disregard the principle. In the fi rst, the principles in favor of noninter-
vention still hold, but other considerations seem more important. In the second, 
the presuppositions underlying the principles do not apply to the particular case.  

  Exceptions that override 
 Mill argued that there are three good reasons to override what should be the usual 
prohibition against intervention. In these arguments the considerations against 
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intervention are present, but other more important values, “considerations para-
mount,” as Mill says, trump them.  20   

 First, Mill noted, “We must except, of course, any case in which such assistance 
is a measure of legitimate self-defense.”  21   Acknowledging the primacy of self-help 
in an anarchic international system, just war philosophers and international lawyers 
typically raise the diffi cult cases of intervention to enforce the rights of nationals 
or rescue them from unjust imprisonment (for example, the Don Pacifi co Affair in 
the nineteenth century; more recently, the 1976 rescue of the Israeli airliner at 
Entebbe), or preemptive or preventive interventions designed to remove a looming 
threat before an attack takes place. But Mill, in the “Few Words” essay, focuses on 
a less familiar case: international civil war. In an international-system – wide war 
that is also an international  civil  war, such as that waged between Protestantism 
and Catholicism in the sixteenth century, or liberalism and despotism in Mill’s era, 
nonintervention can neglect vital transnational sources of national security. “If . . . 
this country [Great Britain], on account of its freedom, should fi nd itself menaced 
with attack by a coalition of Continental despots, it ought to consider the popular 
party in every nation of the Continent as its natural ally: the Liberals should be to 
it, what the Protestants of Europe were to the Government of Queen Elizabeth.”  22   
In the extreme case, if other governments are aligning with their ideological 
fellows overseas, irrespective of collective national interests or interstate borders, 
then not intervening in support of yours is dangerous. 

 This kind of logic led Sir Nicholas Throckmorton, the ambassador of Elizabeth 
I to France, to advocate intervention in support of fellow Protestants by warning: 
“Now when the general design is to exterminate all nations dissenting with them 
in religion . . . what will become of us, when the like professors [co-religionists] 
with us shall be destroyed in Flanders and France.”  23   It also resonates in twentieth-
century Cold War logic, and neatly matches the rhetoric of the Brezhnev Doctrine 
and the Reagan Doctrine. The latter pledged, “We must not break faith with those 
who are risking their lives . . . on every continent from Afghanistan to Nicaragua 
. . . to defy Soviet aggression and secure rights which have been ours since birth. 
Support for freedom fi ghters is self-defense.” Reagan thus adds “rollback” to the 
original “containment” of the Truman Doctrine.  24   

 In practice, the early Cold War witnessed covert actions by the United States in 
Albania and China, and Soviet efforts to control local communist parties in Europe 
and elsewhere. Reagan and Brezhnev practiced their doctrines in Nicaragua and 
Czechoslovakia, respectively.  25   But the exceptions to Cold War interventionism 
were at least as important. These included the West’s support for Tito’s Yugoslavia 
and the East’s support for Third World nationalists, such as India’s Nehru and 
Egypt’s Nasser, not to speak of the effective combination of East–West détente 
with the “triangulation” effort devised by the Nixon administration to exploit the 
Chinese split from the Soviets in the 1970s. 

 Even during the polarizing religious wars of the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries, we should recall the lesson that Queen Elizabeth learned from the disas-
trous 1562–63 armed expedition to “Newhaven” (today Le Havre, in Normandy, 
France). In 1559 she had successfully intervened to roll back the Catholic threat 
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in Scotland by sending troops to assist the more powerful faction of Scottish 
Protestant lords who were struggling against a regime sustained by French forces. 
When her more radical advisers pressed her to do the same in France, she reluc-
tantly agreed to intervene in support of the French Protestant nobles in Normandy, 
only to see them defect to a better deal with their own monarch.  26   She thus learned 
to limit intervention to matters and territories of vital necessity (Scotland and 
preserving the independence of the Low Countries), and to armed action only with 
the support of strong local allies. She also developed a policy of alternately 
aligning with Spain and France, and successfully played them against each other.  27   
A half century later Cardinal Richelieu wisely aligned with the Protestant princi-
palities that would support France against the Holy Roman Empire and Catholic 
Spain, which were its greatest threats. 

 Thus, consistent as the logic of ideology-based intervention in internationalized 
civil war is, probing the actual examples suggests that Mill should want to adopt 
a bias toward more essential conceptions of “legitimate self-defense.” These kinds 
of interventions should be limited to vital national security and to cases where 
strong overseas allies can reduce the costs. 

 Second, Mill argues that following a successful defensive war against an 
aggressive despot, the liberal victor, rather than halting his armed forces at the 
restored border, can intervene to remove a “perpetual” or at least standing 
“menace” to peace, whether a person or a regime.  28   Mill’s implicit reference was 
the sending of Napoleon to Elba, off the Italian coast, and later, after Waterloo and 
as if to prove the point, to St. Helena, far in the South Atlantic. Reconstruction in 
the U.S. South might also be seen to draw inspiration from these considerations. 
Indeed, in that case Mill later explicitly noted the need not just to remove Jefferson 
Davis from offi ce but to “break altogether the power of the slaveholding caste” so 
that they did not “remain masters of the State legislatures [where] they will be able 
effectually to nullify a great part of the result which have been so dearly bought 
by the blood of the Free States.”  29   

 In modern times the relevant reference is “de-Nazifi cation” in Germany 
following World War II and the breaking up of the imperial principle, the milita-
rist faction, and the  zaibatsu  in Japan. The Allies clearly had a right to end German 
and Japanese aggression and drive their armies back to their borders. But could 
they reform Germany and Japan? And, if they could, what, asks Walzer, should 
the victors and vanquished pay to guarantee reliable security?  30   When should the 
victors relinquish the goals of unconditional surrender and pacifi c reconstruction 
in order to avoid further death among the vanquished, as well as the (soon to be) 
victors, that a campaign for total conquest will inevitably cost? 

 Walzer sharpens this dilemma, without (to my mind) fully resolving it. Should 
a negotiated arrangement have been struck with Nazi Germany, had it been willing 
to surrender to the Western Allies? The special nature of the evil of Nazism makes 
it apparent that this was not a deal Walzer would have wanted made, even to save 
the lives of many Allied soldiers and noncombatant Germans that the invasion of 
the German homeland consumed. Walzer does not address directly the Millian 
argument that an aggressive leader or regime could be removed by outside forces. 
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He would have preferred a German revolution that toppled Nazism, with which 
the Allies could then have made peace. But he also argues that the Nazi leaders 
should have been tried and punished, and that, lacking a German revolution, the 
occupation of Germany was necessary to achieve this. For Walzer, the Nuremberg 
trials should have been an act of “collective abhorrence” for their crimes, rather 
than an act to prevent future aggression.  31   But that might have limited the occupa-
tion of Germany solely to conducting the trials. 

 An even harder case is Japan. Walzer argues that Japan’s government should 
have been accommodated and that therefore Hiroshima and Nagasaki were two 
bombs too many (especially coming on top of the also unjustifi ed fi rebombing of 
Tokyo and other Japanese cities, which violated  jus in bello  restrictions on 
attacking noncombatants). Unfortunately, Walzer’s preference for a negotiated 
settlement would have required compromise from both the Japanese and the 
Americans. The United States failed to introduce fl exibility into the meaning of 
the Potsdam terms early enough. But whereas Walzer sees the two bombs as too 
many, in fact they were barely adequate for their purpose, if their purpose was the 
surrender of Japan on terms likely to make a lasting peace. Ultimately, the victors 
conceded the emperor, but they demanded the authority to reconstruct Japan. It is 
not at all clear that the War Cabinet would have accepted this deal without the 
shock of the two bombs, and it has been argued that the threat of even more atomic 
bombs helped turn the tide toward a negotiated surrender.  32   

 Leaving Japan in the hands of the same militarists who launched the conquest of 
Asia would indeed have been unwise. Clearly, negotiation should have been tried 
earlier. But were there also other, less unjust, means of coercing the Japanese War 
Cabinet into a suffi ciently complete surrender that would have permitted political 
reconstruction? Would a demonstration detonation have worked? What about a 
protracted naval blockade that prohibited Japan access to any goods other than food 
and medicine necessary for survival? Neither of these looked promising at the time 
(the looming competition with the Soviet Union also colored U.S. estimations of how 
to end the war); but in retrospect both seem to have been worth further exploration. 

 Mill’s third exception, and one pertinent for today’s debates on multilateral 
mediation and peacekeeping,  33   covers a “protracted civil war, in which the 
contending parties are so equally balanced that there is no probability of a speedy 
issue; or if there is, the victorious side cannot hope to keep down the vanquished 
but by severities repugnant to humanity, and injurious to the permanent welfare of 
the country.”  34   Here, Mill argues that some civil wars become so protracted and so 
seemingly irresolvable by local struggle that a common sense of humanity and 
sympathy for the suffering of the noncombatant population calls for an outside 
intervention to halt the fi ghting in order to see if some negotiated solution might 
be achieved under the aegis of foreign arms. Specifi cally, he cites the at least 
partial success of outsiders in calling a halt to and helping settle the Greek rebel-
lion against the Ottoman Empire and the protracted mid-nineteenth-century 
Portuguese civil war. 

 In such circumstances outsiders can call for separation or reconciliation. In 
some cases, two peoples contending a single territory have been forced to separate 
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and partition it. Greece was thus separated from Turkey. In 1830, Belgium was 
separated from Holland following the forceful mediation of two liberal statesmen, 
one British, one French – Palmerston and Guizot.  35   In others, two factions strug-
gling to control and reform a single state, each in order to fulfi ll their own visions, 
have been forced to reconcile and share the territory. 

 Impartial mediation imposed power-sharing reconciliation without separation – 
the “equitable terms of compromise” insisted upon by Mill – on the Portuguese 
factions. This produced two generations of peace among the contesting factions 
under the rules of King Pedro (1853–61) and King Luis (1861–69). H. V. Livermore, 
one of the leading historians of Portugal, described the political scene in the fi rst 
half of the century during the reign of Queen Maria as follows: “There were now 
three main currents of opinion in Portugal: absolutist, moderate and radical. Each 
had its constitutional and institutional preferences: the absolutists stood for no 
written constitution and the traditional  cortes , summoned and not elected; the 
Chartist moderates for an  octroye  charter and a parliament of two houses; the 
Septembrist radicals for the constitution of 1822 and a  cortes  of a single chamber.”  36   
Britain intervened in 1827 with a naval force, but only (Prime Minister Canning 
claimed) for the sake of “nonintervention,” in order to deter a right-wing interven-
tion supported from Spain. 

 The intervention that Mill appears to have had in mind took place in 1846. 
Portuguese politics by then had split between the last two groups of liberals, the 
Chartists and the Septembrists – one “moderate” and pro-monarchical, the other 
“radical” and pro-constitutionalist. In the 1830s, Britain supported Queen Maria 
and her monarchist ministers. When the Septembrist constitutionalists took up 
arms, Palmerston (then foreign secretary) was cross-pressured between his ideo-
logical preference for the constitutionalists and Britain’s established relationship 
with the monarchists. When France and Spain also agitated for intervention (on 
various sides), Palmerston sent Colonel Wylde as a special envoy to exercise what 
Palmerston called “a perspective of force” that involved pressuring them both and 
eventually led to a joint Anglo-Spanish armed force that cornered the recalcitrant 
Septembrists in Oporto. Palmerston required the queen to restore the constitution 
and civil liberties and deal with the constitutionalist rebels indulgently, and the 
rebels to lay down their arms.  37   It looked “ill at the commencement,” Mill 
commented, but “it could be justifi ed by the event . . . a really healing measure.”  38   

 Nonetheless, it would be wrong to credit the 1846 intervention with either so 
much of, or so unequivocal, a benefi t. The intervention may have been necessary, 
but it was far from suffi cient to launch Portugal on a path of genuine peace-
building. The decisive impetus for “healing measures” was less the compromise 
of 1846 than the (unpredictable) reform led by the wise and industrious King 
Pedro, who (a child in 1846) succeeded his mother in 1853. During his short reign 
(he died of cholera in 1861), Pedro helped construct a political center that served 
as the foundation for more extensive administrative reforms and the launching 
pad for an ambitious program of road and rail construction that began the economic 
modernization of the countryside.  39   Still, benefi cent as that outcome was, England 
remained a constant presence, promoting the interests of British merchants in 
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Portugal, bullying the Portuguese overseas when Britain’s trade and colonial 
interests required interference, and, overall, limiting the effective sovereignty of 
Portugal. Better forcible mediations thus seem to require peacebuilding follow-
through, focused on development and sovereignty.  

  Exceptions that disregard 
 While some external considerations thus call for  overriding  nonintervention, there 
are other injustices that justify  disregarding  the prohibition against intervention. 
Sometimes the national self-determination that nonintervention is designed to 
protect is so clearly undermined by the domestic oppression and suffering that the 
principle should simply be disregarded. In these circumstances, the local govern-
ment in effect loses its claim to rule as the representative of a singular national 
authority. The reasons for nonintervention, Mill then claims, should be disre-
garded because they operate in “an opposite way,” “the reasons themselves do not 
exist,” and intervention “does not disturb the balance of forces on which the 
permanent maintenance of freedom in a country depends.”  40   

 Building on Mill’s essay, Walzer now reengages the Millian argument and 
discusses three cases where an intervention serves the underlying purposes that 
nonintervention was designed to uphold.  41   The fi rst is when too many nations 
contest one piece of territory. When an imperial government opposes the indepen-
dence of a subordinate nation or when there are two distinct peoples, one 
attempting to crush the other, then  national  self-determination cannot be a reason 
to shun intervention. What is missing is the “one” nation. Here foreigners can 
intervene to help the liberation of the oppressed people, once that people has 
demonstrated through its own “arduous struggle” that it truly is another nation. In 
such cases Mill adopts the principle of decolonialization, allowing a people to 
form its own state and shape its own destiny. One model of this might be the 
American Revolution against Britain; another in Mill’s time was the 1848–49 
Hungarian rebellion against Austria.  42   In another Hungarian case that Walzer 
considers, Hungary’s 1956 rebellion against the Soviet empire, he warns that 
proportionality considerations also must be taken into account and that they 
rightly deterred effective assistance that might have escalated to World War 
Three.  43   Statespersons have long been hard-pressed to identify reliably when a 
people is truly a people and to recognize consistently what steps are needed to 
prove a nation’s fi tness for independence and justify foreign assistance. The many 
anticolonial movements in Africa and Asia and the secession of East Timor from 
Indonesia and Kosovo from Serbia seem to fi t well into this category, but each 
also illustrates how much considerations of proportionality and necessity enter 
into the judgment of whether the particular secession warrants international 
support. 

 The second instance in which the principle against intervention should be disre-
garded is counter-intervention in a civil war. Generally, a civil war should be left 
to the combatants. When confl icting factions of one people are struggling to defi ne 
what sort of society and government should rule, only  that struggle  should decide 
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the outcomes, not foreigners. But when an external power intervenes on behalf of 
one of the participants in a civil war, then another foreign power can, in Mill’s 
words, “re-dress the balance” – that is, counter-intervene to balance the fi rst inter-
vention. This second intervention serves the purposes of self-determination, 
which the fi rst intervention sought to undermine. Even if, Mill argued, the 
Hungarian rebellion was not clearly a national rebellion against “a foreign yoke,” 
it was certainly the case that Russia should not have intervened to assist Austria in 
its suppression. By doing so, Russia gave others a right to counter-intervene: if 
“Russia gave assistance to the wrong side, England would aid the right.”  44   
Following Mill, Walzer explores the Hungarian case and then extends the discus-
sion into the Vietnam interventions of the 1960s (the Americans and North 
Vietnamese in South Vietnam). Here he bolsters Mill’s conclusions on the impor-
tance of ensuring that foreign intervention or counter-intervention does not over-
whelm the local struggle, the only legitimate determinant of who should govern.  45   

 Third, one can intervene for humanitarian purposes – to halt what appears to be 
a gross violation of the rights to survival of a population. When we see a pattern 
of massacres, the development of a campaign of genocide, the institutionalization 
of slavery – violations that are so horrendous that in the classical phrase repeated 
by Walzer they “shock the moral conscience of mankind” – one has good ground 
to question whether there is any national connection between the population and 
the state that is so brutally oppressing it. In discussing protracted civil wars in 
his “Non-Intervention” essay, Mill has already given “severities repugnant to 
humanity” as closely related humanitarian reasons to forcibly mediate a civil war. 
And humanitarian motives also arise in the next case for intervention, against the 
uncivilized “barbarians.” But, lacking the advantages of a twentieth-century 
perspective, Mill does not directly consider the case of an established, civilized 
government turning to massacre its own subjects or appear to understand how 
barbaric the thoroughly civilized can be. 

 Walzer, adding to Mill, argues that humanitarian intervention is different from 
intervening in a civil war, which also involves much suffering, for here the govern-
ment may be in altogether too much control. But Walzer makes a good case that a 
disregarding logic should apply. Outsiders can intervene, but the intervener should 
have a morally defensible motive and share the purpose of ending the slaughter 
and establishing a self-determining people. Furthermore, interveners should act 
only as a “last resort,” after exploring peaceful resolution. They should then act 
only when it is clear that they will save more lives than the intervention itself will 
almost inevitably wind up costing, and even then with minimum necessary force. 
Humanitarian motives have often been exploited, as Walzer shows they were in 
the U.S. intervention in Cuba in 1898. But even though often abused, those 
motives can apply in a reasonable case. Such was the Indian invasion of East 
Pakistan in 1971, designed in part to save the people of what became Bangladesh 
from the massacre that was being infl icted upon them by their own government (in 
West Pakistan). Despite India’s mixed motives, this was a case of legitimate 
humanitarian intervention.  46   In more recent times, intervention in Rwanda in 1994 
could have been justifi ed in these terms. 
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 Today, Mill’s most controversial case of disregard would be benign colonialism. 
His principles of nonintervention only hold among “civilized” nations. “Uncivilized” 
peoples, among whom Mill dumps most of Africa and Asia, are not fi t for the 
principle of nonintervention.  47   Like “Oude” (now Awadh, in India), which he 
references, they suffer four debilitating infi rmities – despotism, anarchy, amoral 
presentism, and familism – that make them incapable of self-determination. The 
people are imposed upon by a “despot . . . so oppressive and extortionate as to 
devastate the country.” Despotism long endured has produced anarchy character-
ized by “such a state of nerveless imbecility that everyone subject to their will, who 
had not the means of defending himself by his own armed followers, was the prey 
of anybody who had a band of ruffi ans in his pay.”  48   The people as a result deterio-
rate into amoral presentism in which present gratifi cation overwhelms the future 
and no contracts can be relied upon. Moral duties extend no further than the family; 
national or civic identity is altogether absent. 

 No civilized government, Mill adds, can maintain a stable relationship with 
these uncivilized societies. “In the fi rst place, the rules of ordinary morality imply 
reciprocity. But barbarians will not reciprocate.” And, second, these “nations have 
not got beyond the period during which it is likely to be for their benefi t that they 
should be conquered and held in subjection by foreigners.”  49   In these circum-
stances, Mill claims, the best that can happen for the population is a benign colo-
nialism, such as he recommended during the annexation of Awadh in 1857. 
Normal interstate relations cannot be maintained in such an anarchic and lawless 
environment. The most a well-intentioned foreigner owes these peoples is paternal 
care and education. 

 It is important to note that Mill advocates neither exploitation nor racialist 
domination. Indeed, as Mark Tunick has to my mind persuasively argued, the 
imperialism Mill recommends is in many respects “tolerant,” neither totalitarian 
nor racist.  50   Instead, it is grounded in the principles of human dignity that also 
ground his view of just relations among “civilized” states. Signifi cantly, Mill 
applies the same reasoning to once primitive northern Europeans who benefi ted 
from the imperial rule imposed by civilized Romans. Unlike the paternalism of his 
father, James Mill, and other imperial liberals, Mill’s educative imperialism does 
not require conversion to Christianity, nor does it call for the adoption of English 
culture – only the cultivation of the ethos of the rule of law and the material 
sciences that are needed for economic progress. The duties of paternal care, more-
over, are real, precluding oppression and exploitation and requiring care and 
education designed to one day outfi t the colonized people for independent national 
existence. 

 Nonetheless, the argument also rests on what appear to be wildly distorted read-
ings of the history and culture of Africa and Asia. Ancient cultures embodying a 
deep sense of social obligation made nonsense of presentism and familism.  51   But 
anarchy, corruption, and despotic oppression did affl ict many of the peoples in 
these regions. Two current experts, Rudrangshu Mukherjee and T. R. Metcalf, 
agree with Mill’s indictment of the nawabs (rulers) of Awadh, who “abandoned 
the attempt to govern . . . and amused themselves with wine, women and poetry.”  52   
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Sources contemporary to Mill, including the Treaty of 1837, negotiated but never 
ratifi ed between Awadh and Britain, warned that if “gross and systematic oppres-
sion, anarchy and misrule” continued, the nawab’s land would be seized.  53   

 More signifi cantly, while Mill’s treatment does convey Britain’s responsibility 
for some of the misrule and consequent responsibility (in Mill’s judgment) to 
redress it, Mill does not seem able to parcel out the responsibilities of the shared 
causation he does acknowledge, including the responsibility not to contribute to 
the weakening that later justifi es imperial rule.  54   Awadh’s condition was very 
much a product of the irresponsible dependent condition to which the nawabs had 
been reduced by the Treaty of 1801. That treaty established the British protec-
torate, for which Awadh paid a heavy subsidy to the East India Company and 
guaranteed unfettered access for British merchants to Awadh’s markets. The 
nawabs soon found themselves without local authority (usurped by the British 
resident ambassador), incapable of fostering native industry, and responsible for 
seventy-six lacs of rupees ($3.8 million in 1856 dollars) in annual tribute to 
Britain. If Awadh’s misrule was partly occasioned by the harms infl icted by 
British rule, Britain may have had the obligation to correct it that Mill notes, but 
it also had an obligation not to (partly) cause it in the fi rst place and use the 
misrule as a justifi cation for annexation.  55   

 Mill thus admits that the anarchy of Awadh was partly “morally accountable” 
to British rule, and that this was known to be the case “by men who knew it 
well.”  56   But what he does not mention is that  he  was the responsible offi cial under 
the Court of Directors of the East India Company charged with the oversight of 
the company’s relations with the Indian princely states including Awadh. Indeed, 
Awadh was his fi rst (beginning in 1828) and continuing assignment in the London 
headquarters of the East India Company.  57   

 Shorn of its cultural “Orientalism,” Mill’s argument for trusteeship addresses 
one serious gap in strategies of humanitarian assistance: the devastations that 
cannot be readily redressed by a quick in-and-out intervention designed to liberate 
an oppressed people from the clutches of foreign oppression or a domestic geno-
cide.  58   Nonetheless, interveners have a special obligation to consider how one can 
prevent benign trusteeship from becoming malign imperialism, particularly when 
one recalls the fl owery words and humanitarian intentions that accompanied the 
conquests of Asia and Africa. Just how far are the humanitarian Anti-Slavery 
Campaign and the Aborigine Rights Protection Society from the exploitation of 
King Leopold’s Congo and Joseph Conrad’s  Heart of Darkness ?  

  Conclusion 
 John Stuart Mill sketched a powerful moral geography of when and when not to 
intervene, advancing seven circumstances that would favor overriding or disre-
garding nonintervention. Michael Walzer limited the circumstances to three, 
which he deepened and developed. Their arguments for ethical intervention are 
ones that no international moralist who subscribes to principles of benefi cence, 
self-determination, and national security can neglect. 
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 Compared to Walzer, who supports intervention in very limited circumstances, 
Mill makes a reasonable case that nonintervention should be overridden both to 
prevent the recurrence of aggressive war and to end protracted civil wars. 
Moreover, from a twenty-fi rst-century perspective, we can add that the interde-
pendencies of globalization seem to make these two reasons even more persuasive 
than they were in the nineteenth century, if only because we both see and 
experience the effects of ever more lethal wars. But the more extensive list of 
examples Mill invokes reveals more complexity than he recounts, and in each 
case that complexity argues against the interventionist conclusions he reaches. 
Internationalized civil wars tend to display less ideological consistency than 
would justify ideological solidarity. Reconstructive occupations raise material 
and moral costs that may not be worth incurring for a marginal gain in long-run 
security. Successful coercive mediation in protracted civil wars depends both on 
the local balance of forces and well-designed peace-building operations. National 
liberations, counter-interventions, and humanitarian interventions also raise prob-
lems and require clearer doctrines than we now have. The case for imperial annex-
ation is made problematic because local anarchy is rooted in ills infl icted as much 
by previous informal interference as by local “barbarism.” 

 In short, interventionist arguments should go beyond the three paradigmatic 
cases Walzer explores in  Just and Unjust Wars . But while they can draw on Mill’s 
“Non-Intervention,” they need to offer a more convincing set of criteria for when 
such interventions are likely to do more good than harm.   
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                 10 After  the freedom agenda    

     The promotion of democracy has fallen on hard times. The fi asco of George W. 
Bush’s invasion of Iraq gave democracy promotion, the invasion’s last and most 
desperate justifi cation, a bad name. Fueling the retreat from such projects is pessi-
mism about the worldwide prospects for democratization. Democracy itself seems 
to be in retreat after the “third wave” that brought a tide of democracies to Eastern 
Europe, Africa, and Latin America in the 1990s. Pointing to the failure of the new 
democracies to deliver material welfare and to the rise of autocratic China, the 
deepening authoritarianism in Russia, and the successful defi ance of theocratic 
Iran, pundits now proclaim an age of authoritarian advantage. But recent studies 
suggest that the pessimism is overdone, and democracy is still worthy of prudent 
and principled promotion. 

 In  The Freedom Agenda , James Traub, a journalist for the  New York Times 
Magazine , sets out to rescue U.S. democracy promotion from the choke hold of the 
Bush administration. He begins his lively account with Bush’s remarkable second 
inaugural address in January 2005, when the president declared, “The survival of 
liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in other lands.” 
Using classic doctrinal prose, the president proclaimed, “So it is the policy of the 
United States to seek and support the growth of democratic movements and insti-
tutions in every nation and culture, with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in 
our world.” The words “democracy,” “freedom,” “liberty,” and “tyranny” appear 
forty-seven times in the short address. 

 Barack Obama set a very different tone in his inaugural this past January. He 
stood before his fellow citizens and said he was “humbled by the task before us” 
with “an economy badly weakened,” seeking “a new way forward” that includes 
an offer to “extend a hand” if those who rule through corruption and the silencing 
of dissent will but “unclench their fi st.” “Democracy,” “freedom,” “liberty,” and 
“tyranny” appear only fi ve times in the address. Most strikingly, he ended his 
address not with global transformation but with an evocation of the spirit of local 
resistance, recalling the winter patriots of George Washington’s bedraggled army 
of insurgents, driven from their new capital by a mighty imperial army, hungry 
and chilled in the fi elds of Valley Forge. 

 Obama’s foreign policy truly seemed to push the “reset” button, and not just in 
relations with Russia. Indeed, given the record of the previous eight years it was 
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easy to be ABB (anything but Bush). But what would Obama be for? During 
Hillary Clinton’s nomination hearing as secretary of state, she said “We need to 
focus on the three Ds: defense, diplomacy, and development.” Where, the pundits 
asked, was the fourth D, democracy? 

 A more careful reading of Obama’s campaign statements and Vice President 
Joseph Biden’s important speech at the Munich Security Policy conference 
in February offers an answer. “Freedom on the march” was over, would-be 
candidate Obama explained in an unmistakable reference in  Foreign Affairs  
(July/August 2007), because it had become associated with “war, torture, and 
forcibly imposed regime change.” Democracy promotion for Obama had to be 
part of a package that allowed citizens to “choose their leaders in climates free of 
fear,” with “accountable institutions that deliver services and opportunity: strong 
legislatures, independent judiciaries, honest police forces, free presses, vibrant 
civil societies . . . freedom from want.” To avoid “disease, terrorism and confl ict,” 
we “need to invest in building capable democratic states that can establish 
healthy and educated communities, develop markets and generate wealth.” And 
for this holistic strategy of democracy promotion he was prepared to pledge 
$50 billion by 2012. 

 In February 2009, Biden gently revised Clinton and reaffi rmed this strategic 
package in Munich:

  Defense and diplomacy are necessary. But quite frankly, ladies and gentlemen, 
they are not suffi cient. We also need to wield development and democracy, 
two of the most powerful weapons in our collective arsenals. Poor societies 
and dysfunctional states . . . can become breeding grounds for extremism, 
confl ict, and disease. Nondemocratic nations frustrate the rightful aspirations 
of their citizens and fuel resentment.   

 In the fi rst test case of the new approach, the administration announced on 
March 28, 2009, a strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan best described as a 
mélange: “The following steps must be done in concert to produce the desired end 
state: the removal of al-Qaeda’s sanctuary, effective and democratic government 
control for Pakistan, and a self-reliant Afghanistan that will enable the withdrawal 
of combat forces while sustaining our commitment to political and economic 
development.” Keep al Qaeda out, make Pakistan democratic, and help Afghanistan 
become self-reliant and politically and economically developed (not necessarily 
democratic), without trying to “dictate its future.” 

 Is this because, unlike Afghanistan, Pakistan has the economic preconditions 
for democracy? Dispelling this conventional wisdom, Traub nicely tells the story 
of desperately poor Mali, whose culture welcomes popular deliberation, despite 
its lack of economic development that would sustain schools or a press that would 
sustain a developed democracy. Or is it because the administration thinks any 
self-reliant Afghanistan can reliably promise to keep out al Qaeda? Here one 
should recall that before September 11, 2001, the Taliban theocrats, with remark-
able self-reliance, endured comprehensive, multilateral, international sanctions 
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and yet harbored al Qaeda. Then, after 9/11, its leaders promised to prosecute al 
Qaeda. Should we have believed them? 

 Or is it that President Hamid Karzai is widely believed to be popular and yet 
ineffective and tolerant of corruption? Does the administration have in mind a 
better ruler who could not win the upcoming elections but who would be a more 
reliable guardian against al Qaeda than someone who could be elected? 

 Lest today’s Afghanistan-Pakistan policy seem an accident of strategic incoher-
ence, we can refer to Traub’s account of how confl icted and yet central the promo-
tion of democracy has been in the history of U.S. foreign policy. A telling chapter 
on the occupation of the Philippines shows how U.S. colonialism carried with it a 
promise of democratic self-determination, repeatedly compromised in practice to 
satisfy security and commercial concerns for stable and accommodating rule by 
local elites. This pattern continued in U.S. foreign policy. Republicans tended to 
favor commercial interests; Democrats, ideology. But the compromises with 
security were a constant. We can supplement Traub’s account with the Cold War 
maxim of John F. Kennedy’s administration. Kennedy promoted the democratic 
Alliance for Progress, but the president also acknowledged that there were choices 
between principles and interests in our policy toward the Dominican Republic: 
“There are three possibilities in descending order of preference: a decent demo-
cratic regime, a continuation of the Trujillo [dictatorship by his followers], or a 
Castro regime. We ought to aim at the fi rst, but we cannot really renounce the 
second until we are sure we can avoid the third.” 

 Ronald Reagan relit the fi res of democratic rhetoric in his famous speech before 
the British Parliament in 1982 but also found it diffi cult to disengage from the friendly 
dictators with whom the United States was allied against communist or left forces. 

 Democracy promotion was less confl icted for the Clinton administration, 
which, benefi ting from George H.W. Bush’s dismantling of the Cold War, could 
welcome a democratic spring across Eastern Europe, Latin America, and Africa. 
With the public seeking a “peace dividend” and a government focused on the 
economy, the administration fl oundered in the former Yugoslavia, and democracy 
promotion received little concerted action beyond support for the National 
Endowment for Democracy and its two institutes, the National Democratic 
Institute and the International Republican Institute. 

 George W. Bush started out with a policy against nation building that resonated 
with old-fashioned nationalism and isolationism. The terrorist attacks of 9/11 turned 
him into a world revolutionary, a Trotsky of the Right, trumpeting a global civil war 
against authoritarianism. His practice, however, fell far short of his rhetoric. He 
applauded democracy but, as Traub shows, made very few hard choices in its favor, 
backing down from early efforts to push democracy in Egypt after Hamas won the 
elections in Palestine. He also made little actual investment in democracy in very 
poor countries, such as Mali, that were attempting a transition to democracy.     

 The combination of Bush’s purple rhetoric and Baghdad’s political reality 
tarnished democracy promotion, but they were not the only reasons for moving 
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away from it. Another reason lay in the world trends I have already noted. Thomas 
Carothers, one of the few expert scholar-practitioners of democracy promotion, 
recently published a thoughtful essay urging us not to overestimate those trends 
and to step back from democratic pessimism and belief in authoritarian 
resurgence. 

 Democratic pessimism fl ows from the sense that the new democracies of the 
1990s were especially fragile. Voters have since turned against elected regimes 
that failed to deliver material progress, toward ethnic and religious rather than 
civic parties. Authoritarian resurgence shows up in the attraction of the Chinese 
model of growth and the new assertiveness of China, Russia, North Korea, 
and Iran. 

 In a survey of the status of democracy in Africa, Latin America, Asia, and 
Eastern Europe, Carothers demonstrates that the only signifi cant change is the 
authoritarian trend in Russia. Elsewhere, democracy is advancing as much as it is 
retreating. Banglades and Thailand may have had coups, but they are being 
reversed, and Indonesia, the world’s most populous Muslim country, has made 
notable advances over the past decade toward elected constitutional rule. Since 
2000, the number of free countries in Freedom House’s measurement “has risen 
from 86 to 89 and [the number of] partly free from 58 to 62, while the number of 
not-free countries has diminished from 48 to 42.” 

 Even today – even post-Bush – Larry Diamond, another democracy expert, 
fi nds that 80 percent of the public in every region of the world say in polls that 
democracy is the best political system. The instability of the new democracies 
is real, but far from being unusual, it is typical of new democracies almost every-
where in the past. And Russia’s and China’s authoritarian-promotion policy 
has not extended effectively beyond their immediate neighborhoods. Even there, 
Ukraine and Georgia survive, as do democratic South Korea, Mongolia, and 
Taiwan. 

 In short, neither Bush nor democratic pessimism nor authoritarian resurgence is 
a good reason to abandon the promotion of democracy. But what are the reasons 
in favor of the project? 

 Traub, despite the promise of his subtitle, says little about why the United States 
(or any other democratic people)  should  try to promote democracy. His key argu-
ment appears to be existential. How can the American people tell another people 
that says it wants democracy to wait until the country is richer or more ethnically 
or religiously homogeneous? This is telling, but he also could have added practical 
and instrumental reasons. Among them are that democratic institutions:

   •   promote peace and mutual respect among democratic peoples. For two centu-
ries, democracies committed to the ideal of individual liberty and endowed 
with well-established constitutional governments have tended to maintain, 
and likely will continue to maintain, a reliable peace with each other. This 
legacy of liberal peace helps account for the success of the NATO alliance in 
the Cold War and the end of the Cold War itself, as the USSR/Russia under 
Mikhail Gorbachev and Boris Yeltsin temporarily liberalized. It is statistically 
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signifi cant from the perspective of social science and strategically well worth 
protecting and fostering;  

  •   enhance human rights, produce higher levels of political participation, and 
decrease state repression;  

  •   serve to protect the mass of the population from state indifference during a 
natural disaster, thus reducing the danger of large-scale famine;  

  •   tend to foster economic growth. Although there is no appreciable direct 
effect, democracy not only does not harm growth (as some have charged) but 
has robust, positive indirect effects by increasing human capital, lowering 
infl ation, reducing political instability, and enlarging economic freedom – all 
of which are positively associated with economic growth;  

  •   and reduce economic inequality. Although autocrats sometimes buy popular 
support with economic well-being, and authoritarian socialists sometimes 
defend economic equality, expanding the democratic franchise tends, over-
all, to reduce inequality as politicians respond to the majority’s demand for 
greater welfare.    

 Being a democracy, however, is no cure-all. The very international respect for 
individual rights and the shared commercial interests that establish grounds for 
peace among liberal democracies establish grounds for additional confl ict between 
liberal and illiberal societies – as in U.S.–Russian and U.S.–Chinese relations 
today. Liberal internationalism is no simple recipe for peace; it needs constant, 
prudent vigilance to avoid crusades and misguided interventions. Liberal Britain, 
France, and the United States have been among the most expansionist empires, 
sometimes producing order and progress and at other times fostering chaos, oppres-
sion, and war. The “liberation” of Iraq is only the latest in these costly adventures. 
We still need improvements in the overall governance of world politics. 

 Nor is becoming a democracy a cure-all. Globally, comprehensively and on 
average, every step toward greater democracy within countries reduces the 
chances of war. That is the good news. But the good news needs to be qualifi ed: 
where the rule of law and public institutions are weak and where society is 
fractionated along ethnic, religious, and regional lines, politicians can be tempted 
to use violence to achieve and hold offi ce. 
  
  
 Democracy is thus a vital source of transformation with enormous upside and 
some downside potential. The question remains: how to foster the fi rst and avoid 
the second? Let us begin with what we need to avoid and conclude with what we 
can reasonably expect to do to promote sustainable democratization. 

 We need to avoid a repeat of the Bush administration’s “forced democratiza-
tion.” After Iraq, it is unlikely to be repeated soon, but the ethical and practical 
lessons still need to be absorbed. Self-government should mean authentic “self ” 
government, not laws and regulations imposed by foreigners, however well-
meaning. And, practically, forcing democracy tends not to work. Democracy is 
not only government “for” and “of,” it is also government “by” the people. Unless 
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the people see themselves as a people and are prepared to pay taxes, defend their 
borders, and abide by majority rule, democracy is not sustainable. When even 
well-meaning foreigners seek to liberate a country whose people haven’t been 
able to liberate themselves, they fall into one of three traps. The newly designated 
forces of freedom fi nd that they cannot rule, and, as in Iraq, a civil war follows the 
liberating invasion. Or, second, the new freedom faction fi nds that it can stay in 
power only with ongoing foreign support. So, rather than a free nation, it becomes 
a cog in an imperial machine. Or, third, the freedom faction learns that to stay in 
power it must govern as the previous dictators did, by force. The liberating 
invaders are thus responsible not only for the costs in lives and money of the inva-
sion but for an invasion that has literally done no good – produced a civil war, a 
colony, or one more tyranny with a new ideological label attached. 

 We should also avoid attempts to replace the United Nations with leagues of 
democracies. Few if any of the world’s major challenges can be met by dividing 
democratic sheep from non-democratic goats. Effective trade negotiations and 
effective arms control need to include all the world’s major producers that are 
prepared to abide by agreed-upon rules, whether they are democratic or not. 
Meeting the challenge of climate change will also require the cooperation not just 
of the established democratic powers of Europe, Japan, and the United States, but 
also of China and Russia and democratizing (or not) states in Africa, Asia, and 
Latin America. Indeed, the very hope of a peacefully democratizing world rests on 
persuading patriotic autocrats, in nondemocracies that their countries will be 
better off if they transfer authority to their peoples. Shunning a potential Gorbachev 
or a new De Klerk is not the best way to win their confi dence. 
  
  
 Democratic transformation is best fostered peacefully. It spreads by good example, 
by incentives and assistance. Promoting democracy is best done indirectly through 
trade, investment, and foreign aid. These three can help diversify societies, and 
diversifi ed, growing societies tend, over the long run, to demand responsive 
goverance. Among the most powerful weapons in the arsenal of international 
democratic transformation – think of them as the shock troops of democratization 
– are students, tourists, and business investors. They build bridges to friends and 
associates overseas. They send a message of solidarity and opportunity to subjects 
who are prepared to take the risks of becoming active citizens. Assisting the 
formation of civil society organizations that crosscut ethnic, regional, and other 
divides helps produce stable and productive democracies. Building the institu-
tions of the rule of law, a free press, and education also contributes, indirectly, to 
democratic transformation. As Carothers has pointed out in another publication, 
bilateral assistance can play a valuable role if it is carefully planned with local 
actors in the lead. And the informal “Community of Democracies” usefully serves 
as a kind of “trade” association, encouraging coordination and democracy promo-
tion, without undermining multilateral institutions. 

 Multilateral assistance is particularly useful because it frees the recipient orga-
nization from the taint of foreign control. The recently established UN Democracy 
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Fund has an especially signifi cant role in this endeavor. Authorized at the 2005 
World Summit in a unanimous General Assembly resolution, it distributes about 
twenty to thirty million dollars per year, predominantly to civil society organiza-
tions that apply for a grant to promote measures such as voter education and mobi-
lization. Directed by a small staff of UN offi cials, it is overseen by a board 
composed of the seven leading state donors, six other states representing the rest 
of the UN membership, two civil society organizations, and a few individuals 
appointed personally by the secretary-general.  *   

 Carothers shows that we need not be pessimistic, but we do need to be patient. 
By chronicling the fate of the freedom agenda and its precursors, Traub suggests 
that peaceful strategies offer the best chance for expanding the zone of peace 
among fellow democracies and reaping the internal and external benefi ts of 
democratization.   

   Note 
   *   See the UNDEF Web site at  www.un.org/democracy-fund/index.htm . Disclosure: I am 

currently one of the secretary-general’s individual representatives and chair of the board 
of UNDEF. These comments do not necessarily refl ect the views of UNDEF, its donors, 
or the UN.       

http://www.un.org/democracy-fund/index.htm


                 Conclusions and reconsiderations   

     In this collection of essays, I have portrayed liberalism as a family portrait of 
principles and institutions, recognizable by certain characteristics – for example, 
individual freedom, political participation, private property, and equality of 
opportunity. Liberal-democratic states share them, though to different degrees. In 
relation to this, political theorists identify liberalism with an essential principle – 
the importance of the freedom of the individual. Above all, this is a belief in the 
importance of moral freedom, of the right to be treated and a duty to treat others 
as ethical subjects, and not as objects or means only. 

 This ideal version of liberalism is thus marked by a shared commitment to 
four essential institutions. First, citizens possess juridical equality and other 
fundamental civic rights such as freedom of religion and the press. Second, the 
effective sovereigns of the state are representative legislatures deriving their 
authority from the consent of the electorate and exercising their representative 
authority free from all restraint apart from the requirement that basic civic rights 
be preserved. Most pertinently for the impact of liberalism on foreign affairs, the 
state is subject to neither the external authority of other states nor to the internal 
authority of special prerogatives held, for example, by monarchs or military 
bureaucracies over foreign policy. Third, the economy rests on a recognition of 
the rights of private property, including the ownership of means of production. 
Property is justifi ed by individual acquisition (for example, by labor) or by social 
agreement or social utility. This excludes communism or state socialism, but it 
need not exclude market socialism or various forms of the mixed economy. 
Fourth, economic decisions are predominantly shaped by the forces of supply and 
demand, domestically and internationally, and are free from strict control by 
bureaucracies. 

 Liberal internationalism consists, at its most fundamental level, in the attempt 
to promote these principles and institutions across national borders and apply 
variations thereof to relations among states. The realists from Thucydides onward 
described an international state of war that could be mitigated, but not overcome, 
short of a world Leviathan. The liberals, with important variations epitomized by 
Lockean Institutionalism, Smithian Commercialism and Kantian Internationalism, 
broke with this skeptical tradition and announced the possibility of a state of peace 
among independent states.  1   
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 In this collection, I have concentrated on an explanation of the separate peace 
among liberal republics, based on Kant’s essay “Perpetual Peace” (1795/1991).  2   
As argued in the previous selections, Kant’s hypothetical peace treaty presented 
in “Perpetual Peace” shows how liberal republics lead to a separate peace, a 
dichotomous international politics: peaceful relations – a “pacifi c union” among 
similarly liberal states – and a “state of war” between liberals and nonliberals.  3   

 In this conclusion, I revisit two key issues of the separate liberal peace now 
much contested. First, an interpretive question: did Kant envision a separate peace 
among republics or a general peace, open to all states such that Kant’s pacifi c 
federation, the  foedus pacifi cum , is intended to include all states and not just 
republics. In defending the separate peace thesis, I will then comment on Kant’s 
vision of how relations between republics and non-republics would and should be 
governed. Second, an analytic question: how can liberal republics be both peaceful 
and non-peaceful? Critics of the separate peace proposition question whether the 
peace is signifi cant or could be explained by other factors, such as bipolarity and 
the related strategic alliance among western democracies in the Cold War period. 
So, how can the same republican institutions, liberal principles and transnational 
(including commercial) interests that shape inter-liberal peace be compatible with 
the record of extra-liberal war?  

  Kant’s separate peace 
 The interpretation I have presented is simple and straightforward. Kant’s hypo-
thetical treaty of perpetual peace is best understood in modern terms as an argu-
ment for the three necessary and suffi cient conditions of an inter-liberal peace. 

 First, republican, that is constitutional, representative governments (Kant 
requires that they be established in his First Defi nitive Article of “Perpetual 
Peace”) tame the aggressive interests of absolutist monarchies and ingrain the 
habit of respect for individual rights. Yet these domestic republican restraints do 
not end war. If they did, liberal states would not be warlike, which is far from the 
case. They merely introduce republican caution, Kant’s “hesitation,” in place of 
monarchical caprice. Liberal states only fi ght for popular purposes, since they 
need to be constantly concerned about domestic support for the war effort. Modern 
democratic liberalism does not need to assume either that public opinion rules 
foreign policy or that the entire governmental elite are liberal. It can assume that 
the elite typically manage public affairs but that potentially nonliberal members of 
the elite have reason to doubt that illiberal policies would be electorally sustained 
and endorsed by the majority of the democratic public. 

 Second, in order to see how the pacifi c union removes the occasion of wars among 
liberal states but not wars between liberal and nonliberal states, we need to shift our 
attention from constitutional law to international law, Kant’s second article of peace, 
the pacifi c alliance. Complementing the constitutional guarantee of caution, inter-
national law adds a second source – a pledge of peaceful respect. As republics 
emerge (the fi rst source) and as culture progresses, an understanding of the legiti-
mate rights of all citizens and of all republics comes into play; and this, now that 
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caution characterizes policy, sets up the moral foundations for the liberal peace. 
Correspondingly, international law highlights the importance of Kantian publicity. 
Domestically, publicity helps ensure that the offi cials of republics act according to 
the principles they profess to hold just and according to the interests of the citizens 
they claim to represent. Internationally, free speech and the effective communica-
tion of accurate conceptions of the political life of foreign peoples are essential to 
establish and preserve the understanding on which the guarantee of respect depends. 

 The key to reliable peace is that even though all ethical statesmen and liberal 
republics should reject imperialism, they cannot assume reciprocal peace with all 
other states. Instead, they understand that states subject to international anarchy 
are potentially aggressive. Only republics tend to be consensual, constrained, and 
therefore presumed capable by other republics of reliable mutual accommodation. 
The experience of cooperation helps engender further cooperative behavior when 
the consequences of state policy are unclear but (potentially) mutually benefi cial. 

 Third and lastly, cosmopolitan law adds material and moral incentives to moral 
commitments and mutual trust. The cosmopolitan right to hospitality (discussed in 
Kant’s Third Defi nitive Article of “Perpetual Peace”) opens the possibility for the 
“spirit of commerce” sooner or later to take hold of every nation, thus creating 
incentives for states to promote peace and to try to avert war. Modern liberal 
economic theory holds that under a cooperative international division of labor and 
free trade according to comparative advantage, each economy is better off than it 
would have been under autarky. Each participant thus acquires an incentive to 
solve disputes peacefully and generally avoid policies that would lead the other to 
break mutually advantageous economic ties. A further cosmopolitan source of 
liberal peace is that the international market removes diffi cult decisions of produc-
tion and distribution from the direct sphere of state policy. A foreign state thus 
does not appear directly responsible for these outcomes; states can stand aside 
from, and to some degree above, these contentious market rivalries and be ready 
to step in to resolve crises. The interdependence of commerce and the international 
contacts of citizens and state offi cials help educate one citizenry about the values 
and interests of other peoples and help create crosscutting transnational ties that 
serve as lobbies for mutual accommodation. Recent liberal scholarship on inter-

national relations has largely confi rmed these hypotheses, suggesting that inter-
national fi nanciers and transnational and transgovernmental organizations create 
crosscutting ties and interests in favor of accommodation. The variety of ties 
among liberal states across different issue-areas also ensures that no single confl ict 
sours an entire relationship by setting off a spiral of reciprocated retaliation. 

 The most considerable challenge to the interpretation above argues that Kant 
intended “Perpetual Peace” to be equivalently, or homogeneously, available to all 
states at any time.  4   There is evidence to support the homogeneous thesis in Kant’s 
work, but it is less compelling than the evidence supporting the separate, or 
heterogeneous, thesis I advanced. There is no question but that Kant hoped that 
some day the peace would be extended to all peoples, but that would occur when 
all states will have accepted the First Defi nitive Article, that is, become republics. 
The debate is over what happens before then. 
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 Cavallar and MacMillan correctly note that Kant did not state in the 
Second Defi nitive Article of “Perpetual Peace” that the  foedus pacifi cum  had to be 
limited to other republics. It was instead a “federal association among other states” 
( PP : 104). without specifying fellow republics. Kant does say in the previous 
phrase that this pacifi c league is practicable when “by good fortune one powerful 
and enlightened nation can form a republic (which is by its nature inclined to seek 
perpetual peace) this will provide a focal point for federal association.”  5   But 
further progressive widening of the association is not here explicitly limited 
to republics. 

 Moreover, in the “Contest of the Faculties,” Kant makes two important points 
in this connection. First, we should not assume that any instance of elected institu-
tions constitutes an authentic republic. Kant excoriates the British constitution of 
his time as an absolutism made absolute by the manipulation the monarch exer-
cises over the parliament “by bribery.” ( CF : 187). Few of Britain’s eighteenth-
century parliamentary constituencies – “rotten” and “pocket” boroughs – would 
have met Kant’s own (very restrictive, see below) ideas for citizen representation. 
Added to that, the practice of bribery made eighteenth-century British politics 
absolute, subject to monarchical whim and interest, not a limited republican 
government refl ecting the true interests of the citizens. 

 His second point is that not all monarchies need be corrupt or bellicose. Because 
of the dangers of “furious struggles,” striving toward a “constitution which would 
be incapable of bellicosity, i.e., a republican one” should be an evolution, not a 
revolution. So, in order to foster evolutionary rather than revolutionary change, 
Kant argues that in addition to respecting republics in “form” (i.e., representative, 
constitutional republics) we should respect republics in “mode.” These latter are 
monarchies in which the monarch is “acting by analogy with the laws which a 
people would give itself in conformity with universal principles of right” ( CF : 
184). The challenge here is reliably identifying these special monarchies capable 
of reliably mirroring republican constitutionalism, given all the uncertainties and 
insecurities of international politics and particularly given Kant’s estimation 
of the typical political behavior of monarchies (quoted below). Thus both 
these points qualify republicanism as a simple institutional criterion, but they also 
reaffi rm its signifi cance as a political behavioral requirement. 

 In this connection, Kant dismisses in “Perpetual Peace” ( PP : 102, fn*) the poet 
Alexander Pope’s old saw, “For forms of government let fools contest: Whate’er 
is best administered is best,” by highlighting the special importance of constitu-
tional stability and its absence in hereditary monarchies, where a wise Titus or 
Marcus Aurelius could be succeeded by a vicious Domitian or Commodus. And 
this is especially important because the peace treaty he wants states to sign is 
designed to be permanent. 

 In the “Metaphysics of Morals,” Kant returns to the  foedus pacifi cum  theme in 
his discussion of international rights. After stating that a true “state of peace” that 
secures all international rights and property requires a world union of states 
(a single global state) and further arguing that such a universal state would be 
impossible to govern, he then explores progressive “approaches” that, short of 
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global government, are feasible. In this connection he cites the “permanent 
congress of states . . .” open “to all neighbouring states” – again without speci-
fying republics. He then offers two examples of such congresses. One is the diplo-
matic gatherings attached to the Dutch States-General in the fi rst half of the 
eighteenth century that mediated some European disputes. Kant’s own skeptical 
rhetoric concerning the prospects of this diplomatic approach was well-refl ected 
in its actual practice. This congress system soon collapsed and lost what (little – it 
hardly preserved a European peace in this warlike era) effectiveness it had. A 
better example for him is the American states, “based on a political constitution 
and . . . therefore indissoluble.” Unfortunately, Kant doesn’t tell us what about the 
American political constitution made it indissoluble (an issue not settled in the US 
until the Civil War). Clearly, something more than the legal formalism that proved 
so weak for the Dutch congresses was needed. Presumably, something less than 
the intrusive governing federal role in which the federal and state governments 
have complementary and joint jurisdiction is suggested. This would have been too 
state-like for Kant.  6   Unfortunately, Kant doesn’t say. 

 But when he concludes the section of International Right he seems to me to 
present in its most moving, insightful, and eloquent evocation the project of 
perpetual peace. Reaffi rming the moral predicate “there shall be no war” and 
acknowledging that complete perpetual peace may be impossible (clearly, not yet 
possible), he calls upon us all to begin to act as if it is by “establishing that consti-
tution which seems most suitable for this purpose (perhaps that of republicanism 
in all states, individually and collectively)” ( MM : 174).  7   

 Let me now turn to the evidence that supports Kant’s “perhaps” – his practical 
hope for peaceful republicanism, both within individual republics “and” collec-
tively among them. 

 First, look at the whole. “Perpetual Peace” is a hypothetical treaty. It includes 
preliminary articles and “defi nitive articles.” The latter are needed to “formally 
institute” a state of peace and take states out of state of enmity. The “First 
Defi nitive Article of a Perpetual Peace: The Civil Constitution of Every State 
Shall Be Republican” ( PP , p. 99) is seemingly thus defi nitive. In a formal sense, 
the “states” he refers to later in the treaty have already “signed” the fi rst article. In 
the Kantian framework, it makes no more sense to forget the fi rst article than to 
forget the second or third, to assume that states do not need to respect and acknowl-
edge their commitment to each other to maintain peace with each other and to 
protect the rights of universal hospitality they have offered to all mankind. 

 Second and more signifi cantly, we should examine what interstate relations are 
like before peace has been instituted by the three defi nitive articles. Kant, like 
Hobbes, begins with the “state of nature,” which is a “state of war.” “States,” he 
bluntly says, “like lawless savages, exist in a condition devoid of right . . . this 
condition is one of war . . .”  8   International law constitutes no guarantee of justice 
or safety in these circumstances. States therefore have the right to make war ( jus 
ad bellum ) in this condition when they are injured (and legal proceedings do not 
provide satisfaction). But they also may make war when (1) they “believe” they 
are injured (and legal proceedings fail to satisfy the grievance) or (2) when the 



Conclusions and reconsiderations  211

state experiences a “threat” as another state makes preparations for war or 
(3) when another state achieves an alarming increase in power.  9   From this last 
consideration follows the right to maintain a balance of power. 

 These are the  rightful  uses of force in the inter-state state of war. In addition, 
actual states regularly engage in  wrongful  aggressive imperialist uses of force 
when they seize territory or property or when they presume to punish other states 
as if there were a lawful international order that they alone can adjudicate. On 
top of that, rightful and wrongful are themselves problematic categories in the 
state of war. 

 How then can states institutionalize peace? They cannot establish a world state, 
Kant avers, even though statehood is the means by which domestic peace is insti-
tuted and a federal “world republic” may be the only ultimate guarantor of stable 
world peace ( PP , 105).  10   Instead, we are left with a “negative substitute,” the best 
we can now get. For it to work there must be internal reasons for independent 
states to autonomously institute peace in a way that can be reliably communicated 
to other states. Lacking international enforcement, the peace must be self-
enforcing. This is what republicanism provides. The fundamental reason is this:

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

 ( PP , p. 100)  

 A  foedus pacifi cum  among such monarchs or between republics and monarchs is 
simply unreliable, not one a responsible republic would regard as having institu-
tionalized an expectation of peace. The common ethical duty that all have to treat 
other individuals as ends can be realized internationally among republics, because 
citizens voice their duties and interests through representation. Republics are not 
easy to identify and attention must be paid to their reality, not just to superfi cial 
(e.g., eighteenth-century British) resemblances. And some monarchs may success-
fully mimic republican principles so accurately that they are reliable partners in a 
peace. But it will be hard to identify them reliably. As a rule, monarchs cannot 
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reliably be assumed to refl ect the will of the citizens of a republic. Hence a 
separate, heterogeneous peace.  

  Kant’s foreign relations with non-republics 
 What then are the duties that republics have to non-republics? Here Kant departs 
from Hobbes. The state of war does entail limited rights. The rights of peace 
include neutrality, rights to guarantees, and defensive alliances. During war all 
means of confl ict ( jus in bello ) are allowed except those that render one’s own 
citizens “unfi t to be citizens” of a possible eventual peace based on international 
law. Thus spies, assassins, poisoners, sharpshooters, and propaganda are all 
banned. So, too, are war aims ( jus ad bellum ) that involve punishment, permanent 
conquest, subjugation, or extermination. Just wars are defensive in nature. No 
peace should constitute a violation of the fundamental rights of the citizens of a 
conquered state.  11   Conquest for the sake or reforming an unjust enemy state – an 
aggressive state that repudiates lawful behavior – is permitted, enabling it “to 
accept a new constitution of a nature that is unlikely to encourage their warlike 
inclination.”  12   But that does not mean that states should be coerced into joining the 
peaceful league. Members of the pacifi c union can “demand” that other states join 
(implicitly, become republican too) but that demand should be read as “try to 
persuade,” not force.  13   

 The state of war requires decisions on the basis of right, but it does not allow 
for security or welfare. For Kant, the will to subjugate is always present and the 
production of armaments for defense (“which often makes peace more oppressive 
and destructive of internal welfare than war itself”) can never be relaxed. Only a 
true “state of international right” (the three defi nitive articles) can establish peace. 
That does not mean that states are always at war. Thus, for example, the US and 
the USSR were peaceful in their Cold War relations, experiencing very few direct 
casualties. And Venezuela and Argentina have never fought a war against each 
other; nor have Iceland and Indonesia. But nuclear deterrence goes a long way to 
account for the Cold War “peace,” and distance and lack of capacity go a long 
way to account for the latter peaces. None of these sets of relations escaped from 
the state of war. The Kantian peace on the other hand, is a state of peace, not just 
the absence of war. It is experienced while relations are close and interdependent 
and irrespective of arms levels or technologies. 

 Kant goes further and outlines a strategy that prepares for the defi nitive steps that 
a reliable peace requires. Kant begins “Perpetual Peace” with a set of six prelimi-
nary articles designed to build confi dence among states still in the state of war.  14  

   1   No peace treaty will be considered valid if the state harbors a secret intent to 
resume war at some more favorable opportunity. True peace agreements 
should be distinguished from truces if states are going to learn to trust each 
other.  

  2   No independent state should be subject to conquest, purchase, or inheritance. 
This provision is designed to establish the norm of “territorial integrity.”  
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  3   Standing armies will be gradually abolished.  
  4   No national debt will be incurred with the purpose of enhancing international 

power. This provision is designed to limit the incentives to engage in war by 
requiring that wars be fought from current revenues.  

  5   No state will forcibly interfere in the constitution or government of another. 
Supplementing the second provision, this guarantees “political indepen-
dence” – the second of the two principles underlying modern sovereign 
equality.  

  6   No state will commit war crimes – use poisoners, assassins, promote 
subversion – because these are acts that destroy the mutual confi dence a 
future peace will require.    

 Together these principles are designed to build the mutual confi dence and respect 
that establishing a true peace will require. Well-intentioned, “enlightened despots” 
(Kant praises his own Frederick the Great) should seek to further these principles, 
and they sometimes have.  15   

 The preliminary articles are regulative, establishing the modern norms of 
political independence (5), and territorial integrity (2) and humanitarian law (6). 

 They also establish what contemporary political scientists call unitary rational 
action, both procedural (by means–ends calculation) and substantive (by internal-
izing potential externalities). They do so by enhancing information (1) and ensuring 
that present costs cannot be evaded by borrowing that forces future generations to 
pay for present decisions (4). In addition, by beginning to abolish standing armies 
(3), the incentive to consider war as a sunk cost (standing armies) is reduced and 
this makes the expense of war more evident and, hence, war less rational. 

 But these principles alone are not likely to be effective in the state of war when 
confusion and powerful incentives for aggression are prevalent. Defensive wars 
are legitimate and the state of war will give rise to opportunities in which rational 
states, sometimes accurately and sometimes inaccurately, will perceive other 
states as threats that must be countered. What is needed, Kant argues, is an 
institutionalization – a constitutionalization – of peace. The continuing dangers of 
the state of war make it “. . . necessary to establish a federation of peoples . . . [to] 
protect one another against external aggression . . . going beyond an alliance 
which can be terminated at any time, so that it has to be renewed periodically.”  16   
That is what the defi nitive articles then do: republicanism, international respect 
and cosmopolitan connection. 

 I do not want to say that we can simply apply Kantianism as a modern political 
theory. On the one hand, Kant’s standards of republicanism are far too ideal to 
apply without adjustment to modern liberal republics, partly because he assumes 
effective publicity, accurate information and effective equality among “active” 
(but see below) citizens. Today, few, if any, modern liberal republics are so polit-
ically responsible and egalitarian. Instead, few modern republics formally require 
specifi c legislative approval of a declaration of war; and those that do, such as the 
US, regularly skirt the constitutional provision.  17   Economic inequalities make citi-
zens politically unequal and corporations exercise undue infl uence. Signifi cant 
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aspects of foreign relations are conducted under a veil of secrecy. And representa-
tion is affected by disinformation, ignorance and limited alternatives. Modern 
republics are at best fl awed quasi-Kantian republics.  18   

 Moreover, and on the other hand, much of Kant’s thought is far too inadequate, 
remote from modern circumstances and liberal norms. His condemnation of ille-
gitimate birth should strike readers as odd. In contemporary liberal societies few 
condemn childbirth outside of marriage and even fewer understand why an inno-
cent child should suffer for the decisions of its parents ( MM , pp. 158–9). In addi-
tion, Kant’s distinction between active (elite, independent male property holders) 
citizens versus disenfranchised passive (dependent wage workers, females) citi-
zens is today an unacceptable distinction, even though we value the ideal of an 
independent voter ( MM , pp. 139–40 and  Theory and Practice , pp. 74–9). 

 Kant should not and cannot be simply applied. But some of Kant’s ideas can 
still be inspiring, analytically and normatively, including most centrally his vision 
of an expanding separate peace grounded in republican institutions, liberal norms 
and commercial interdependence.  

  The logic of a separate peace  19   
 Much empirical scholarship on liberalism and international relations supports the 
claim that liberalism does leave a coherent international legacy on foreign affairs: 
a separate peace. Liberal states are peaceful with each other, but they are also 
prone to make war on nonliberal states (an argument I fi rst made in 1983 and 
included above in  chapters 1  and  2 ). 

 It is also worth stressing that there are other sources of international peace. 
Realist theory highlights military deterrence and certain confi gurations of the 
balance of power. Philosophers such as Hobbes, Rousseau and Kant, however, 
would describe these peaces as a continuing state of war, “cold” but spared “hot” 
hostilities. Socialist theory envisions a peace among working classes. And other 
traditions within liberalism, Lockean individualism with international law, and 
Smithian and Schumpeterian capitalism with commercial peace, also posit deep 
sources of potential peace.  20   

 Attempts to demonstrate liberal peace empirically go back at least sixty years. 
Clarence Streit (1939) and D.V. Babst (1972) fi rst pointed out the tendency 
of liberal democracies to maintain peace among themselves, by means of 
qualitative-historical and statistical analysis, respectively.  21   They can thus be 
seen as the pioneers of contemporary democratic peace scholarship. Subsequently, 
R.J. Rummel (1983) found a general, or so-called monadic, tendency toward 
democratic pacifi sm. Small and Singer (1976) criticized the monadic peace, 
fi nding only a peace among democracies. In my own work (1983; 1986) I argue 
that this separate peace was a coherent result, rather than a failure to preserve 
peace. Weede (1984) and Russett (1993) fi nd a peace among democracies but not 
between democracies and non-democracies. 

 It is only over the past three decades that international relations scholars 
broadly associated with the liberal paradigm have begun to systematically study 
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the relationship between domestic politics and the wider phenomenon (beyond 
peace) of institutionalized cooperation at the international level (Milner 1997; 
Martin 2000; Milner and Moravcsik 2009). Among other things, this research has 
sought to explain the unusually high levels of international cooperation achieved 
among liberal democracies. Another puzzle this scholarship has confronted is that 
liberal democracies typically achieve higher-than-average levels of delegation to 
complex multilateral bodies such as the EU, NATO, NAFTA, and the WTO. The 
reasons that make liberal democracies particularly enthusiastic about international 
cooperation are manifold: transnational actors such as NGOs and private corpora-
tions, which thrive in liberal democracies, frequently advocate increased inter-
democratic cooperation;  22   elected democratic leaders, who are merely temporary 
offi ce holders, rely on delegation to multilateral bodies such as the WTO or the 
EU to commit to a stable policy line into the future and especially to “lock in” 
fragile domestic policies and constitutional arrangements;  23   and fi nally powerful 
democracies such as the U.S. and its allies may voluntarily bind themselves into 
complex international institutions as a means to demonstrate strategic restraint, 
which in turn creates incentives for other states to cooperate and thereby reduces 
the costs for maintaining international order.  24   Recent scholarship has also shown 
that formal international institutions independently contribute to international 
peace, especially when they are endowed with sophisticated administrative struc-
tures and information-gathering capacities.  25   In short, research on international 
institutions and the relationship between democracy and international cooperation 
is thriving, and it usefully complements liberal scholarship on the democratic-
peace proposition. 

 Some recent scholarship on the democratic peace focuses either exclusively on 
the role of liberal-democratic institutions,  26   or of liberal norms,  27   or economic 
interdependence,  28   highlighting a general tendency towards peaceful behavior 
based on each of those factors individually. The institutional explanation offers an 
especially incisive model. Representation together with transparency (what Kant 
(1970) called “publicity”) may provide for effective signaling, assuring foreign 
decision-makers that democratic commitments are credible because rash acts and 
exposed bluffs will lead to electoral defeat. Able to make more credible commit-
ments than regimes with more narrow selectorates, democracies would thus be 
less likely to stumble into wars. 

 We should not, however, overemphasize rational signaling to the exclusion of 
other factors that contribute to peace. Even though the shared powers of republics 
should encourage better chances of deliberation, the division of powers and rota-
tion of elites characteristic of democratic republic regimes can also permit mixed 
signals, allowing foreign powers to suspect that executive policies might be over-
turned by legislatures, courts, or the next election. Most importantly, the combina-
tion of representative institutions and purely rational material interests do not 
control for the possibility that powerful states can have rational incentives to 
conquer or exploit wealthy, weak democracies, especially if they are endowed 
with extensive natural resources or control strategic assets, such as shipping lanes. 
If reputations are short and differentiable and supposedly pacifying long-run 
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interests are indeterminate, as they often are, something more than rational mate-
rial interest will be needed to explain why at some hypothetical future point a 
majoritarian Iraq would not want to conquer a majoritarian Kuwait. 

 Contrarily, Kantian liberal peace theory, as I have argued, is neither solely insti-
tutional, nor solely ideological, nor solely economic; it is instead (see  Chapters 2  
and  4 ) only together that the three specifi c strands of liberal institutions, liberal 
ideas, and the transnational ties that follow from them plausibly connect the 
characteristics of liberal polities and economies with sustained liberal peace. 

 Statistical data sets on the liberal peace do not adequately code for these three 
factors together. The most thorough empirical test of the liberal peace hypothesis 
(Russett and Oneal 2001) shows the separate positive effects of democratic insti-
tutions and trade (and membership in international organizations), but it doesn’t 
separately code for liberal norms, which may indeed be diffi cult to capture through 
quantitative analysis. The substantial statistical confi rmation that inter-democratic 
peace (coding for democratic institutions) does receive is thus probably a refl ec-
tion of the tendency for principles of liberal individualism and democratic institu-
tions to evolve together. 

 Another statistical problem is that we only code for liberal states among the 
recognized states of the international system. We do not code for “extrasystemic” 
polities in Latin America, Africa, and Asia. It is unlikely that many were liberal 
states with the characteristics of representative government, private property and 
civic equality coded for elsewhere, but some may have been (including, possibly, 
the Cherokee Nation). But most importantly, excluding the extrasystemic world 
likely greatly reduces the statistical signifi cance of the peace among clearly liberal 
republics in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 

 Compared to other testable international theories of similar scope, the empirical 
confi rmation of the liberal peace is exceptionally strong, but that does not mean 
that the theory does not need additional testing and additional research into the 
micro-dynamics of its underlying causal mechanisms. 

 Some of the more interesting challenges to the separate liberal peace thesis 
question whether the peace is truly signifi cant, arguing that there are other better 
valid explanations of the peace among liberal democracies.  29   Others question how 
a theory that explains peace can also, logically, explain war.  30    

  Testing the peace 
 What is the correct test of the international political signifi cance of liberalism? 
The ideal test would probe whether a liberal state, replacing a nonliberal state in 
the same territorial space, would in its relations with other liberals and nonliberals 
behave the same way in the same circumstances for as long as would have a 
continuation of the original nonliberal state, and vice versa. Such a proposition is 
not readily testable. 

 Partly this depends on how we defi ne a liberal state. For states before World 
War II, I used criteria that track the four elements of liberalism I note at the begin-
ning of this chapter.  31   For states after World War II, I use the Freedom House 
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scale, in order to avoid arbitrary designations, which includes both elections and 
civil liberties (at least 4 on the political scale, and 5 on the political liberties scale) 
for comparative purposes. The key is to fi nd a scale that neither restricts the set to 
democracies so pure and so few that their peace is inconsequential, nor so loose 
that any state that holds any form of an election is classifi ed a liberal republican 
democracy. 

 We also need to consider rival explanations. We can control for contiguity, 
income, and so on, across an entire sample,  32   but not for all those factors at once, 
together with geopolitical position. This is a key neglect; international history has 
been described as “geography in motion.”  33   We will need to settle for something 
less. Another (still-incomplete) test that would be interesting would be to compare 
for each country its war experience during its liberal periods with that during 
nonliberal periods.  34   Case studies usefully explore whether liberal factors were or 
were not involved in particular decisions during foreign policy crises. The 
complexities of history reveal a mixed record, generally combining many factors 
(Owen 1995; Ray 1995) with some liberal peaces being produced partly by fortu-
nate accident. History also provides its own tests of a rough and ready character 
when we compare Europe’s warlike experience from the seventeenth century, 
through World Wars I and II, to the postwar period of Western European demo-
cratic peace. Moreover, during world wars, when states are forced to chose on 
which side of an impending confl ict they will fi ght, interestingly, liberals tend to 
wind up on the same side (with a few anomalies), despite the complexity of factors 
that drive them there.  

  Hard cases 
 Looking into cases can give a sense of how a variety of factors interweave. 
Imperial Germany is a case of complicated identifi cation. The Reichstag was not 
only elected by universal male suffrage but, by and large, the state ruled under the 
law, respecting the civic equality and rights of its citizens. Moreover, Chancellor 
Bismarck began the creation of a social welfare society that served as an inspira-
tion for similar reforms in liberal regimes. However, the constitutional relations 
between the imperial executive and the representative legislature were suffi ciently 
complex that various practices, rather than constitutional theory, determined the 
actual relation between the government and the citizenry. The emperor appointed, 
and could dismiss, the chancellor. Although the chancellor was responsible to the 
Reichstag, a defeat in the Reichstag did not remove him nor did the government 
absolutely depend on the Reichstag for budgetary authority. In practice, Germany 
was a liberal state under republican law for domestic issues. But the emperor’s 
direct authority over the army, the army’s effective independence from the 
minimal authority of the War Ministry, and the emperor’s active role in foreign 
affairs (including the infl uential separate channel to the Austrian emperor through 
the military attachés), together with the tenuous constitutional relationship 
between the chancellor and the Reichstag, made imperial Germany a state divorced 
from the control of its citizenry in foreign affairs. 
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 This authoritarian element not only infl uenced German foreign policymaking, 
but also shaped the international political environment (a lack of trust) that the 
Reich faced and the domestic political environment that defi ned the government’s 
options and capabilities (the weakness of liberal opinion as against the excep-
tional infl uence of junker militaristic nationalism). Thus, direct infl uence on 
policy was but one result of the authoritarian element. Nonetheless, signifi cant 
and strife-generating episodes can be directly attributed to this element. They 
include Tirpitz’s approach to Wilhelm II to obtain the latter’s sanction for a veto 
of Chancellor Bethmann-Hollweg’s proposals for a naval agreement with Britain 
in 1909. Added to this was Wilhelm’s personal assurances of full support to the 
Austrians early in the Sarajevo Crisis and his, together with Moltke’s, erratic pres-
sure on the Chancellor throughout July and August of 1914, which helped destroy 
whatever coherence German diplomacy might otherwise have had, and which led 
one Austrian offi cial to ask, “Who rules in Berlin? Moltke or Bethmann?”  35   

 The British non-intervention in the U.S. Civil War tested liberal pacifi cation in 
a demanding manner.  36   The civil war that broke out in 1861 constituted not an 
easy but a diffi cult case for British liberals. Southern propagandists (such 
as Hotze) working in London advertised the Southern cause as a war for self-
determination, for the rights of small nations, for free trade against Northern 
tariffs, and for (incongruously and perhaps in appeal to British Conservatives) an 
aristocratic way of life as against the crass industrial democracy of the North.  37   
Liberals, such as even Gladstone and Russell, leaned South. Prime Minister 
Palmerston was cautious and looked for Southern victories to establish effective 
independence. Napoleon III, seeking Southern support for his adventure in 
Mexico, lobbied Britain for recognition. 

 Both the British constitutional state and the economy thus seemed to lean 
South. Public opinion was divided, with the elite generally pro-South and the 
radicals pro-North. Lincoln brilliantly turned the tide, however, and averted 
European recognition of the South with his Emancipation Proclamation in 1862. 
Cynics taunted the North Americans for only freeing the slaves they could not 
reach.  38   But the Proclamation, slowly at fi rst then with a gathering tide, mobilized 
the mass of liberal middle class and working class support for the Union cause, 
leading young Henry Adams to enthuse: “The Emancipation Proclamation has 
done more for us here than all our former victories and all our diplomacy.”  39   

 In the Fashoda Crisis of 1898, we can see the opposite – how popular passion 
worked against peace, and against constitutional and economic interest. Indeed, 
according to some scholars, passions, colonial uncertainty and a long history of 
rivalry overwhelmed liberal restraint, and peace was rescued by the balance of 
power.  40   

 In 1893, 1894, and 1896, France sent expeditionary missions to the Sudan. 
Angered by having been excluded from their once Anglo-French condominium 
over Egypt when Britain intervened in 1882 and established sole control, the 
French colonial ministry was determined to grasp the upper Nile and perhaps 
obtain a stranglehold on North Africa running all the way from the Atlantic to the 
Red Sea, slicing the equally ambitious (and fanciful) British ambitions of “Cape 
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to Cairo” at the “waist.” Unlike earlier efforts, Marchand’s 1896 expedition 
survived and reached the Nile in 1898. Meanwhile, fearing a French plot to dam 
and control the Nile, the British had responded by sending Kitchener south from 
Egypt in a bloody campaign against the Mahdist forces that had expelled Egypt 
from the suzerainty it had long claimed over the Sudan. Kitchener met Marchand 
at Fashoda and the crisis began.  41   

 The crisis was greatly complicated by the hazy legal status of the Sudan and 
Britain’s very indirect claim (through Egypt’s claim) over it. The French regarded 
the region as  terra nullius  (today, anachronistically, we would say it belonged to 
the Sudanese). On the other hand, the crisis was greatly simplifi ed by Britain’s 
overwhelming military superiority – both locally (Marchand depended on 
Kitchener for supplies) and at sea. 

 Contrary to liberal expectations, war soon loomed on the horizon. Britain 
mobilized the fl eet. The French Right and its anti-Dreyfusard press (more anti-
British and less pro-German) demanded fi rmness. The British Tory-Unionist 
(Chamberlain) and liberal imperialist (Lord Roseberry) factions demanded French 
withdrawal. The jingoist press on both sides called for standing fi rm. Although no 
one wanted war, neither seemed at fi rst willing to back down. 

 The crisis was, however, eventually resolved through liberal politics (but also 
with very good fortune). The good fortune, from the liberal Anglo-French point of 
view, was simply the long-standing and widely shared French hostility to 
Germany. This hostility, refl ecting the German conquest of Alsace-Lorraine, had 
not been strong enough to stand in the way of Franco-German colonial coopera-
tion against Britain in the 1880’s, but the prospect of going to war against Britain 
with only Germany as a potential ally was not a prospect that the mass of the 
French, elite or mass, appeared to welcome. 

 But also leaning against the war were three more directly liberal internationalist 
factors. The elected leadership of both countries were decidedly “bourgeois 
liberal” (if “bourgeois” can be used to describe the Marquess of Salisbury). Anti-
jingoist, deeply concerned about political stability, hostile to the moods of mass 
democracy, imbued with the cosmopolitan culture of Europe, and seeking to culti-
vate the growing economic interdependence of the two economies, both Salisbury 
and Theophile Delcasse sought a close understanding between the two neighbors. 
Very importantly, throughout the crisis the French Ambassador to London 
(Courcel) and Delcasse appeared to believe that Salisbury was doing everything 
he could to avoid war and although he could not say so in public that he would be 
prepared to accommodate France elsewhere (in Morocco) after the crisis was 
resolved by a French withdrawal.  42   The liberal press – the  Manchester Guardian  
and the radical pro-Dreyfusard press in France – were both thoroughly opposed to 
escalating the crisis. And the business elite on both sides of the Channel were 
appalled at the idea of war.  43   

 In the end, the two appear to have been very close to war. Indeed, without 
French resentment of Germany’s conquest of Alsace-Lorraine there might have 
been war. On the other hand, if the Sudan had been clearly delimited territory, 
there is little indication that the two sides would have felt themselves to have been 
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so fi rmly in the right. Colonial disputes between liberals elsewhere were 
resolved through negotiation. Both geopolitical and liberal forces rescued the two 
from war.  

  Statistical assessment 
 Can we rely on statistical data sets for anomalies? Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 
fi nd World War I unproblematic as a confi rming case (probably too unproblem-
atic, given Germany’s mixed status – a rechtstaat at home and absolute monarchy 
in foreign policy, as discussed above).  44   However, as a disconfi rming case, 
Finland’s formal status as a democratic belligerent of the Allies in World War II 
is driving much of the recent statistical differences. Ruling Finland out by the 
thousand battle deaths criterion of Singer and Small is a useful statistical conve-
nience but does not resolve the issue.  45   If today the United States and Britain or 
Canada or France or India suddenly attacked each other and stopped before 
sustaining one thousand casualties, no advocate of the liberal thesis should regard 
the theory as vindicated. Here is where we need careful case studies. A good place 
to begin would be Allied and Nazi relations with Finland. Was Finland regarded 
as an enemy by the Allies and, if so, was this in a way similar to how the other 
enemy states were regarded? If yes, then this should be regarded as a discon-
fi rming case; if not, not. 

 Once we have identifi ed the best criteria to construct data sets, there is a key 
role for statistical assessment. An article by Henry Farber and Joanne Gowa pres-
ents a valuable contribution to a more refi ned statistical testing of the “democratic 
peace” proposition. Drawing on evidence from 1816 and 1980,  46   they confi rm the 
three major propositions: that “democracies” are as likely as any other regime to 
get into war, that they are signifi cantly less likely to go to war with one another, 
and that they are less likely to get into militarized disputes with one another.  47   
(The authors follow much of the literature in including all participatory polities 
irrespective of whether they are liberal or not.) 

 The authors then proceed to segment the dependent variable – both war and 
dispute data – into fi ve periods: “1) pre-World War I (1816–1913); 2) World War 
I (1914–18); 3) the interwar years (1919–38); 4) World War II (1939–45); and 
post-World War II (1946–80).”  48   Doing so, they discover that before 1914, 
although democratic states were less likely to engage in war with one another, this 
result is no longer statistically signifi cant (it could have occurred by chance). (The 
democratic probability of war is lower in every period but World War II, but the 
relationship is statistically powerful only during World War I and the Cold War.) 
Moreover, democratic states before World War I are more, not less, likely to get 
into low-level disputes with one another than are nondemocratic states with other 
nondemocratic states. (Democratic states are less likely to get into disputes in 
every period but the pre-1914 period, but only the period of World War II and the 
Cold War are statistically signifi cant.) The results are interesting. 

 The reasons for segmenting the data, however, are less clear. Segmenting the 
data in that fashion makes no more sense than picking a random set of decades or 
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half centuries, unless one is testing the democratic or liberal model against some 
other model. It is worth paying some attention to their justifi cations. 

 The authors offer two reasons for breaking up the data set of democratic peace 
and war. First, they note that general wars such as World War I and World War II 
are different from dyadic wars. These wars are seen to involve systemic effects 
and attempts to “pass the buck” that operate over and above dyad-specifi c and 
domestic regime effects.  49   This may be so, but if so, these periods of general war 
should constitute an especially diffi cult time for liberal cooperation. General 
systemic wars constitute especially severe tests of dyadic conceptions of war as 
states are pressured to choose sides on strategic alliance criteria (“the enemy of 
my enemy is my friend”), rather than regime criteria. In World War II this 
produced the well-known anomaly of the formal state of war existing between the 
liberal Allies and liberal Finland, because Finland was an enemy of the nonliberal 
Soviet Union, which was allied to the United States and Britain. Nonetheless, 
liberal logic should resist systemic logic and hold up here. Why exclude those 
challenges? 

 A second reason offered for separating pre-World War I data from post-World 
War II data is unspecifi ed differences in “processes underlying alliance formation 
[and] war outbreak,” on the one hand, and “bipolarity and nuclear weapons,” on 
the other. First, it is of course just these processes that we seek to test; what is the 
alternative set of processes? Second, one could and should test the liberal or 
democratic model against other theories such as international structure – bipo-
larity and multipolarity, nuclear or conventional weapons. Indeed there have been 
– so far – no wars between atomic and nuclear armed powers.  50   Nuclear deter-
rence thus might account for peace among the United States, Britain, and France 
in the Cold War, and it widens the argument to incorporate US–Soviet relations. 
Does it also account for fewer militarized disputes and as extensive cooperation? 
Does it not leave unaccounted for the preatomic peace among liberal republics? 
More promisingly, do multipolar alliances perhaps generate interallied strife, and 
bipolar alliances interallied peace? Perhaps common security interests are stronger 
in alliances in bipolar systems, or perhaps the bipolar hegemons preserve the 
peace by policing the weaker allies. It would be worth testing whether bipolar 
peace is the true underlying cause of the peace among democracies in the US bloc 
of the Cold War. But we must ask the same question of bipolarity in the other, the 
Soviet, bloc. Both sides intervened in the nonliberal Third World. But the degree 
of constraint imposed by the USSR on its Warsaw Pact “allies,” and the repeated 
military interventions against its fellow communists in 1953 (East Germany), 
1956 (Hungary) and 1968 (Czechoslovakia), and border war with China (1969), 
contrast signifi cantly with US relations with its fellow democracies in NATO 
(although NATO relations were far from equal or harmonious). 

 None of the measures captures the temporal or institutionalized dimension of 
the liberal peace. Liberalism claims to avert not merely war in any given year but 
any war among liberal states as long as they are liberal. It looks to the probability 
not that war was avoided by Britain and France in 1898 but that it was avoided 
continuously for as long as they both were liberal. If we multiply the probabilities 
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in each given year to fi nd the joint probability over almost two hundred years, the 
probability that the liberal peace is a statistical accident becomes remarkably 
small (as noted above it is 2 preceded by a decimal point and twenty zeros, in 
Bruce Russett’s calculation.)  51   Wars, however, are not independent events. War in 
one year makes war in the next likely, as peace connects to peace, so the statistical 
measure is suspect. But not measuring the joint probability is equally suspect 
because it is that very jointness that is the essence of the liberal claim. 

 Commerce is a source both of confl ict and, for liberals, of peace. If one controls 
for commerce, does the relationship between democracies and disputes change?  52   
Or, perhaps, the pre-1900 disputatiousness of democracies is due to the incom-
pleteness of liberal democracy in the earlier era when the franchise was limited 
( inter alia , women were denied the franchise) and democratic principles were new. 
The best we can do is test theoretical models against each other. Until we have an 
alternative model, segmenting the data does not produce meaningful results. 

 In the end, as with most theoretical disputes, the debate will turn on the alterna-
tives. Liberal theory should not be compared with the statistical residual, a richly 
described case study, or “History,” but with the comparative validity of other 
theories of similar scope. To do this, we need disconfi rmable versions of the two 
other leading modern candidates of similar scope, Realism and Marxism (one of 
my aims in  Ways of War and Peace ).  

  The logic of liberal interventions 
 Sebastian Rosato has raised the interesting question of how interventions can be 
consistent with liberal peace.  53   We know that the actual record of liberal states is far 
from pacifi c. Liberal states invade weak nonliberal states and display exceptional 
degrees of distrust in their dealings with powerful nonliberal states.  54   Liberal states 
(“libertarian”) acted as initiators in 24 out of the 56 interstate wars in which they 
participated between 1816 and 1980, while nonliberals were on the initiating side in 
91 out of the 187 times in which they participated in interstate wars.  55   Liberal 
metropoles were the overwhelming participators in “extrasystemic wars”, colonial 
wars, which we can assume to have been by and large initiated by the metropole. 
Furthermore, the US intervened in the Third World more than twice as often in the 
period 1946–1976 as the Soviet Union did in 1946–1979.  56   Relatedly, the US devoted 
one-quarter and the Soviet Union one-tenth of their respective defense budgets to 
forces designed for Third World interventions (where responding to perceived 
threats would presumably have a less than purely security-defensive character).  57   

 One straightforward answer is that just as not all peaces among liberal, and 
other states need be explained by liberal factors, so too wars may have various 
nonliberal sources. Real people and real polities are complex creations and contin-
gent creations. The wars and interventions could be products of Realist balance of 
power and evidence that the strong still do what they can to promote security, 
prestige and profi ts, and that the weak suffer when they must. Or, Marxian socialist 
factors could be at play, and the interventions could be imperialist enforcement of 
the interests of the capitalist ruling class. 
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 Alternatively, racism can also partly explain the interventions and the liberal 
peace. Among the liberal corruptions, factors such as racism or deep ethnic preju-
dice may be at play.  58   The peace works well among Caucasian or European 
peoples, perhaps, but not between them and non-Caucasians and non-Europeans. 
Given the actual history of racism and ethnic chauvinism we cannot dismiss these 
interpretations, but we can note that fellow Anglo-Saxonhood did not do much to 
prevent the two world wars of the twentieth century that pitted Germany on one 
side and the US and UK on the other. 

 Genuinely liberal features also offer coherent accounts. I have argued that the 
liberal peace rests on the joint determination of three pillars operating at once: 
republican restraint, interliberal respect, and transnational connections. But what 
happens if we drop one or more? This indeed is what may be occurring when 
interventions, other than defensive, take place. In relations with nonliberal soci-
eties, liberal societies can be governed by economic interests alone or principled 
liberal motives can join material interests in liberal imperialism. 

 The concern for individual rights that reinforces respect among liberal states 
can be a source of suspicion and distrust between liberals and nonliberals. Liberals 
wonder whether the foreign nonliberal states can be trusted if they are not prepared 
to trust their own people to hold the government accountable. Campaigns against 
the slave trade destabilized commercial oligarchies, making them prone to 
collapse. The  mission civilatrice  and the “dual mandate” imperial ideologies both 
included liberal principles, albeit non-Kantian ones that allowed for liberal impe-
rial paternalism of the sort J.S. Mill (1973) endorsed for societies he and his fellow 
liberals saw as incapable of governing themselves. Commercial and property 
interests, which lacked institutionalization in much of Africa and Asia, were even 
more important and defending them appeared to some to be just, when they lacked 
the security that laws of property would afford (see  Chapter 2 ). 

 Kant would only justify access according to the third defi nitive article, the 
opportunity to negotiate trade or investment agreements. If the local ruler rejected 
such access, and the applicant’s life was not in danger, there would be no right to 
trade or invest. But what if one local potentate or tribal ruler offered trade and 
investment rights and a rival, local tribal ruler rejected such rights or awarded the 
same property to rival foreign interests. Where then would the liberal home 
country stand, if violence ensued? Would the rights agreed to by contract and the 
protection of citizens from seizure be abandoned in the face of violent usurpation? 
In the colonized periphery, this situation, unfortunately, was as typical as the 
simple imperial looting and gunboat diplomacy that shapes the narrative of 
imperial intervention. 

 Liberals were all too ready to enforce those property claims both as a matter of 
material interest and principled defense of rights. Interliberal peace rests on the 
combined effect of the three pillars. Remove one of them from either state and 
pacifi c policy is under-determined and undermined. 

 During the Cold War, the US did intervene against or take measures to covertly 
undermine numerous popular regimes in the Third World. The reasons are exten-
sive and complex, but liberal factors may have played a role. In many cases the 
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US Administration in offi ce was convinced that the regimes in question 
(Mossadegh in Iran, Arbenz in Guatemala, Jagan in Guyana, Allende in Chile, and 
the Sandinistas in Nicaragua) were threats both to property and the rule of law. 
The fact that these regimes were more progressive and popular than any regime 
in those countries before (and, in some cases, since) did not make them well-
established liberal democracies. Many US offi cials doubted their stability as 
democracies. They were also seen as infl uenced by and allied with communist 
regimes. President Kennedy articulated the logic clearly, referring to the assassi-
nation of Trujillo in the Democratic Republic: “There are three possibilities in 
descending order of preference, a decent democratic regime, a continuation of the 
Trujillo regime or a Castro regime. We ought to aim at the fi rst, but we cannot 
really renounce the second until we are sure that we can avoid the third.”  59   As 
importantly, all of these interventions were covert; they lacked the mechanisms of 
publicity on which the liberal peace rests. The explanation underlying the liberal 
peace makes no assumption that every offi cial, always and everywhere, is moti-
vated by liberal principle and interest – just that over the normal political cycle 
nonliberal principles and interests will not become the norm in the formation of 
liberal foreign policy. 

 The invasion of Iraq in 2003 illustrated another intervention, widely regarded 
as both illegitimate and imprudent. US hostility stemmed from factors that any 
great power and any state committed to the international rule of law would have 
found provoking. These included Saddam Hussein’s record of aggression against 
his neighbors (particularly Kuwait), the implicit threat he posed to security of oil 
supplies in the Persian Gulf and his unwillingness to assure the international 
community that he had eliminated programs to acquire weapons of mass destruc-
tion as he had been required to do as part of the settlement of the fi rst Gulf War in 
1991 (Security Council Resolution 687). Distinctly liberal factors were also at 
work. Saddam’s genocidal campaigns against the Kurds and his record of fl agrant 
abuses of the Iraqi population shaped his international reputation. But the partic-
ular circumstances of the run-up to the 2003 invasion appeared more signifi cant 
than either of the longer trends in hostility. The Bush Administration, aware that 
the American public held it responsible for preventing another 9/11 attack and 
benefi ting from a public mood that politically rewarded a “war-on-terror presi-
dency,” read – and presented to the public – every piece of pre-invasion intelli-
gence according to the most threatening interpretation.  60   It attempted to justify the 
war by denouncing alleged Iraqi programs to build weapons of mass destruction 
and foster ties to al-Qaeda (for which no support could be found afterwards) and 
it promised to induce a transformative spread of democracy in the region, begin-
ning with Iraq.  61   Reacting to the insurgency that greeted the invasion, the poor 
planning that characterized the occupation and mounting US and Iraqi casualties, 
by 2005 a majority of the US public, as had the publics of other democracies 
earlier, had turned against the war. The long-term results of the invasion and effort 
to democratize Iraq were far from clear. Iraq had experienced a referendum on a 
constitution and national elections, but splits among its three major communities 
(Shia, Sunni, and Kurd) threatened a civil war. Even aggressive liberals who 
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might have welcomed a democratic transformation of the region questioned the 
method, with the widely controverted legality of the invasion and the long-run 
costs expected by some to mount to two trillion dollars.  62   

 A much more logical explanation comes with costs. Data sets on the liberal 
peace do not adequately code for these three pillars together and separately. My 
own coding (1983 and 1997) was approximate. The most thorough recent empir-
ical test of Kantian propositions (Russett and O’neal 2001) shows the separate 
positive effects of democratic institutions and trade (and membership in interna-
tional organizations), but it doesn’t separately code for liberal norms. The substan-
tial statistical confi rmation that inter-democratic peace does receive is thus 
probably a refl ection of the tendency for principles of liberal individualism and 
democratic institutions to evolve together. But we cannot be sure of this. Compared 
to other testable international theories of similar scope the empirical confi rmation 
of the liberal peace is exceptionally strong, but that does not mean that the theory 
does not need additional testing.  

  Foreign policy choices 
 Farber and Gowa have suggested that the United States should abandon the pursuit 
of democratic enlargement and instead recognize that states in fact pursue 
“common interests” over “common polities.”  63   But “common interests” do not 
constitute an alternative model. The debate is not about whether states pursue 
their interests; it is about how to defi ne and judge the interests of states. Realists 
(of a Structural persuasion) see those interests in terms of the balance of power; 
Liberals, in terms of liberal accommodation; Marxists in terms of class warfare 
and solidarity. When we have to choose, is democratization a better long-term 
strategy for the United States than enhancing our position in the balance of power? 
It is over choices such as these that the debate should continue. 

 Even if our answer favors democratization, Edward Mansfi eld and Jack Snyder 
have warned us that democratization is not enough.  64   Given all the instabilities of 
regime change, democratization may provoke more war. Their statistical analysis 
has been challenged, and the evidence is still in dispute, by Andrew Enterline.  65   
But if Mansfi eld and Snyder are correct, liberals have little to be surprised about, 
but much to worry about. Without liberal principles and international interdepen-
dence, all of which take time, democratizing regimes may well be war-prone. 

 We have here a useful warning. Yet in the long run, liberalization across nations 
seems to hold great promise. How does one get from here to there? Golden para-
chutes for ex-dictators and the military are one idea with a considerable history 
that may contribute to at least short-run stability.  66   Extending international institu-
tions, or enhancing them, may be another answer.  67   Can the promise of European 
Union membership and the presence of assistance and association be an institu-
tional bridge over a diffi cult transition? Can similar institutional mechanisms 
become operative in Africa and Asia? These are well worth our attention. 

 Preserving the legacy of the liberal peace without succumbing to the legacies of 
liberal imprudence has proven to be both a moral and a strategic challenge. The 
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bipolar structure of the international system and the near certainty of mutual 
devastation resulting from a nuclear war between the superpowers created a 
“crystal ball effect” during the Cold War that helped constrain the tendency 
toward miscalculation present at the outbreak of so many wars in the past.  68   But 
this “nuclear peace” appears to have been be limited to the superpowers. It did not 
curb military interventions in the Third World. Moreover, it was subject to a 
desperate technological race designed to overcome its constraints, and to crises 
that pushed even the superpowers to the brink of war. Today, we must still reckon 
with the imprudent vehemence and moods of complaisant appeasement that have 
almost alternately swept liberal democracies. 

 Yet restraining liberal imprudence, whether aggressive or passive, may not be 
possible without threatening liberal pacifi cation – unless liberal peoples them-
selves become capable of principled self-restraint of the very sort Kant advocated. 
Improving the strategic acumen of our foreign policy calls for introducing steadier 
strategic calculations of the long-run national interest and more fl exible responses 
to changes in the international political environment. Constraining the indiscrimi-
nate meddling of our foreign interventions calls for a deeper appreciation of the 
“particularism of history, culture, and membership.”  69   But both the improvement 
in strategy and the constraint on intervention in turn seem to require an executive 
freed from the restraints of a representative legislature in the management of 
foreign policy or a political culture indifferent to the universal rights of individ-
uals, unless the people themselves can acquire a cosmopolitan appreciation or 
legitimate difference. Short of the popular enlightenment, executive independence 
could break the chain of constitutional guarantees, the respect for representative 
government, and the web of transnational contact that have sustained the pacifi c 
union of liberal states. 

 Liberalism at the twentieth century’s end looks remarkably robust. Ironically, 
so it did at the beginning. If nothing else, we should have learned something about 
peace, war, and cooperation from our very bloody twentieth century. We have 
paid a high tuition; let us hope we have learned that liberal democracy is worth 
defending. The promise of peace may well be one more reason for doing so.   
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