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approaches: realism, liberalism, and an updated
form of idealism called “constructivism.” Walt
argued that these theories shape both public dis-
course and policy analysis. Realism focuses on
the shifting distribution of power among states.
Liberalism highlights the rising number of democ-
racies and the turbulence of democratic transi-

The U.S. government has endured sev-
eral painful rounds of scrutiny as it
tries to figure out what went wrong
on Sept. 11, 2001. The intelligence

community faces radical restructuring; the military
has made a sharp pivot to face a new enemy; and a
vast new federal agency has blossomed to coordinate
homeland security. But did Septem-
ber 11 signal a failure of theory on
par with the failures of intelligence
and policy? Familiar theories about
how the world works still dominate
academic debate. Instead of radical
change, academia has adjusted exist-
ing theories to meet new realities.
Has this approach succeeded? Does
international relations theory still
have something to tell policymakers? 

Six years ago, political scien-
tist Stephen M. Walt published a
much-cited survey of the field in
these pages (“One World, Many
Theories,” Spring 1998).  He
sketched out three dominant

One World,
RivalTheories
The study of international relations is supposed to tell us how the world works.

It’s a tall order, and even the best theories fall short. But they can puncture

illusions and strip away the simplistic brand names—such as “neocons” or “lib-

eral hawks”— that dominate foreign-policy debates. Even in a radically 

changing world, the classic theories have a lot to say. | By Jack Snyder 
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tions. Idealism illuminates the changing norms of
sovereignty, human rights, and international jus-
tice, as well as the increased potency of religious
ideas in politics.  

The influence of these intellectual constructs
extends far beyond university classrooms and tenure
committees. Policymakers and public commentators
invoke elements of all these theories when articulat-
ing solutions to global security dilemmas. President
George W. Bush promises to fight terror by spread-
ing liberal democracy to the Middle East and claims
that skeptics “who call themselves ‘realists’…. have
lost contact with a fundamental reality” that “Amer-
ica is always more secure when freedom is on the
march.” Striking a more eclectic tone, National Secu-
rity Advisor Condoleezza Rice, a former Stanford
University political science professor, explains that the
new Bush doctrine is an amalgam of pragmatic real-
ism and Wilsonian liberal theory. During the recent
presidential campaign, Sen. John Kerry sounded
remarkably similar: “Our foreign policy has achieved
greatness,” he said, “only when it has combined
realism and idealism.”

International relations theory also shapes and
informs the thinking of the public intellectuals who
translate and disseminate academic ideas. During the
summer of 2004, for example, two influential
framers of neoconservative thought, columnist
Charles Krauthammer and political scientist Fran-
cis Fukuyama, collided over the implications of
these conceptual paradigms for U.S. policy in Iraq.
Backing the Bush administration’s Middle East pol-
icy, Krauthammer argued for an assertive amalgam
of liberalism and realism, which he called “demo-
cratic realism.” Fukuyama claimed that Krautham-
mer’s faith in the use of force and the feasibility of
democratic change in Iraq blinds him to the war’s
lack of legitimacy, a failing that “hurts both the
realist part of our agenda, by diminishing our actu-
al power, and the idealist portion of it, by under-
cutting our appeal as the embodiment of certain
ideas and values.”

Indeed, when realism, liberalism, and idealism
enter the policymaking arena and public debate,
they can sometimes become intellectual window
dressing for simplistic worldviews. Properly under-

From 
Theory 
to Practice
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stood, however, their policy implications are subtle
and multifaceted. Realism instills a pragmatic appre-
ciation of the role of power but also warns that
states will suffer if they overreach. Liberalism high-
lights the cooperative potential of mature democ-
racies, especially when working together through
effective institutions, but it also notes democracies’
tendency to crusade against tyrannies and the
propensity of emerging democracies to collapse into
violent ethnic turmoil. Idealism stresses that a con-
sensus on values must underpin any stable political
order, yet it also recognizes that forging such a con-
sensus often requires an ideological struggle with the
potential for conflict.

Each theory offers a filter for looking at a com-
plicated picture. As such, they help explain the
assumptions behind political rhetoric about foreign
policy. Even more important, the theories act as a
powerful check on each other. Deployed effectively,
they reveal the weaknesses in arguments that can lead
to misguided policies. 

I S  R E A L I S M  S T I L L  R E A L I S T I C ?

At realism’s core is the belief that international
affairs is a struggle for power among self-interested
states. Although some of realism’s leading lights,
notably the late University of Chicago political sci-
entist Hans J. Morgenthau, are deeply pessimistic
about human nature, it is not a theory of despair.
Clearsighted states can mitigate the causes of war by
finding ways to reduce the danger
they pose to each other. Nor is real-
ism necessarily amoral; its advo-
cates emphasize that a ruthless
pragmatism about power can actu-
ally yield a more peaceful world, if
not an ideal one.

In liberal democracies, realism
is the theory that everyone loves to
hate. Developed largely by Euro-
pean émigrés at the end of World
War ii, realism claimed to be an
antidote to the naive belief that international insti-
tutions and law alone can preserve peace, a mis-
conception that this new generation of scholars
believed had paved the way to war. In recent
decades, the realist approach has been most fully
articulated by U.S. theorists, but it still has broad
appeal outside the United States as well. The influ-
ential writer and editor Josef Joffe articulately
comments on Germany’s strong realist traditions.

(Mindful of the overwhelming importance of U.S.
power to Europe’s development, Joffe once called
the United States “Europe’s pacifier.”) China’s cur-
rent foreign policy is grounded in realist ideas that
date back millennia. As China modernizes its econ-
omy and enters international institutions such as
the World Trade Organization, it behaves in a way
that realists understand well: developing its military
slowly but surely as its economic power grows, and
avoiding a confrontation with superior U.S. forces. 

Realism gets some things right about the post-9/11
world. The continued centrality of military strength
and the persistence of conflict, even in this age of glob-
al economic interdependence, does not surprise real-
ists. The theory’s most obvious success is its ability to
explain the United States’ forceful military response
to the September 11 terrorist attacks. When a state
grows vastly more powerful than any opponent, real-
ists expect that it will eventually use that power to
expand its sphere of domination, whether for securi-
ty, wealth, or other motives. The United States
employed its military power in what some deemed an
imperial fashion in large part because it could. 

It is harder for the normally state-centric realists
to explain why the world’s only superpower
announced a war against al Qaeda, a nonstate ter-
rorist organization. How can realist theory account
for the importance of powerful and violent individ-
uals in a world of states? Realists point out that the
central battles in the “war on terror” have been
fought against two states (Afghanistan and Iraq), and

that states, not the United Nations or Human Rights
Watch, have led the fight against terrorism. 

Even if realists acknowledge the importance of
nonstate actors as a challenge to their assumptions,
the theory still has important things to say about the
behavior and motivations of these groups. The real-
ist scholar Robert A. Pape, for example, has argued
that suicide terrorism can be a rational, realistic
strategy for the leadership of national liberation

In liberal democracies, realism is the theory that

everyone loves to hate. It claims to be an antidote

to the naive belief that international institutions

and law alone can preserve peace.
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movements seeking to expel democratic powers
that occupy their homelands. Other scholars apply
standard theories of conflict in anarchy to explain
ethnic conflict in collapsed states. Insights from
political realism—a profound and wide-ranging
intellectual tradition rooted in the enduring phi-
losophy of Thucydides, Niccolò Machiavelli, and
Thomas Hobbes—are hardly rendered obsolete
because some nonstate groups are now able to
resort to violence.

Post-9/11 developments seem to undercut one
of realism’s core concepts: the balance of power.
Standard realist doctrine predicts that weaker
states will ally to protect themselves from stronger
ones and thereby form and reform a balance of
power. So, when Germany unified in the late 19th

century and became Europe’s leading military and
industrial power, Russia and France (and later,
Britain) soon aligned to counter its power. Yet no
combination of states or other powers can chal-
lenge the United States militarily, and no balanc-
ing coalition is imminent. Realists are scrambling
to find a way to fill this hole in the center of their
theory. Some theorists speculate that the United
States’ geographic distance and its relatively benign
intentions have tempered the balancing instinct.
Second-tier powers tend to worry more about
their immediate neighbors and even see the Unit-
ed States as a helpful source of stability in regions
such as East Asia. Other scholars insist that armed
resistance by U.S. foes in Iraq, Afghanistan, and
elsewhere, and foot-dragging by its formal allies
actually constitute the beginnings of balancing
against U.S. hegemony. The United States’ strained
relations with Europe offer ambiguous evidence:
French and German opposition to recent U.S. poli-
cies could be seen as classic balancing, but they do
not resist U.S. dominance militarily. Instead, these
states have tried to undermine U.S. moral legiti-
macy and constrain the superpower in a web of

multilateral institutions and treaty regimes—not
what standard realist theory predicts.

These conceptual difficulties notwithstanding,
realism is alive, well, and creatively reassessing
how its root principles relate to the post-9/11
world. Despite changing configurations of power,
realists remain steadfast in stressing that policy
must be based on positions of real strength, not on
either empty bravado or hopeful illusions about a
world without conflict. In the run-up to the recent
Iraq war, several prominent realists signed a pub-
lic letter criticizing what they perceived as an exer-
cise in American hubris. And in the continuing
aftermath of that war, many prominent thinkers
called for a return to realism. A group of scholars
and public intellectuals (myself included) even

formed the Coalition for a Realis-
tic Foreign Policy, which calls for
a more modest and prudent
approach. Its statement of princi-
ples argues that “the move toward
empire must be halted immediately.”
The coalition, though politically
diverse, is largely inspired by realist
theory. Its membership of seeming-
ly odd bedfellows—including for-
mer Democratic Sen. Gary Hart and
Scott McConnell, the executive edi-

tor of the American Conservative magazine—illus-
trates the power of international relations theory to
cut through often ephemeral political labels and
carry debate to the underlying assumptions.

THE DIVIDED HOUSE OF  L IBERALISM

The liberal school of international relations theory,
whose most famous proponents were German
philosopher Immanuel Kant and U.S. President
Woodrow Wilson, contends that realism has a stunt-
ed vision that cannot account for progress in relations
between nations. Liberals foresee a slow but inex-
orable journey away from the anarchic world the
realists envision, as trade and finance forge ties
between nations, and democratic norms spread.
Because elected leaders are accountable to the people
(who bear the burdens of war), liberals expect that
democracies will not attack each other and will regard
each other’s regimes as legitimate and nonthreatening.
Many liberals also believe that the rule of law and
transparency of democratic processes make it easier to
sustain international cooperation, especially when
these practices are enshrined in multilateral institutions. 

Liberalism has such a powerful presence that 

the entire U.S. political spectrum, from 

neoconservatives to human rights advocates,

assumes it as largely self-evident.
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Liberalism has such a powerful presence that the
entire U.S. political spectrum, from neoconserva-
tives to human rights advocates, assumes it as large-
ly self-evident. Outside the United States, as well, the
liberal view that only elected governments are legit-
imate and politically reliable has taken hold. So it is
no surprise that liberal themes are constantly invoked
as a response to today’s security dilemmas. But the
last several years have also produced a fierce tug-of-
war between disparate strains of liberal thought.
Supporters and critics of the Bush administration, in
particular, have emphasized very different elements
of the liberal canon.

For its part, the Bush administration highlights
democracy promotion while largely turning its back
on the international institutions that most liberal
theorists champion. The U.S. National Security
Strategy of September 2002, famous for its support
of preventive war, also dwells on the need to pro-
mote democracy as a means of fighting terrorism
and promoting peace. The Millennium Challenge
program allocates part of U.S. foreign aid accord-
ing to how well countries improve their performance

on several measures of democratization and the
rule of law. The White House’s steadfast support for
promoting democracy in the Middle East—even
with turmoil in Iraq and rising anti-Americanism in
the Arab world—demonstrates liberalism’s emo-
tional and rhetorical power.

In many respects, liberalism’s claim to be a wise
policy guide has plenty of hard data behind it. Dur-
ing the last two decades, the proposition that dem-
ocratic institutions and values help states cooperate
with each other is among the most intensively stud-
ied in all of international relations, and it has held
up reasonably well. Indeed, the belief that democ-
racies never fight wars against each other is the
closest thing we have to an iron law in social science.

But the theory has some very important corol-
laries, which the Bush administration glosses over as
it draws upon the democracy-promotion element of
liberal thought. Columbia University political sci-
entist Michael W. Doyle’s articles on democratic
peace warned that, though democracies never fight
each other, they are prone to launch messianic strug-
gles against warlike authoritarian regimes to “make

VOL I - 5
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the world safe for democracy.” It was precisely
American democracy’s tendency to oscillate between
self-righteous crusading and jaded isolationism that
prompted early Cold War realists’ call for a more cal-
culated, prudent foreign policy.

Countries transitioning to democracy, with weak
political institutions, are more likely than other states
to get into international and civil wars. In the last 15
years, wars or large-scale civil violence followed
experiments with mass electoral democracy in coun-
tries including Armenia, Burundi, Ethiopia, Indone-
sia, Russia, and the former Yugoslavia. In part, this
violence is caused by ethnic groups’ competing

demands for national self-determination, often a
problem in new, multiethnic democracies. More fun-
damental, emerging democracies often have nascent
political institutions that cannot channel popular
demands in constructive directions or credibly enforce
compromises among rival groups. In this setting,
democratic accountability works imperfectly, and
nationalist politicians can hijack public debate. The
violence that is vexing the experiment with democracy
in Iraq is just the latest chapter in a turbulent story that
began with the French Revolution.

Contemporary liberal theory also points out that
the rising democratic tide creates the presumption
that all nations ought to enjoy the benefits of self-
determination. Those left out may undertake violent
campaigns to secure democratic rights. Some of
these movements direct their struggles against dem-
ocratic or semidemocratic states that they consider
occupying powers—such as in Algeria in the 1950s,
or Chechnya, Palestine, and the Tamil region of Sri
Lanka today. Violence may also be directed at dem-
ocratic supporters of oppressive regimes, much like
the U.S. backing of the governments of Saudi Ara-
bia and Egypt. Democratic regimes make attractive
targets for terrorist violence by national liberation
movements precisely because they are accountable
to a cost-conscious electorate.  

Nor is it clear to contemporary liberal scholars
that nascent democracy and economic liberalism can
always cohabitate. Free trade and the multifaceted
globalization that advanced democracies promote
often buffet transitional societies. World markets’
penetration of societies that run on patronage and
protectionism can disrupt social relations and spur
strife between potential winners and losers. In other
cases, universal free trade can make separatism
look attractive, as small regions such as Aceh in
Indonesia can lay claim to lucrative natural
resources. So far, the trade-fueled boom in China has
created incentives for improved relations with the

advanced democracies, but it has
also set the stage for a possible
showdown between the relatively
wealthy coastal entrepreneurs and
the still impoverished rural masses.  

While aggressively advocating
the virtues of democracy, the Bush
administration has shown little
patience for these complexities in
liberal thought—or for liberalism’s
emphasis on the importance of
international institutions. Far from

trying to assure other powers that the United States
would adhere to a constitutional order, Bush
“unsigned” the International Criminal Court statute,
rejected the Kyoto environmental agreement, dic-
tated take-it-or-leave-it arms control changes to
Russia, and invaded Iraq despite opposition at the
United Nations and among close allies.  

Recent liberal theory offers a thoughtful challenge
to the administration’s policy choices. Shortly before
September 11, political scientist G. John Ikenberry
studied attempts to establish international order by
the victors of hegemonic struggles in 1815, 1919,
1945, and 1989. He argued that even the most pow-
erful victor needed to gain the willing cooperation of
the vanquished and other weak states by offering a
mutually attractive bargain, codified in an interna-
tional constitutional order. Democratic victors, he
found, have the best chance of creating a working
constitutional order, such as the Bretton Woods sys-
tem after World War ii, because their transparency
and legalism make their promises credible. 

Does the Bush administration’s resistance to
institution building refute Ikenberry’s version of
liberal theory? Some realists say it does, and that
recent events demonstrate that international insti-
tutions cannot constrain a hegemonic power if its
preferences change. But international institutions

While aggressively advocating the virtues of

democracy, the Bush administration has shown 

little patience for liberalism’s emphasis on the

importance of international institutions.
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Theories: Realism Liberalism Idealism
(Constructivism)

Core Beliefs Self-interested states compete
for power and security

Spread of democracy, 
global economic ties, and 
international organizations will
strengthen peace

International politics is shaped
by persuasive ideas, collective
values, culture, and social
identities

Key Actors in
International
Relations

States, which behave similarly
regardless of their type of 
government

States, international institutions,
and commercial interests

Promoters of new ideas,
transnational activist networks,
and nongovernmental 
organizations

Main
Instruments

Military power and state 
diplomacy

International institutions and
global commerce

Ideas and values

Theory’s
Intellectual Blind
Spots

Doesn’t account for progress
and change in international
relations or understanding that
legitimacy can be a source of
military power 

Fails to understand that 
democratic regimes survive only
if they safeguard military power
and security; some liberals forget
that transitions to democracy
are sometimes violent

Does not explain which power
structures and social conditions
allow for changes in values

What the Theory
Explains About
the Post-9/11
World

Why the United States 
responded aggressively to 
terrorist attacks; the inability of
international institutions to
restrain military superiority

Why spreading democracy has
become such an integral part of
current U.S. international secu-
rity strategy

The increasing role of polemics
about values; the importance of
transnational political networks
(whether terrorists or human
rights advocates)

What the Theory
Fails to Explain
About the 
Post-9/11 World

The failure of smaller powers to
militarily balance the United
States; the importance of non-
state actors such as al Qaeda;
the intense U.S. focus on
democratization

Why the United States has
failed to work with other democ-
racies through international
organizations 

Why human rights abuses 
continue, despite intense
activism for humanitarian
norms and efforts for 
international justice
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can nonetheless help coordinate outcomes that
are in the long-term mutual interest of both the
hegemon and the weaker states. Ikenberry did not
contend that hegemonic democracies are immune
from mistakes. States can act in defiance of the
incentives established by their position in the inter-
national system, but they will suffer the conse-
quences and probably learn to correct course. In
response to Bush’s unilateralist stance, Ikenberry
wrote that the incentives for the United States to
take the lead in establishing a multilateral consti-

tutional order remain powerful. Sooner or later, the
pendulum will swing back.

I D E A L I S M ’ S  N E W  C L O T H I N G

Idealism, the belief that foreign policy is and should
be guided by ethical and legal standards, also has a
long pedigree. Before World War ii forced the Unit-
ed States to acknowledge a less pristine reality, Sec-
retary of State Henry Stimson denigrated espionage
on the grounds that “gentlemen do not read each

The Leading Brands
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other’s mail.” During the Cold War, such naive ide-
alism acquired a bad name in the Kissingerian cor-
ridors of power and among hardheaded academics.
Recently, a new version of idealism—called con-
structivism by its scholarly adherents—returned to a
prominent place in debates on international rela-
tions theory. Constructivism, which holds that social
reality is created through debate about values, often
echoes the themes that human rights and interna-
tional justice activists sound. Recent events seem to
vindicate the theory’s resurgence; a theory that
emphasizes the role of ideologies, identities, persua-
sion, and transnational networks is highly relevant to
understanding the post-9/11 world.

The most prominent voices in the development of
constructivist theory have been American, but
Europe’s role is significant. European philosophical
currents helped establish constructivist theory, and the
European Journal of International Relations is one of
the principal outlets for constructivist work. Perhaps
most important, Europe’s increasingly legalistic
approach to international relations, reflected in the
process of forming the
European Union out of a
collection of sovereign
states, provides fertile soil
for idealist and construc-
tivist conceptions of inter-
national politics.  

Whereas realists dwell
on the balance of power
and liberals on the power
of international trade and
democracy, constructivists
believe that debates about
ideas are the fundamen-
tal building blocks of
international life. Individ-
uals and groups become
powerful if they can con-
vince others to adopt their
ideas. People’s under-
standing of their interests
depends on the ideas they hold. Constructivists find
absurd the idea of some identifiable and immutable
“national interest,” which some realists cherish.
Especially in liberal societies, there is overlap
between constructivist and liberal approaches, but
the two are distinct. Constructivists contend that
their theory is deeper than realism and liberalism
because it explains the origins of the forces that
drive those competing theories. 

For constructivists, international change results
from the work of intellectual entrepreneurs who
proselytize new ideas and “name and shame” actors
whose behavior deviates from accepted standards.
Consequently, constructivists often study the role of
transnational activist networks—such as Human
Rights Watch or the International Campaign to Ban
Landmines—in promoting change. Such groups
typically uncover and publicize information about
violations of legal or moral standards at least
rhetorically supported by powerful democracies,
including “disappearances” during the Argentine
military’s rule in the late 1970s, concentration
camps in Bosnia, and the huge number of civilian
deaths from land mines. This publicity is then used
to press governments to adopt specific remedies,
such as the establishment of a war crimes tribunal
or the adoption of a landmine treaty. These move-
ments often make pragmatic arguments as well as
idealistic ones, but their distinctive power comes
from the ability to highlight deviations from deeply
held norms of appropriate behavior.

Progressive causes receive the most attention
from constructivist scholars, but the theory also
helps explain the dynamics of illiberal transna-
tional forces, such as Arab nationalism or Islamist
extremism. Professor Michael N. Barnett’s 1998
book Dialogues in Arab Politics: Negotiations in
Regional Order examines how the divergence
between state borders and transnational Arab polit-
ical identities requires vulnerable leaders to contend
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for legitimacy with radicals throughout the Arab
world—a dynamic that often holds moderates
hostage to opportunists who take extreme stances. 

Constructivist thought can also yield broader
insights about the ideas and values in the current
international order. In his 2001 book, Revolutions
in Sovereignty: How Ideas Shaped Modern Inter-
national Relations, political scientist Daniel Philpott
demonstrates how the religious ideas of the Protes-
tant Reformation helped break down the medieval
political order and provided a conceptual basis for
the modern system of secular sovereign states. After
September 11, Philpott focused on the challenge to
the secular international order posed by political
Islam. “The attacks and the broader resurgence of
public religion,” he says, ought to lead internation-
al relations scholars to “direct far more energy to
understanding the impetuses behind movements
across the globe that are reorienting purposes and
policies.” He notes that both liberal human rights
movements and radical Islamic movements have
transnational structures and principled motivations

that challenge the traditional supremacy of self-
interested states in international politics. Because
constructivists believe that ideas and values helped
shape the modern state system, they expect intellec-
tual constructs to be decisive in transforming it—for
good or ill.

When it comes to offering advice, however, con-
structivism points in two seemingly incompatible
directions. The insight that political orders arise from

shared understanding highlights the need for dia-
logue across cultures about the appropriate rules of
the game. This prescription dovetails with liberalism’s
emphasis on establishing an agreed international
constitutional order. And, yet, the notion of cross-
cultural dialogue sits awkwardly with many idealists’
view that they already know right and wrong. For
these idealists, the essential task is to shame rights
abusers and cajole powerful actors into promoting
proper values and holding perpetrators accountable
to international (generally Western) standards. As
with realism and liberalism, constructivism can be
many things to many people.     

S T U M P E D  B Y  C H A N G E

None of the three theoretical traditions has a strong
ability to explain change—a significant weakness
in such turbulent times. Realists failed to predict the
end of the Cold War, for example. Even after it hap-
pened, they tended to assume that the new system
would become multipolar (“back to the future,” as

the scholar John J.
Mearsheimer put it) .
Likewise, the liberal the-
ory of democratic peace
is stronger on what hap-
pens after states become
democratic than in pre-
dicting the timing of
democratic transitions,
let alone prescribing how
to make transitions hap-
pen peaceful ly.  Con-
structivists are good at
describing changes in
norms and ideas, but
they are weak on the
material and institution-
al circumstances neces-
sary to support the emer-
gence of consensus about
new values and ideas.  

With such uncertain guidance from the theo-
retical realm, it is no wonder that policymakers,
activists, and public commentators fall prey to sim-
plistic or wishful thinking about how to effect
change by, say, invading Iraq or setting up an Inter-
national Criminal Court. In lieu of a good theory
of change, the most prudent course is to use the
insights of each of the three theoretical traditions as
a check on the irrational exuberance of the others.
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Realists should have to explain whether policies
based on calculations of power have sufficient legit-
imacy to last. Liberals should consider whether
nascent democratic institutions can fend off pow-
erful interests that oppose them, or how interna-
tional institutions can bind a hegemonic power
inclined to go its own way. Idealists should be asked
about the strategic, institutional, or material con-
ditions in which a set of ideas is likely to take hold.

Theories of international relations claim to
explain the way international politics works, but
each of the currently prevailing theories falls well
short of that goal. One of the principal contribu-
tions that international relations theory can make
is not predicting the future but providing the
vocabulary and conceptual framework to ask hard
questions of those who think that changing the
world is easy. 

Stephen M. Walt’s “International Relations: One World, Many Theories” (Foreign Policy,
Spring 1998) is a valuable survey of the field. For a more recent survey, see Robert Jervis, “Theo-
ries of War in an Era of Leading Power Peace” (American Political Science Review, March 2002).

Important recent realist contributions include John J. Mearsheimer’s The Tragedy of Great Power
Politics (New York: Norton, 2001) and Fareed Zakaria, From Wealth to Power: The Unusual Ori-
gins of America’s World Role (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998). Important realist-
inspired analyses of post-9/11 issues include “The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism” (American
Political Science Review, August 2003), by Robert A. Pape; “The Compulsive Empire” (Foreign
Policy, July/August 2003), by Robert Jervis; and “An Unnecessary War ” (Foreign Policy, Jan-
uary/February 2003), by John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt. Read about a current effort to inject
realism into U.S. foreign policy at the Web site of the Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy. For
a worried look at the realist resurgence, see Lawrence F. Kaplan, “Springtime for Realism” (The New
Republic, June 21, 2004). 

Recent additions to the liberal canon are Bruce Russett and John R. Oneal’s Triangulating Peace:
Democracy, Interdependence, and International Organizations (New York: Norton, 2001) and G.
John Ikenberry’s After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuilding of Order After
Major Wars (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001). To read about the dangers of democra-
tization in countries with weak institutions, see Edward D. Mansfield and Jack Snyder, Electing to
Fight: Why Emerging Democracies Go to War (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2005) and Zakaria’s The
Future of Freedom: Illiberal Democracy at Home and Abroad (New York: W.W. Norton & Co.,
2003). Charles Krauthammer and Francis Fukuyama tussle over strains of liberalism in a recent
exchange. Krauthammer makes the case for spreading democracy in “Democratic Realism: An Amer-
ican Foreign Policy for a Unipolar World,” an address to the American Enterprise Institute, and
Fukuyama responds in “The Neoconservative Moment,” (The National Interest, Summer 2004).
Krauthammer’s rejoinder, “In Defense of Democratic Realism” (The National Interest, Fall 2004),
counters Fukuyama’s claims.

Read more on constructivism in Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1999). Margaret E. Keck and Kathryn Sikkink look at construc-
tivism at work in Activists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in International Politics (Ithaca: Cor-
nell University Press, 1998). More focused works include Sikkink’s Mixed Messages: U.S. Human Rights
Policy and Latin America (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2004) and Michael N. Barnett’s Dialogues
in Arab Politics: Negotiations in Regional Order (New York: Columbia University Press, 1998).

»For links to relevant Web sites, access to the FP Archive, and a comprehensive index of related 
Foreign Policy articles, go to www.foreignpolicy.com.

[ Want to Know More? ]
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Why should policymakers and practitioners care about the scholarly study of international affairs? Those who conduct foreign policy often dismiss
academic theorists (frequently, one must admit, with good reason), but there is an inescapable link between the abstract world of theory and the real
world of policy. We need theories to make sense of the blizzard of information that bombards us daily. Even policymakers who are contemptuous of
"theory" must rely on their own (often unstated) ideas about how the world works in order to decide what to do. It is hard to make good policy if
one's basic organizing principles are flawed, just as it is hard to construct good theories without knowing a lot about the real world. Everyone uses
theories-whether he or she knows it or not-and disagreements about policy usually rest on more fundamental disagreements about the basic forces
that shape international outcomes. 

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

In the same way, the debate over NATO expansion looks different depending on which theory one employs. From a "realist" perspective, NATO
expansion is an effort to extend Western influence-well beyond the traditional sphere of U.S. vital interests-during a period of Russian weakness and
is likely to provoke a harsh response from Moscow From a liberal perspective, however, expansion will reinforce the nascent democracies of Central
Europe and extend NATO'S conflictmanagement mechanisms to a potentially turbulent region. A third view might stress the value of incorporating
the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland within the Western security community, whose members share a common identity that has made war
largely unthinkable. 

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

WHERE ARE WE COMING FROM? 

The study of international affairs is best understood as a protracted competition between the realist, liberal, and radical traditions. Realism
emphasizes the enduring propensity for conflict between states; liberalism identifies several ways to mitigate these conflictive tendencies; and the
radical tradition describes how the entire system of state relations might be transformed. The boundaries between these traditions are somewhat
fuzzy and a number of important works do not fit neatly into any of them, but debates within and among them have largely defined the discipline. 

Realism 

Realism was the dominant theoretical tradition throughout the Cold War. It depicts international affairs as a struggle for power among selfinterested
states and is generally pessimistic about the prospects for eliminating conflict and war. Realism dominated in the Cold War years because it provided
simple but powerful explanations for war, alliances, imperialism, obstacles to cooperation, and other international phenomena, and because its
emphasis on competition was consistent with the central features of the American-Soviet rivalry. 

Realism is not a single theory, of course, and realist thought evolved considerably throughout the Cold War. "Classical" realists such as Hans
Morgenthau and Reinhold Niebuhr believed that states, like human beings, had an innate desire to dominate others, which led them to fight wars.
Morgenthau also stressed the virtues of the classical, multipolar, balance-of-power system and saw the bipolar rivalry between the United States and
the Soviet Union as especially dangerous. 

By contrast, the "neorealist" theory advanced by Kenneth Waltz ignored human nature and focused on the effects of the international system. For
Waltz, the international system consisted of a number of great powers, each seeking to survive. Because the system is anarchic (i.e., there is no central
authority to protect states from one another), each state has to survive on its own. Waltz argued that this condition would lead weaker states to
balance against, rather than bandwagon with, more powerful rivals. And contrary to Morgenthau, he claimed that bipolarity was more stable than
multipolarity. 

An important refinement to realism was the addition of offensedefense theory, as laid out by Robert Jervis, George Quester, and Stephen Van Evera.
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These scholars argued that war was more likely when states could conquer each other easily. When defense was easier than offense, however, security
was more plentiful, incentives to expand declined, and cooperation could blossom. And if defense had the advantage, and states could distinguish
between offensive and defensive weapons, then states could acquire the means to defend themselves without threatening others, thereby dampening
the effects of anarchy. For these "defensive" realists, states merely sought to survive and great powers could guarantee their security by forming
balancing alliances and choosing defensive military postures (such as retaliatory nuclear forces). Not surprisingly, Waltz and most other neorealists
believed that the United States was extremely secure for most of the Cold War. Their principle fear was that it might squander its favorable position
by adopting an overly aggressive foreign policy. Thus, by the end of the Cold War, realism had moved away from Morgenthau's dark brooding about
human nature and taken on a slightly more optimistic tone. 

Liberalism 

The principal challenge to realism came from a broad family of liberal theories. One strand of liberal thought argued that economic interdependence
would discourage states from using force against each other because warfare would threaten each side's prosperity. A second strand, often associated
with President Woodrow Wilson, saw the spread of democracy as the key to world peace, based on the claim that democratic states were inherently
more peaceful than authoritarian states. A third, more recent theory argued that international institutions such as the International Energy Agency and
the International Monetary Fund could help overcome selfish state behavior, mainly by encouraging states to forego immediate gains for the greater
benefits of enduring cooperation. 

Although some liberals flirted with the idea that new transnational actors, especially the multinational corporation, were gradually encroaching on the
power of states, liberalism generally saw states as the central players in international affairs. All liberal theories implied that cooperation was more
pervasive than even the defensive version of realism allowed, but each view offered a different recipe for promoting it. 

Radical Approaches 

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

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

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

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

Domestic Politics 

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

NEW WRINKLES IN OLD PARADIGMS 

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

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

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

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

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

The most interesting conceptual development within the realist paradigm has been the emerging split between the "defensive" and "offensive" strands
of thought. Defensive realists such as Waltz, Van Evera, and Jack Snyder assumed that states had little intrinsic interest in military conquest and
argued that the costs of expansion generally outweighed the benefits. Accordingly, they maintained that great power wars occurred largely because
domestic groups fostered exaggerated perceptions of threat and an excessive faith in the efficacy of military force. 

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

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

New Life for Liberalism 

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

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

[Chart]
Caption: 

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

It is therefore ironic that faith in the "democratic peace" became the basis for U.S. policy just as additional research was beginning to identify several
qualifiers to this theory. First, Snyder and Edward Mansfield pointed out that states may be more prone to war when they are in the midst of a
democratic transition, which implies that efforts to export democracy might actually make things worse. Second, critics such as Joanne Gowa and
David Spiro have argued that the apparent absence of war between democracies is due to the way that democracy has been defined and to the relative
dearth of democratic states (especially before 1945). In addition, Christopher Layne has pointed out that when democracies have come close to war in
the past their decision to remain at peace ultimately had little do with their shared democratic character. Third, clearcut evidence that democracies do
not fight each other is confined to the post-1945 era, and, as Gowa has emphasized, the absence of conflict in this period may be due more to their
common interest in containing the Soviet Union than to shared democratic principles. 
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Liberal institutionalists likewise have continued to adapt their own theories. On the one hand, the core claims of institutionalist theory have become
more modest over time. Institutions are now said to facilitate cooperation when it is in each state's interest to do so, but it is widely agreed that they
cannot force states to behave in ways that are contrary to the states' own selfish interests. [For further discussion, please see Robert Keohane's article
On the other hand, institutionalists such as John Duffield and Robert McCalla have extended the theory into new substantive areas, most notably the
study of NATO. For these scholars, NATO's highly institutionalized character helps explain why it has been able to survive and adapt, despite the
disappearance of its main adversary The economic strand of liberal theory is still influential as well. In particular, a number of scholars have recently
suggested that the "globalization" of world markets, the rise of transnational networks and nongovernmental organizations, and the rapid spread of
global communications technology are undermining the power of states and shifting attention away from military security toward economics and
social welfare. The details are novel but the basic logic is familiar: As societies around the globe become enmeshed in a web of economic and social
connections, the costs of disrupting these ties will effectively preclude unilateral state actions, especially the use of force. 

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

This view has been challenged by scholars who argue that the actual scope of "globalization" is modest and that these various transactions still take
place in environments that are shaped and regulated by states. Nonetheless, the belief that economic forces are superseding traditional great power
politics enjoys widespread acceptance among scholars, pundits, and policymakers, and the role of the state is likely to be an important topic for
future academic inquiry. 

Constructivist Theories 

Whereas realism and liberalism tend to focus on material factors such as power or trade, constructivist approaches emphasize the impact of ideas.
Instead of taking the state for granted and assuming that it simply seeks to survive, constructivists regard the interests and identities of states as a
highly malleable product of specific historical processes. They pay close attention to the prevailing discourse(s) in society because discourse reflects
and shapes beliefs and interests, and establishes accepted norms of behavior. Consequently, constructivism is especially attentive to the sources of
change, and this approach has largely replaced marxism as the preeminent radical perspective on international affairs. 

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

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

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

Domestic Politics Reconsidered 

As in the Cold War, scholars continue to explore the impact of domestic politics on the behavior of states. Domestic politics are obviously central to
the debate on the democratic peace, and scholars such as Snyder, Jeffrey Frieden, and Helen Milner have examined how domestic interest groups can
distort the formation of state preferences and lead to suboptimal international behavior. George Downs, David Rocke, and others have also explored
how domestic institutions can help states deal with the perennial problem of uncertainty, while students of psychology have applied prospect theory
and other new tools to explain why decision makers fail to act in a rational fashion. [For further discussion about foreign policy decision making,
please see the article by Margaret Hermann and Joe Hagan.] 

The past decade has also witnessed an explosion of interest in the concept of culture, a development that overlaps with the constructivist emphasis
on the importance of ideas and norms. Thus, Thomas Berger and Peter Katzenstein have used cultural variables to explain why Germany and Japan
have thus far eschewed more self-reliant military policies; Elizabeth Kier has offered a cultural interpretation of British and French military doctrines
in the interwar period; and lain Johnston has traced continuities in Chinese foreign policy to a deeply rooted form of "cultural realism." Samuel
Huntington's dire warnings about an imminent "clash of civilizations" are symptomatic of this trend as well, insofar as his argument rests on the claim
that broad cultural affinities are now supplanting national loyalties. Though these and other works define culture in widely varying ways and have yet
to provide a full explanation of how it works or how enduring its effects might be, cultural perspectives have been very much in vogue during the past
five years. This trend is partly a reflection of the broader interest in cultural issues in the academic world (and within the public debate as well) and

VOL I - 14



Monday, July 24, 2000 Document Page: 5

http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?TS=964461471&RQT=309&CC=1&Dtp=1&Did=
000000027433753&Mtd=1&Fmt=4

partly a response to the upsurge in ethnic, nationalist, and cultural conflicts since the demise of the Soviet Union. 

TOMORROW'S CONCEPTUAL TOOLBOX 

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

Which of these broad perspectives sheds the most light on contemporary international affairs, and which should policymakers keep most firmly in
mind when charting our course into the next century? 

Although many academics (and more than a few policymakers) are loathe to admit it, realism remains the most compelling general framework for
understanding international relations. States continue to pay close attention to the balance of power and to worry about the possibility of major
conflict. Among other things, this enduring preoccupation with power and security explains why many Asians and Europeans are now eager to
preserve-and possibly expand-the U.S. military presence in their regions. As Czech president Vaclav Havel has warned, if NATO fails to expand, "we
might be heading for a new global catastrophe . . . [which] could cost us all much more than the two world wars." These are not the words of a man
who believes that great power rivalry has been banished forever. 

As for the United States, the past decade has shown how much it likes being "number one" and how determined it is to remain in a predominant
position. The United States has taken advantage of its current superiority to impose its preferences wherever possible, even at the risk of irritating
many of its long-standing allies. It has forced a series of one-sided arms control agreements on Russia, dominated the problematic peace effort in
Bosnia, taken steps to expand NATO into Russia's backyard, and become increasingly concerned about the rising power of China. It has called
repeatedly for greater reliance on multilateralism and a larger role for international institutions, but has treated agencies such as the United Nations and
the World Trade Organization with disdain whenever their actions did not conform to U.S. interests. It refused to join the rest of the world in
outlawing the production of landmines and was politely uncooperative at the Kyoto environmental summit. Although U.S. leaders are adept at
cloaking their actions in the lofty rhetoric of "world order," naked self-interest lies behind most of them. Thus, the end of the Cold War did not bring
the end of power politics, and realism is likely to remain the single most useful instrument in our intellectual toolbox. 

Yet realism does not explain everything, and a wise leader would also keep insights from the rival paradigms in mind. Liberal theories identify the
instruments that states can use to achieve shared interests, highlight the powerful economic forces with which states and societies must now contend,
and help us understand why states may differ in their basic preferences. Paradoxically, because U.S. protection reduces the danger of regional rivalries
and reinforces the "liberal peace" that emerged after 1945, these factors may become relatively more important, as long as the United States continues
to provide security and stability in many parts of the world. 

Meanwhile, constructivist theories are best suited to the analysis of how identities and interests can change over time, thereby producing subtle shifts
in the behavior of states and occasionally triggering farreaching but unexpected shifts in international affairs. It matters if political identity in Europe
continues to shift from the nation-state to more local regions or to a broader sense of European identity, just as it matters if nationalism is gradually
supplanted by the sort of "civilizational" affinities emphasized by Huntington. Realism has little to say about these prospects, and policymakers
could be blind-sided by change if they ignore these possibilities entirely. 

In short, each of these competing perspectives captures important aspects of world politics. Our understanding would be impoverished were our
thinking confined to only one of them. The "compleat diplomat" of the future should remain cognizant of realism's emphasis on the inescapable role
of power, keep liberalism's awareness of domestic forces in mind, and occasionally reflect on constructivism's vision of change. 

WANT TO KNOW MORE? 

For a fair-minded survey of the realist, liberal, and marxist paradigms, see Michael Doyle's Ways of War and Peace (New York, NY: Norton, 1997). A
guide to some recent developments in international political thought is Doyle & G. John Ikenberry, eds., New Thinking in Inter national Relations
Theory (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1997). 

Those interested in realism should examine The Perils of Anarchy: Contemporary Realism and International Security (Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press,1995) by Michael Brown, Sean Lynn-Jones, & Steven Miller, eds.; "Offensive Realism and Why States Expand Their War Aims" (Security
Studies, Summer 1997) by Eric Labs; and "Dueling Realisms" (International Organization, Summer 1997) by Stephen Brooks. For alternative realist
assessments of contemporary world politics, see John Mearsheimer's "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War" (International
Security, Summer 1990) and Robert Jervis' "The Future of World Politics: Will It Resemble the Past?" (Intertional Security, Winter 1991-92). A
realist explanation of ethnic conflict is Barry Posen's "The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict" (Survival, Spring 1993); an up-to-date survey of
offense-defense theory can be found in "The Security Dilemma Revisited" by Charles Glaser (World Politics, October 1997); and recent U.S. foreign
policy is explained in Michael Mastanduno's "Preserving the Unipolar Moment: Realist Theories and U.S. Grand Strategy after the Cold War"
(International Security, Spring 1997). 

The liberal approach to international affairs is summarized in Andrew Moravcsik's "Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International
Politics" (International Organization, Autumn 1997). Many of the leading contributors to the debate on the democratic peace can be found in Brown
& Lynn-Jones, eds., Debating the Democratic Peace (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1996) and Miriam Elman, ed., Paths to Peace: Is Democracy the
Answer? (Cambridge, MA: MiT Press, 1997). The contributions of institutionalist theory and the debate on relative gains are summarized in David
Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debate (New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 1993). An important critique of
the institutionalist literature is Mearsheimer's "The False Promise of International Institutions" (International Security, Winter 1994-95), but one
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should also examine the responses in the Summer 1995 issue. For applications of institutionalist theory to NATO, see John Duffield's "NATO's
Functions after the Cold War" (Political Science Quarterly, Winter 1994-95) and Robert McCalla's "NATO's Persistence after the Cold War"
(InternationaL Organization, Summer 1996). 

Authors questioning the role of the state include Susan Strange in The Retreat of the State: The Diffusion of Power in the World Economy
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,1996); and Jessica Mathews in "Power Shift" (Foreign Affairs, January/February 1997). The emergence of
the state is analyzed by Hendrik Spruyt in The Sovereign State and Its Competitors (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994), and its
continued importance is defended in Globalization in Question: The International Economy and the Possibilities of Governance (Cambridge: Polity,
1996) by Paul Hirst and Grahame Thompson, and Governing the Global Economy: International Finance and the State (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1994) by Ethan Kapstein. Another defense (from a somewhat unlikely source) is "The World Economy: The Future of the State"
(The Economist, September 20, 1997), and a more academic discussion of these issues is Peter Evans"' "The Eclipse of the State? Reflections on
Stateness in an Era of Globalization" (World Politics, October 1997). 

Readers interested in constructivist approaches should begin with Alexander Wendt's "Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction
of Power Politics" (International Organization, Spring 1992), while awaiting his Social Theory of International Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, forthcoming). A diverse array of cultural and constructivist approaches may also be found in Peter Katzenstein, ed., The Culture of
National Security (New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 1996) and Yosef Lapid & Friedrich Kratochwil, eds., The Return of Culture and
Identity in IR Theory (Boulder: CO: Lynne Rienner, 1996). 

For links to relevant Web sites, as well as a comprehensive index of related articles, access www.foreignpolicy.com. 

[Author note]
ST E P H EN M . WA LT is professor of political science and master of the social science collegiate division at the University of Chicago. He is a
member of FOREIGN POLICY'S ea/tor" board. 
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 International Relations John Lewis Gaddis
 Theory and the End of

 the Cold War

 Princes have always
 sought out soothsayers of one kind or another for the purpose of learning what the
 future holds. These hired visionaries have found portents in the configurations of
 stars, the entrails of animals, and most indicators in between. The results, on the

 whole, have been disappointing. Surprise remains one of the few things one can

 count on, and very few princes have succeeded in avoiding it, however assiduous

 the efforts of their respective wizards, medicine men, counselors, advisers, and think
 tank consultants to ward it off.

 Surprise is still very much with us. The abrupt end of the Cold War, an unantici-
 pated hot war in the Persian Gulf, and the sudden disintegration of the Soviet Union
 astonished almost everyone, whether in government, the academy, the media, or the
 think tanks. Although there was nothing inherently implausible about these events-
 the Cold War did have to end sometime, war had always been a possibility in the
 Middle East, and communism's failures had been obvious for years-the fact that

 they arose so unexpectedly suggests that deficiencies persist in the means by which
 contemporary princes and the soothsayers they employ seek to discern the future

 course of world affairs.

 No modern soothsayer, of course, would aspire to total clairvoyance. We have no
 equivalent of Isaac Asimov's famous character, the mathematician Hari Seldon, whose
 predictive powers were so great that he was able to leave precise holographic instruc-
 tions for his followers, to be consulted at successive intervals decades after his death.1
 But historians, political scientists, economists, psychologists, and even mathemati-

 John Lewis Gaddis is Distinguished Professor of History and Director of the Contemporary History Institute
 at Ohio University. Duritng the 1992-93 acadenmic year, he is serving as Harmsworth Professor of American
 History at Oxford University. His most recent book is The United States and the End of the Cold
 War: Implications, Reconsiderations, Provocations (Oxford University Press, 1992).

 I would like to acknowledge support, in the preparation of this essay, from the National Research
 Council's Committee on Contributions of Behavioral and Social Science to the Prevention of
 Nuclear War. My thanks, for research assistance, to Ed Merta, and for advice and comments to
 Kennette Benedict, David Broscious, Richard Crockatt, Barbara Gaddis, Michael Gaddis, Alex-
 ander George, Samuel P. Huntington, Robert Jervis, Andrew Katz, Ed Merta, Harold Molineu,
 Philip Nash, Olav Nj0lstad, Stefan Rossbach, J. David Singer, Paul Stern, and Philip E. Tetlock.
 I also benefited from an opportunity to present preliminary conclusions from this essay at a
 conference on "The Transformation of the International System and International Relations
 Theory," organized by Richard Ned Lebow and Thomas Risse-Kappen at Cornell University in
 October 1991, as well as from the suggestions of several anonymous reviewers for the National
 Research Council and International Security. The views expressed herein are, of course, my own
 only.

 1. Isaac Asimov, Foundation (New York: Ballantine Books, 1951).

 International Security, Vol. 17, No. 3 (Winter 1992/93), pp. 5-58
 C) 1992 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
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 cians have claimed the power to detect patterns in the behavior of nations and the

 individuals who lead them; an awareness of these, they have assured us, will better

 equip statesmen-and states-to deal with the uncertainties that lie ahead.

 The end of the Cold War presents an unusual opportunity to test these claims.

 That event was of such importance that no approach to the study of international

 relations claiming both foresight and competence should have failed to see it coming.

 None actually did so, though, and that fact ought to raise questions about the methods
 we have developed for trying to understand world politics. The following essay
 suggests some reasons for this failure of modern-day soothsaying; it will also advance

 a few ideas on how the accuracy of that enterprise might henceforth be improved.

 Theory, Forecasting, and the Possibility of Prediction2

 The claims that those who study world politics have made regarding their ability to

 forecast the future grow, for the most part, out of efforts to construct theories of
 international relations. There is a very simple reason for this: visions of any future

 have to proceed from the awareness of some kind of past; otherwise there can be no
 conceptual frame of reference-more than that, there can be no language-with which

 to express them.3 Theories provide a way of packaging patterns from the past in such
 a way as to make them usable in the present as guides to the future.4 Without them,
 all attempts at forecasting and prediction would be reduced to random guessing.

 2. My own use of these terms-which is not the usage of everyone cited in this paper-follows
 the distinctions of John R. Freeman and Brian L. Job: "a forecast is a statement about unknown
 phenomena based upon known or accepted generalizations and uncertain conditions ('partial
 unknowns'), whereas a prediction involves the linkage of known or accepted generalizations
 with certain conditions (knowns) to yield a statement about unknown phenomena." Freeman
 and Job, "Scientific Forecasts in International Relations: Problems of Definition and Epistemol-
 ogy, " International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 23, No. 1 (March 1979), pp. 117-118. It follows from
 this that forecasts can be neither deterministic-"if A, then (inevitably) B"-nor conditional-
 "if A, then (under specified conditions) B." They are instead probabilistic statements: "if A, then
 (probably) B." I owe this distinction between deterministic, conditional, and probabilistic state-
 ments to a suggestion from Alexander George, although I have fit it within my own differen-
 tiation between prediction and forecasting. See also, on these problems of definition, Nazli
 Choucri, "Key Issues in International Relations Forecasting," in Nazli Choucri and Thomas W.
 Robinson, eds., Forecasting in International Relations: Theory, Methods, Problems, Prospects (San
 Francisco: W.H. Freeman, 1978), p. 4; and Richard A. Skinner, "Introduction: Research in the
 Predictive Mode," in Charles W. Kegley, Jr., Gregory A. Raymond, Robert M. Rood, and Richard
 A. Skinner, eds., International Events and the Comparative Analysis of Foreign Policy (Columbia:
 University of South Carolina Press, 1975), p. 211.
 3. For the centrality to forecasting of theory based on past experience, see Choucri, "Key Issues
 in International Relations Forecasting," pp. 5-7.
 4. Charles A. McClelland, Theory and the International System (New York: Macmillan, 1966),
 pp. 15-16, provides a succinct but comprehensive summary of the uses of theory in the study
 of international relations. See also J. David Singer, "The Level-of-Analysis Problem in Interna-
 tional Relations," World Politics, Vol. 14, No. 1 (October 1961), pp. 78-80; and Patrick M. Morgan,
 Theories and Approaches to International Politics: What Are We to Think? 4th ed. (New Brunswick,
 N.J.: Transaction Books, 1987), pp. 18-19.
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 Hans J. Morgenthau put forward the first comprehensive modern theory of inter-

 national relations-and the one from which most subsequent theories in that field

 have evolved-in his 1948 book, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and

 Peace; his approach came to be known, in a somewhat self-congratulatory way, as

 "realism."5 Earlier studies by diplomatic historians, international lawyers, and well-
 meaning reformers, Morgenthau complained, had failed to identify the "fundamental

 principles" of world politics, "which are revealed only by the correlation of recent

 events with the more distant past." Even the most idiosyncratic event-and it is
 important to stress that Morgenthau never disregarded the importance of such

 events-reflected "social forces" which were, in turn, "the product of human nature
 in action. Therefore, under similar conditions, they will manifest themselves in a

 similar manner." Knowledge of these patterns would allow one to "understand

 international politics, grasp the meaning of contemporary events, and foresee and

 influence the future."6
 What was new in all of this was not Morgenthau's insistence that the identification

 and careful examination of past patterns could improve the quality of future statecraft:
 historians had been saying that all along. Morgenthau's innovation, rather, was the
 claim to have developed, as he himself put it, "the science of international politics."7
 The principal characteristics of this science were its reductionism-the argument that
 a drive for power inextricably rooted in human nature animated all politics-and its
 tough-mindedness-the assertion that a focus on power would free the study of

 international relations from the sentimentality, legalism, and irrelevant empiricism

 with which it had been afflicted.8

 5. Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace (New York:
 Knopf, 1948). There have been six editions of Morgenthau's classic, the most recent published
 in 1985. (My references are to the 1948 edition.) Morgenthau was, of course, hardly the first
 "realist." The tradition goes back at least as far as Machiavelli, and if one can accept E.H. Carr's
 succinct definition of "realism"-"the impact of thinking upon wishing"-then the idea is as
 old as its opposite, which is utopian idealism. Edward Hallett Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis,
 1919-1939: An Introduction to the Study of International Relations (New York: St. Martin's Press,
 1939), p. 10. For Morgenthau's primacy in the field of post-1945 international relations, see
 Martin Hollis and Steve Smith, Explaining and Understanding International Relations (Oxford:
 Oxford University Press, 1990), pp. 22-28; and Robert 0. Keohane, "Realism, Neorealism and
 the Study of World Politics," in Robert 0. Keohane, ed., Neorealism and Its Critics (New York:
 Columbia University Press, 1986), p. 10.
 6. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, pp. 4-5 (emphases added).
 7. Morgenthau used this as the title of Chapter Two of Politics among Nations beginning with its
 second edition, published in 1954.
 8. Although some of Morgenthau's writings appear to be scathing attacks on attempts to
 construct a "science" of politics-see his Scientific Man vs. Power Politics (Chicago: University of
 Chicago Press, 1945); also "Reflections on the State of Political Science," Review of Politics, Vol.
 27, No. 3 (October 1955), pp. 431-460; and "Common Sense and Theories of International
 Relations," Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 21 (1967), pp. 207-214-a careful reading suggests
 that what Morgenthau really objected to in idealist, behavioral, and quantitative approaches
 was their unwillingness to place "power" in the central position to which he had assigned it.
 Morgenthau's ambivalence about "scientific" approaches is discussed in Hollis and Smith,
 Explaining and Understanding International Relations, pp. 23, 27.
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 Morgenthau was always careful not to promise too much. "Trustworthy prophe-
 cies" in international politics would never be possible, he argued as early as 1948,
 because "contradictory tendencies" would always be present in every political situa-
 tion: which of them would prevail was "anybody's guess." What theory could do,
 though, was to allow scholars to "trace the different tendencies which, as potential-
 ities, are inherent in [the] situation[,]. . .. point out the different conditions which
 make it more likely for one tendency to prevail than for another, and, finally, assess
 the probabilities for the different conditions and tendencies to prevail in actuality."
 It could, therefore,"confront what governments do, and what governments and
 peoples think, about international relations with independent prudential judgment
 and with the truth, however dimly perceived and tenuously approximated."10

 Subsequent theorists of international relations-whether or not they agreed with
 Morgenthau's insistence on the centrality of power-have nonetheless embraced his
 assumption that a "scientific" approach enhances the possibility of forecasting. Mor-
 ton A. Kaplan acknowledged in 1957 that although theory would be of little use in
 anticipating the specific actions of individuals and nations, it could "predict charac-
 teristic or modal behavior within a particular kind of international system" as well as
 "the conditions under which the characteristic behavior of the international system
 will remain stable, the conditions under which it will be transformed, and the kind
 of transformation that will take place.""1 J. David Singer argued several years later
 that any analytical model should "offer the promise of reliable prediction"-indeed
 Singer maintained that this task would be less difficult to accomplish than the other
 two requirements of such models, which were description and explanation. 12 "As our
 knowledge base expands and is increasingly integrated in the theoretical sense," he
 added in 1969, "the better our predictions will be, and therefore, the fewer policy
 disagreements we will have. "13

 9. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, pp. 6-7. Raymond Aron had an even more modest
 conception of the role of theory in statecraft: theory, he wrote, would be scientifically valid "to
 the extent that it does not provide the equivalent of what noble-hearted people and lightweight
 minds expect, that is, a simple ideology guaranteeing morality or efficiency." Aron, "What Is a
 Theory of International Relations?" Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 21 (1967), p. 204.
 10. Morgenthau, "Common Sense and Theories of International Relations," p. 212.
 11. Morton A. Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics (New York: John Wiley, 1957),
 pp. xvii-xviii. See also Kaplan, "Systems Theory and Political Science," Social Research, Vol. 35,
 No. 1 (Spring 1968), especially pp. 33 and 45-46; and Kaplan, "The New Great Debate: Tradi-
 tionalism vs. Science in International Relations," in Klaus Knorr and James N. Rosenau, ed.,
 Contending Approaches to International Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969), es-
 pecially pp. 46-51, 56-57.
 12. Singer, "The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International Relations," pp. 79-80. See also J.
 David Singer, Models, Methods, and Progress in World Politics: A Peace Research Odyssey (Boulder,
 Colo.: Westview Press, 1990), p. 249.
 13. J. David Singer, "The Incompleat Theorist: Insight Without Evidence," in Knorr and Ro-
 senau, eds., Contending Approaches to International Politics, pp. 66-67. See also Singer, Models,
 Methods, and Progress in World Politics, pp. 62, 261, 269; and Melvin Small and J. David Singer,
 "Conflict in the International System, 1816-1977: Historical Trends and Policy Futures," in J.
 David Singer and associates, Explaining War: Selected Papers from the Correlates of War Project
 (Beverly Hills, Calif.: SAGE, 1979), p. 76.
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 Kenneth N. Waltz, whose approach to theory differed sharply from those of Kaplan
 and Singer, nonetheless shared with them the goal of using theory to forecast the
 future. Waltz's triple "images" of international relations, set out in Man, the State, and
 War in 1959, had explicitly prescriptive (and thereby implicitly predictive) purposes:

 "to explain how peace can be more readily achieved requires an understanding of
 the causes of war."114 And in his even more influential Theory of International Politics,
 published in 1979, Waltz clarified his claims regarding prediction, in terms that did
 not differ greatly from those of Morgenthau or Kaplan: "Theory explains regularities
 of behavior and leads one to expect that the outcomes produced by interacting units
 will fall within specified ranges. The behavior of states and of statesmen, however,
 is indeterminate."15

 The quest for forecasting and prediction has by no means operated exclusively at
 the level of international systems. The "operational code" technique for studying
 political leadership evolved from efforts made, during the early Cold War, to forecast
 the intentions and actions of top Soviet officials.16 Decision-making theorists set out
 to produce general propositions-which could be taken as forecasts-regarding be-

 havior of leaders in crises.17 Deterrence theorists made specific predictions during the
 1950s about how the two nuclear superpowers would behave; these in turn directly

 influenced decisions on the procurement, deployment, and planned use of nuclear

 weapons in both Washington and Moscow.18 Political development theory sought to
 identify patterns in the modernization process that would allow not only an antici-

 pation of events in the Third World, but the formulation of policies aimed at shaping
 them.19 Studies of perception and misperception in international relations employed

 14. Kenneth N. Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia
 University Press, 1959), p. 2.
 15. Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: Random House, 1979), p. 68.
 A theory of international politics, Waltz noted, was not the same thing as a theory of foreign
 policy; from the standpoint of the former, it was only "to the extent that dynamics of a system
 limit the freedom of its units [that] their behavior and the outcomes of their behavior become
 predictable." Ibid., p. 72.
 16. Nathan Leites, The Operational Code of the Politburo (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1951). See also
 Alexander L. George, "The 'Operational Code': A Neglected Approach to the Study of Political
 Leaders and Decision-making," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 13, No. 2 (June 1969), pp. 190-
 222.
 17. Richard C. Snyder, H.W. Bruck, and Burton Sapin, eds., Foreign Policy Decision-Making (New
 York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1954). See also Glenn D. Paige, The Korean Decision: June 24-30,
 1950 (New York: Free Press, 1968); and Glenn H. Snyder and Paul Diesing, Conflict among
 Nations: Bargaining, Decision Making, and System Structure in International Crises (Princeton: Prince-
 ton University Press, 1977), especially pp. 470-530.
 18. See, in particular, Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
 versity Press, 1960); and Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966).
 Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy (New York: St. Martin's, 1981), provides
 the best overview of the influence deterrence theory had on policy. Non-nuclear deterrence
 theory also had predictive aspirations. See Alexander L. George and Richard Smoke, Deterrence
 in American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice (New York: Columbia University Press, 1974),
 especially p. 512.
 19. D. Michael Shafer, Deadly Paradigms: The Failure of U.S. Counterinsurgency Policy (Princeton:
 Princeton University Press, 1988), especially pp. 48-78.
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 psychological literature to identify recurring patterns in the behavior of individuals,
 a knowledge of which might improve the conduct of statecraft.20 And the use of game
 theory to model international rivalries had clear implications for attempts to anticipate
 the future of Soviet-American relations.21

 My point, then, is that the major theoretical approaches that have shaped the
 discipline of international relations since Morgenthau have all had in common, as one
 of their principal objectives, the anticipation of the future. Whether in science or
 politics, whether by the tough standards of prediction or the more relaxed ones of
 forecasting, the role of theory has always been not just to account for the past or to
 explain the present but to provide at least a preview of what is to come. It follows,
 therefore, that one way to confirm the validity of theories is to see how successfully
 they perform each of the tasks expected of them.22 The failure to accomplish a particular
 task would not necessarily invalidate an entire theory, but it should raise questions
 in our minds. It would be a warning signal, suggesting the need to rethink underlying
 assumptions. That is the kind of test this essay seeks to apply: how well did inter-
 national relations theory carry out one of the important tasks it set for itself, which
 was forecasting the future of the Cold War?23

 20. Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
 versity Press, 1976), especially pp. 6, 409.
 21. Anatol Rapoport, Fights, Games, and Debates (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 1960);
 Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984).
 22. "A theory is a good theory if it satisfies two requirements: It must accurately describe a
 large class of observations on the basis of a model that contains only a few arbitrary elements,
 and it must make definite predictions about the results of future observations." Stephen Hawk-
 ing, A Brief History of Time: From the Big Bang to Black Holes (New York: Bantam, 1988), p. 9. See
 also, on this point, Heinz R. Pagels, The Dreams of Reason: The Computer and the Rise of the Sciences
 of Complexity (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1988), p. 204; Skinner, "Introduction: Research
 in the Predictive Mode," pp. 208-209; Charles F. Hermann, Warren R. Phillips, and Stuart J.
 Thorson, "Validating International Relations Forecasts to Develop Theory," in Choucri and
 Robinson, eds., Forecasting in International Relations, pp. 69-78; M.R. Leavitt, "Computer Simu-
 lation in International Relations Forecasting," in ibid., p. 240; Milton Friedman, "The Method-
 ology of Positive Economics," in May Brodbeck, ed., Readings in the Philosophy of the Social Sciences
 (New York: Macmillan, 1968), pp. 508-528; and Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 69.
 Singer, conversely, argues that "despite the folklore to the contrary, prediction is neither the
 major purpose nor the acid test of a theory; the goal of all basic scientific research is explanation."
 But he then goes on to make the point that "a strong explanatory theory will-because it is
 better able to account for and explain the effects of changing conditions-provide a more solid
 base for predicting than one that rests on observed covariations and postdictions alone." Singer,
 Models, Methods, and Progress in World Politics, p. 74; see also p. 249.
 23. For reasons of space, I have limited this analysis to theoretical approaches that attempted,
 in one way or another, to forecast the workings of the international system as a whole. There
 are other ways in which one could use the end of the Cold War to test theory: one could, for
 example, consider the extent to which sub-systemic level theories relating to deterrence, bar-
 gaining, alliances, crisis-management, and collective and individual decision-making provided
 a basis for anticipating what happened; one could also apply the same scrutiny to the specific
 field of Soviet studies and the theoretical insights that arose from within it. Some preliminary
 efforts along these lines include Daniel Deudney and G. John Ikenberry, "The International
 Sources of Soviet Change," International Security, Vol. 16, No. 3 (Winter 1991/92), pp. 74-118;
 Richard K. Herrmann, "Soviet Behavior in Regional Conflicts: Old Questions, New Strategies,
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 Approaches to the Future

 Before we can apply that test, though, there is an organizational problem to be got

 out of the way. It has to do with the fact that although international relations theorists
 have agreed on the importance of prediction and forecasting, they have by no means
 agreed on how to construct the theories that must be in place prior to performing

 these tasks.24 Differences over theory have long impeded efforts to build a "science"
 of international relations; they have also affected the assumptions behind, the pro-
 cedures employed in, and the accuracy of the attempts theorists have made to look
 ahead.

 Morgenthau's "realism" provided little practical guidance on how to use theory to
 foresee the future. It was true enough that statesmen define their interests in terms
 of power, Stanley Hoffmann pointed out, "but only at a level of generality that is
 fatuous" :25 after all, if everyone seeks power because they are human, then the value
 of a forecast stating that humans will seek power is somewhat limited. Other critics

 noted that Morgenthau had attempted to derive universally-valid propositions about

 human behavior from a particular set of human characteristics: there was no expla-
 nation of why the craving for power should necessarily take precedence over other
 human desires, or determine all human actions, or remain immutable for all time to
 come.26 Still others accused Morgenthau of failing to specify whether power was an

 end in itself or a means to an end; if it was both, then what he had achieved was
 not a theory but a tautology.27 Finally, Morgenthau's recommendations for policy-
 makers boiled down to the exercise of prudence and restraint, qualities that seemed

 at odds with the unchanging characteristics of human nature he had earlier claimed

 to have identified.28 Morgenthau's "realism" was a starting point, but clearly much

 and Important Lessons," World Politics, Vol. 44, No. 3 (April 1992), pp. 432-465; and John W.R.
 Lepingwell, "Soviet Civil-Military Relations and the August Coup," ibid., pp. 539-572; as well
 as papers prepared by Herrmann and Thomas Risse-Kappen for the October 1991 Cornell
 University conference on "The Transformation of the International System and International
 Relations Theory" organized by Richard Ned Lebow and Thomas Risse-Kappen.
 24. One recent review of the field has characterized these contending schools of thought as
 "partisan bands" who seize academic departments, entice graduate students into their camps,
 and carry on permanent feuds with one another. Yale H. Ferguson and Richard W. Mansbach,
 Thle Elusive Quest: Theory and International Politics (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press,
 1988), p. 18.
 25. Stanley Hoffmann, "Notes on the Limits of 'Realism'," Social Research, Vol. 48, No. 1 (Winter
 1981), p. 655.
 26. Waltz, Man, the State, and War, pp. 26-41. See also Richard N. Rosecrance, Action and Reaction
 in World Politics: International Systems in Perspective (Boston: Little, Brown, 1963), p. 268; and K.J.
 Holsti, "Retreat from Utopia: International Relations Theory, 1945-70," Canadian Journal of Polit-
 ical Science, Vol. 4, No. 2 (June 1971), p. 169.
 27. Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics, p. 12. See also Keohane, "Neorealism and
 World Politics," p. 11.
 28. Stanley Hoffmann, "International Relations: The Long Road to Theory," in James N.
 Rosenau, ed., International Relations and Foreign Policy: A Reader in Research and Theory (New York:
 Free Press, 1961), pp. 423-424.
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 more would be required if international relations theory was to lead to the detection
 of laws, and hence to any possibility of forecasting and prediction.

 Dissatisfaction with Morgenthau's attempt to build a comprehensive theory of
 international relations has led to a bewildering array of efforts, over the past several

 decades, to construct viable alternatives. None of these has come close to commanding

 universal assent, nor is there even any generally accepted way of categorizing them.

 For the purposes of this essay-but with the caution that these are oversimplifica-

 tions-I identify them in terms of three distinctive approaches to theory: the "behav-

 ioral," the "structural," and the "evolutionary."29 I then assess what the major prac-
 titioners of each of these approaches either said or implied about the end of the Cold

 War.

 THE BEHAVIORAL APPROACH

 The behavioral approach bases itself upon a key assumption of classical empiricism:
 that we can only know what we can directly observe and measure. "History, expe-
 rience, introspection, common sense, and logic do not in themselves generate evi-

 dence," one of the leading behavioralists, J. David Singer, wrote in 1969; they are,
 rather, "ideas which must then be examined in the light of evidence," and that
 procedure can only take place on the basis of observations that are "systematic,
 explicit, visible, and replicable by other researchers."30 A true science of politics would
 not simply call itself "scientific," as Morgenthau had described his theory; rather, it

 would apply methods of the physical and natural sciences, to the maximum extent
 possible, in analyzing human and state behavior.31 Without the rigor such methods
 provide, behavioralists insist,32 the study of international relations will always be
 subject to the very utopianism, emotionalism, bias, confusion, and contradiction from
 which Morgenthau's "realism" had sought to liberate it.

 29. For somewhat similar distinctions, see Johan Galtung, "The Social Sciences: An Essay on
 Polarization and Integration," in Knorr and Rosenau, eds., Contending Approaches to International
 Politics, pp. 243-285; also Hayward R. Alker, Jr., and Thomas J. Biersteker, "The Dialectics of
 World Order: Notes for a Future Archeologist of International Savoir Faire," International Studies
 Quarterly, Vol. 38, No. 2 (June 1984), pp. 121-142; Daniel Druckman and P. Terrence Hopmann,
 "Behavioral Aspects of Negotiations on Mutual Security," in Philip E. Tetlock, et al., eds.,
 Behavior, Society, and Nuclear War: Volume One (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989), pp. 152-
 155; and Yosef Lapid, "The Third Debate: On the Prospects of International Theory in a Post-
 Positivist Era," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 3 (September 1989), pp. 239-240.
 30. Singer, "The Incompleat Theorist," p. 68.
 31. James N. Rosenau, "Moral Fervor, Systematic Analysis, and Scientific Consciousness in
 Foreign Policy Research," in Austin Ranney, ed., Political Science and Public Policy (Chicago:
 Markham, 1968), pp. 197-236; J. David Singer, "The Behavioral Approach to International
 Relations: Payoff and Prospects," in James N. Rosenau, ed., International Politics and Foreign
 Policy: A Reader in Research and Theory, rev. ed. (New York: Free Press, 1969), pp. 65-69. Singer
 has always been careful to acknowledge the impossibility of a pure science of politics; the
 behavioralist approach was to be an improvement on, but not a rejection of, more traditional
 methods like those of Morgenthau and other "realists."
 32. For a recent argument to this effect, see Paul Huth and Bruce Russett, "Testing Deterrence
 Theory: Rigor Makes a Difference," World Politics, Vol. 42, No. 4 (July 1990), pp. 466-501.
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 Behavioralists concentrate, for this reason, upon the careful characterization, and

 where possible quantification, of observable phenomena: examples have included

 battlefield casualties, voting returns, trade statistics, newspaper stories, and even

 patterns of communication.33 Where direct measurement is not possible, they seek to
 generate measurable data either through the creation of rules for coding the activities

 of states, organizations, and individuals,34 or through the simulation of situations in
 such a way as to yield calculable "inputs" and "outputs."35 Considerable emphasis is

 placed on the use of rigorous mathematical techniques in analyzing information

 produced by these methods, both as a safeguard against bias and as a means of

 ensuring comparability.36 The behavioralists proceed from a determinedly inductive,
 "bottom-up" approach, deferring the construction of theory until they have collected,

 measured, and compared as much observable evidence as possible, and after that

 cumulated, replicated, and thus verified the resulting findings.37 Only then, presum-
 ably, can forecasting on any "scientific" basis take place.

 THE STRUCTURAL APPROACH

 The structural approach differs from the behavioral in that it focuses upon unobserv-

 able and hence unmeasurable structures that nonetheless shape international relations

 33. Richard A. Brody, "The Study of International Politics qua Science: The Emphasis on
 Methods and Techniques," in Knorr and Rosenau, eds., Contending Approaches to International
 Politics, pp. 110-128, provides a good introduction to this kind of analysis. For some represen-
 tative applications, see Singer and associates, Explaining War; Karl Deutsch and others, Political
 Community in the North Atlantic Area: International Organization in the Light of Historical Experience
 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957); J. David Singer, ed., Quantitative International
 Politics: Insights and Evidence (New York: Free Press, 1968); Bruce M. Russett, ed., Peace, War,
 and Numbers (Beverly Hills, Calif.: SAGE, 1972); Jonathan Wilkenfeld, Gerald W. Hopple, Paul
 J. Rossa, and Stephen J. Andriole, Foreign Policy Behavior: The Interstate Behavior Analysis Model
 (Beverly Hills, Calif.: SAGE, 1980); and Paul Huth, Extended Deterrence and the Prevention of War
 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988).

 34. Singer, Models, Methods, and Progress in World Politics, pp. 113, 119-120. See also J. David
 Singer, "The 'Correlates of War' Project: Interim Report and Rationale," World Politics, Vol. 14,
 No. 2 (January 1972), pp. 243-270.
 35. Examples include Thomas H. Naylor, et al., Computer Simulation Techniques (New York: John
 Wiley, 1966); Charles F. Hermann, Crises in Foreign Policy: A Simulation Analysis (Indianapolis:
 Bobbs-Merrill, 1969); and Harold Guetzkow, et al., Simulation in Social and Administrative Science:
 Overviews and Case-Examples (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1972).
 36. See, on the use of mathematics, Michael Nicholson, Formal Theories in International Relations
 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989), pp. 10-13, 18-21. Nicholson is careful to distin-
 guish between what he calls the "mathematical theory," "the mathematical model," and the
 "mathematical picture." Behavioralists, following a principally inductive approach, for the most
 part use the last of these.
 37. Singer, "The 'Correlates of War' Project," pp. 249-251. See also Singer and Small, "Conflict
 in the International System," p. 76; J. David Singer, "The Peace Researcher and Foreign Policy
 Prediction," Peace Society (International) Papers, Vol. 21 (1973), pp. 5-8; and John A. Vasquez,
 "The Steps to War: Toward a Scientific Explanation of Correlates of War Findings," World Politics,
 Vol. 40, No. 1 (October 1987), pp. 111-114.
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 in observable and measurable ways.38 Behavioralists have never denied the existence

 or the importance of such structures;39 they maintain only that science lacks the
 means to deal with them. But structuralists point out that some of the most striking

 accomplishments of twentieth-century science have arisen from the assumption that

 unobservable structures produce observable effects: theories about the invisible struc-

 tures of atoms, after all, brought about the all too visible incineration of Hiroshima

 and Nagasaki.40 The only truly inductive method, structuralists insist, is that of the

 blank mind; one has to assume a priori and unobservable structures because without

 them theories themselves could not exist, reality would be uncharacterizable, and

 certainly forecasting would be impossible.41 "Collecting facts is not enough," Stanley

 Hoffmann has commented; "it is not helpful to gather answers when no questions

 have been asked first."42
 International systems are one such structure: no one has ever seen, measured, or

 even described an international system with any precision; but few would deny that
 groups of nations in world politics do have characteristics that add up to more than

 the sum of their parts.43 Multipolarity and bipolarity are real conditions in interna-
 tional affairs, despite the fact that no state's policies deliberately create them;44 it
 makes a difference which of these conditions prevails at any given time.45 Forms of

 38. My definition of structures here follows Alexander Wendt's discussion of "scientific realism"
 in "The Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations Theory," International Organization,
 Vol. 41, No. 3 (Summer 1987), especially pp. 351-352. See also Waltz, Theory of International
 Politics, pp. 79-101; and John Gerard Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation in the World
 Polity: Toward a Neorealist Synthesis," in Keohane, ed., Neorealism and Its Critics, pp. 131-136.
 39. See, for example, Singer, "The Incompleat Theorist," pp. 65-68; also Vasquez, "The Steps
 to War," pp. 113-114.
 40. Wendt, "The Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations Theory," p. 352.
 41. See, for example, Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 4-5. Thomas S. Kuhn, The
 Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2d ed., enl. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970), makes
 the most influential argument regarding the impossibility of a pure empiricism.
 42. Hoffmann, "International Relations: The Long Road to Theory," p. 422. See also, for related
 arguments, David Hackett Fischer, Historians' Fallacies: Toward a Logic of Historical Thought (New
 York: Harper and Row, 1970), pp. 65-68; and Stephen Jay Gould, Time's Arrow, Time's Cycle:
 Myth and Metaphor in the Discovery of Geological Time (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
 Press, pp. 48-49, 196.

 43. See Robert Jervis, "Systems Theories and Diplomatic History," in Paul Gordon Lauren, ed.,
 Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory, and Policy (New York: Free Press, 1979), pp. 212-
 213; also Waltz, Man, the State, and War, pp. 159-223; Waltz, Theony of International Politics, p. 40.
 44. This is not to say that statesmen have not tried, at one time or another, to create these
 structures: witness the efforts of Castlereagh and Metternich at the Congress of Vienna to build
 a multipolar system in post-Napoleonic Europe, or the attempts of their principal historical
 chronicler, Henry Kissinger, to follow their example during the Nixon administration. My point
 is that such efforts cannot work unless the systemic conditions that favor them are already
 present.
 45. I refer here to the long debate over whether bipolarity or multipolarity is the more stable
 configuration for international systems. The debate can be conveniently sampled in Waltz,
 "International Structure, National Force, and the Balance of World Power"; and Karl W. Deutsch
 and J. David Singer, "Multipolar Power Systems and International Stability," both in Rosenau,
 International Politics and Foreign Policy (1969 ed.), pp. 314-324.
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 government provide another example: no absolute standard allows one to distinguish

 democracies from dictatorships in the way that one can specify the differences be-
 tween apples and oranges; and yet everyone knows that these two forms of govern-

 ment are not the same, and that the effects they produce-whether in terms of free

 elections, functioning economies, or respect for human rights-are indeed measura-

 ble. Unobservable structures can exist within governments, where they take the form
 of bureaucratic, organizational, and psychological constraints that do not always
 reflect what might be apparent on the "observable" surface.46 And it is very likely
 that such structures also exist in our minds, producing observable effects in the way
 in which we perceive reality, respond to it, and even, by means of language, char-
 acterize it.47

 Structuralists proceed, then, from a primarily deductive, "top-down" approach that
 assumes the existence of unobservable phenomena in international relations, uses

 the collection of empirical evidence-by no means excluding quantitative and simu-

 lative techniques-to refine and verify generalizations about them, and then produces
 forecasts by projecting the resulting patterns into the future.

 THE EVOLUTIONARY APPROACH

 The evolutionary approach combines elements of the structural and the behavioral
 approaches, but extends them along a third axis, which is that of time. Both struc-
 turalists and behavioralists tend toward a static perspective; they pay relatively little
 attention to the possibility that structures and behaviors in international relations

 might evolve.48 But the geological and biological sciences have preoccupied them-
 selves with evolutionary processes-inanimate and animate-for almost two centuries
 now; historians, of course, have a much longer tradition of temporal analysis. It

 should have come as no surprise, therefore, that an evolutionary approach to inter-
 national relations theory would sooner or later make its appearance.49 Its adherents

 46. See Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston: Little,
 Brown, 1971); Irving L. Janis, Victims of Groupthink: A Psychological Study of Foreign-Policy Decisions
 and Fiascoes (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1972); Richard K. Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen, and Cold War
 Crises (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1977).
 47. See Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics, passim; Deborah Welch Larson,
 Origins of Containment: A Psychological Explanation (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985),
 especially pp. 24-65; Robert Jervis, Richard Ned Lebow, and Janice Gross Stein, Psychology and
 Deterrence (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1985); also for a particular manifestation
 of this phenomenon, Richard K. Ashley and R.B.J. Walker, eds., "Speaking the Language of
 Exile: Dissidence in International Studies," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 34, No. 3 (Septem-
 ber 1990).
 48. Which is not to imply that they ignore this possibility altogether. See, for example, Waltz,
 Theory of International Politics, pp. 199-204; also J. David Singer, "The Global System and its Sub-
 Systems," in James N. Rosenau, ed., Linkage Politics: Essays on the Convergence of National and
 International Systems (New York: Free Press, 1969), pp. 21-43.
 49. Stanley Hoffmann explicitly encouraged such an approach in 1959; see "International Re-
 lations: The Long Road to Theory," p. 425. See also George Modelski, "Is World Politics
 Evolutionary Learning?" International Organization, Vol. 44, No. 1 (Winter 1990), pp. 1-24; and
 discussions of the "rediscovery" of history in Joseph S. Nye, Jr., and Sean M. Lynn-Jones,
 "International Security Studies: A Report of a Conference on the State of the Field," International
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 have come to see that the passage of time can not only influence both behavior and

 structure in world politics; it can also obscure the distinction between them.50

 Theorists have become increasingly interested, for example, in the possibility that

 periods of war, peace, and political-economic hegemony recur in cyclical patterns
 extending over several hundred years.51 This interest, in turn, has spawned a lively

 concern-extending well beyond the academic community-with the conditions that

 lead to the rise and decline of great powers.52 But theorists have also begun to turn
 their attention to the possibility that irreversible shifts in individual and state behavior

 can occur on a worldwide scale, and that these can over time modify systemic

 structures.53 The assumption here is that human beings and the states they create
 not only accumulate experience but also learn from it; and that such learning can

 bring about new ways of doing things, whether at the level of the international

 system as a whole, aggregations of states within that system, individual states them-
 selves, or groups and individuals within the state.54 The passage of time itself appears

 Security, Vol. 12, No. 4 (Spring 1988), pp. 18-19; and Stephen M. Walt, "The Renaissance of
 Security Studies," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 35, No. 2 (June 1991), p. 217.
 50. See Wendt's summary of "structuration theory" in "The Agent-Structure Problem in Inter-
 national Relations Theory," pp. 355-361.
 51. See, for example, Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics (New York: Cambridge
 University Press, 1981); George Modelski, ed., Exploring Long Cycles (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne
 Rienner, 1987); Joshua A. Goldstein, Long Cycles: Prosperity and War in the Modern Age (New
 Haven: Yale University Press, 1988).
 52. Here the work of a historian, Paul Kennedy, has had the greatest influence through the
 national debate generated by the appearance of his book, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers:
 Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to 2000 (New York: Random House, 1987). But
 see also Mancur Olson, The Rise and Decline of Nations: Economic Growth, Stagflation, and Social
 Rigidities (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982); Aaron L. Friedberg, The Weary Titan: Great
 Britain and the Experience of Relative Decline, 1895-1905 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
 1988); Henry R. Nau, The Myth of America's Decline: Leading the World Economy into the 1990s (New
 York: Oxford University Press, 1990); and Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Bound to Lead: The Changing Nature
 of American Power (New York: Basic Books, 1990).
 53. See, for example, Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Power and Interdependence:
 World Politics in Transition (Boston: Little, Brown, 1977); Richard W. Mansbach and John A.
 Vasquez, In Search of Theory: A New Paradigm for Global Politics (New York: Columbia University
 Press, 1981); Michael Doyle, "Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign Affairs," Philosophy and Public
 Affairs, Vol. 12, No. 3 and No. 4 (Summer and Fall 1983), pp. 205-235, 323-353; Richard
 Rosecrance, The Rise of the Trading State: Commerce and Conquest in the Modern World (New York:
 Basic Books, 1986); John Mueller, Retreat from Doomsday: The Obsolescence of Major War (New York:
 Basic Books, 1989); James Lee Ray, "The Abolition of Slavery and the End of International War,"
 International Organization, Vol. 43, No. 3 (Summer 1989), pp. 405-439; Francis Fukuyama, "The
 End of History?" The National Interest, No. 16 (Summer 1989), pp. 3-18. Waltz in his recent
 writings has begun to acknowledge this possibility. See "Reflections on Theory of International
 Politics: A Response to My Critics," in Keohane, ed., Neorealism and Its Critics, pp. 327-328, 343.
 54. See Stephen D. Krasner, ed., International Regimes (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983);
 Joseph S. Nye, Jr., "Nuclear Learning and U.S.-Soviet Security Regimes," International Organi-
 zation, Vol. 41, No. 3 (Summer 1987), pp. 371-402; Alexander L. George, "Incentives for U.S.-
 Soviet Security Cooperation and Mutual Adjustment," in Alexander L. George, Philip J. Farley,
 and Alexander Dallin, eds., U.S.-Soviet Security Cooperation: Achievements, Failures, Lessons (New
 York: Oxford University Press, 1988), pp. 641-654.
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 to be the critical requirement in order for this process to take place: if states are to

 transcend their own natures and evolve techniques of cooperation, then they must

 have the opportunity to learn from experience, together with the confidence that
 existing conditions will continue at least into the near future.55

 Behavioral, structural, and evolutionary approaches to the construction of inter-
 national relations theory each have their weaknesses. The behavioralists tend to focus

 only on observable, measurable phenomena, thereby excluding from their vision
 those aspects of international relations that do not fall into that category. The struc-
 turalists, by taking the opposite approach, produce impressionistic judgments and

 unverifiable conclusions. And both behavioralists and structuralists neglect the role

 of time in world politics, a subject the evolutionists focus on, but only at the expense
 of blurring the distinction between behavior and structure in the first place. It is
 hardly surprising, therefore, that no grand theory of international relations has arisen
 to replace Morgenthau;56 the absence of such a theory, in turn, greatly complicates
 efforts to forecast world politics. Still the distinction between behavioral, structural,
 and evolutionary approaches should serve as an adequate framework within which
 to evaluate such efforts as have been made, and from which to make suggestions

 about possible improvements.

 Theory, Theorists, and the End of the Cold War

 Establishing criteria for success, in forecasting, is no easy thing to do.57 How much
 weight should one give, for example, to a vision of the future that turns out to be
 right, but for the wrong reasons? What if the reasons are right but the timing is
 wrong? How much precision should one demand, and how much detail can one
 expect? To what extent should one reward lucky guesses? How does one take into
 account the possibility that forecasts might make themselves inaccurate by encour-
 aging action to alter existing trends? The complexities are such that one is tempted
 to fall back on Justice Potter Stewart's famous rule for recognizing pornography: "I
 know it when I see it."58

 55. These points are made on the basis of both theoretical and historical evidence in Axelrod,
 The Evolution of Cooperation; and Kenneth A. Oye, ed., Cooperation Under Anarchy (Princeton:
 Princeton University Press, 1986).
 56. For the decline of grand theory, see K.J. Holsti, "Retreat from Utopia," pp. 165-177.
 57. Some efforts to define criteria for success in forecasting appear in William Ascher, Forecasting:
 An Appraisal for Policy-Makers and Planners (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1978),
 pp. 2-13; Singer, "The Peace Researcher and Foreign Policy Prediction," p. 5; Choucri, "Key
 Issues in International Relations Forecasting," p. 4; and Edward E. Azar (drawing on earlier
 work by Davis Bobrow), "Behavioral Forecasts and Policymaking: An Events Data Approach,"
 in Kegley, et al., eds., International Events and the Comparative Analysis of Foreign Policy, pp. 216-
 217. I have also benefited from an informal seminar on this problem organized by Kennette
 Benedict and Philip E. Tetlock at the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation in October
 1990.

 58. James B. Simpson, compiler, Simpson's Contemporary Quotations (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
 1988), p. 79.
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 For the purposes of this essay, though, let us establish a relatively easy test. Let

 us say that a successful anticipation of the Cold War's end need not have been a

 deterministic or a conditional prediction, but only a probabilistic forecast.59 Let us
 absolve it of any obligation to have foreseen all or even most of the circumstances

 that brought about that event. Let us require of it only the specification in advance

 of at least one of the following as likely: (1) the asymmetrical outcome-that is, the fact

 that only one of the two Cold War superpowers, not both, lost that status; (2) the
 manner in which this happened-that is, an abrupt but peaceful collapse of Moscow's

 authority both within and beyond the borders of the former Soviet Union; (3) the
 trends that caused this loss of authority to occur-that is, the increasing unworkability
 of command economies, together with the infeasibility of using authoritarian means
 to rescue them; (4) the approximate timing of these developments-that is, the last
 half of the 1980s and the early 1990s; or (5) the rough outlines of a world without the

 Cold War-especially one in which German reunification has taken place, NATO has
 survived despite the Warsaw Pact's demise, and democratization has revived ancient
 ethnic, linguistic, and religious rivalries in territories that once lay within, or adjacent
 to, the Soviet sphere of influence.

 What is immediately obvious, on reviewing this list, is that very few of our theo-
 retical approaches to the study of international relations came anywhere close to

 forecasting any of these developments. One might as well have relied upon star-
 gazers, readers of entrails, and other "pre-scientific" methods for all the good our
 "scientific" methods did;60 clearly our theories were not up to the task of anticipating

 the most significant event in world politics since the end of World War II.61 The

 following discussion of international relations theorists and the end of the Cold War

 must necessarily concentrate, therefore, on what did not happen rather than on what

 did. Still, as Sherlock Holmes noted long ago, dogs that do not bark in the night have

 their own important messages to convey.

 BEHAVIORAL APPROACHES

 The behavioralist research agenda, J. David Singer argued in 1972, was to move from

 the collection of data through the construction of theory to the generation of forecasts:
 "The number one task for peace research always turns out to be that of prediction,"
 which, in turn, was "the ability to forecast, with increasing reliability, the outcomes

 59. For definitions of these terms, see note 2.
 60. For evidence that the Reagan administration did at times employ such methods, see Donald
 T. Regan, For the Record: From Wall Street to Washington (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1988),
 pp. 78-83, 409-412; and Lou Cannon, President Reagan: The Role of a Lifetime (New York: Simon
 and Schuster, 1991), pp. 583-586.
 61. They have not been particularly successful in anticipating other major events either. See,
 on this point, David Easton, "The New Revolution in Political Science," American Political Science
 Review, Vol. 63, No. 4 (December 1969), pp. 1053, 1057; also James N. Rosenau, "Assessment
 in International Studies: Ego Trip or Feedback," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 43, No. 3
 (September 1974), p. 344; and Michael D. Wallace, "Early Warning Indicators from the Correlates
 of War Project," in J. David Singer and Michael D. Wallace, eds., To Augur Well: Early Warning
 Indicators in World Politics (Beverly Hills, Calif.: SAGE, 1979), p. 17.
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 which are most likely to emerge out of a given set of background conditions and

 behavioral events." Existing methods of forecasting were inadequate: "if we peace
 researchers are to nudge human history onto a slightly different course-and we can

 strive for nothing less-we must radically revise the style and method of social

 forecasting as we know it today."62

 Nine years earlier, Singer and his colleagues had founded the Correlates of War
 Project at the University of Michigan, a careful effort to catalog the causes and nature

 of modern wars that must now be the most frequently-cited of all data-collection
 enterprises in the field of international relations. The research program he laid out in

 1972 is of special interest, therefore, not simply for its clarity but also for the central

 position its author has occupied in the study of war and peace over the past three

 decades. It provides a standard against which to measure what the behavioralist

 approach has achieved.

 Dismissing such familiar-or fashionable-forecasting techniques as simple extrap-

 olation, "seat of the pants" guessing, Delphi methods,63 and simulations, Singer called
 first for work to identify relationships between variables that were likely to influence

 conditions of war or peace. These correlations could be tested against the historical
 record; if they held up-and if one could reasonably assume their continuation into

 the future-then they might provide a means of forecasting what was to come. What

 would be needed if one were to accomplish this, though, Singer insisted, was "theory-

 based prediction. "4

 Singer defined theory as "a reproducible and compelling explanation of a given
 class of events." Theories were superior to correlations because they could not only
 identify patterns, but also explain why, when, and under what circumstances patterns

 occurred. They could describe the dynamics of systems as well as their static char-
 acteristics. "In sum," Singer concluded, "correlational knowledge can carry us part
 way, but until we have built and empirically tested a theory which offers a compelling
 explanation of the changing as well as the constant associations in the past, we make
 predictions of less than desirable solidity."65

 The construction of such a theory would require, first, "a reasonably extensive and
 accurate data base." Computer modeling could then allow the manipulation of vari-
 ables at different magnitudes, after which the results cotuld be checked-and refined-
 by reference back to historical experience. This technique would allow one, in effect,
 to "reproduce" diplomatic history, while at the same time projecting it into various
 futures as specified by the researcher. Out of these efforts would come, first, "the
 most feasible way of ascertaining when, and in what fashion, the theoretical dynamics
 of the international system change"; second, "the factors that most strongly account

 62. Singer, "The Peace Researcher and Foreign Policy Prediction" pp. 1-2.
 63. Popularized by the RAND Corporation in the 1950s, the Delphi method involved eliciting
 successively more specific predictions on a particular problem from a group of experts who
 were in touch with one another only to the extent that they reviewed each other's predictions.
 64. Singer, "The Peace Researcher and Foreign Policy Prediction," pp. 2-5.
 65. Ibid., pp. 5-6.
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 for those changing relationships"; and third, the ultimate identification of "the mech-
 anisms which account for and produce such systemic dynamics."66

 In the years that have followed the appearance of Singer's article, behavioralists

 have indeed made heroic efforts to collect and analyze data, not just on the causes

 and nature of war but on the workings of the international system generally.67 They
 have done this in a manner consistent with their determination to build theory only

 on a base of observable and measurable phenomena. They have identified key vari-
 ables from this body of data; they have established correlations among them using

 an ingenious array of statistical and computer techniques; they have checked and

 rechecked these findings against the historical record; they have communicated the

 results honestly and openly; and they have trained an entire generation of students

 to carry on this research agenda into the future.

 Unfortunately, though, the behavioralist approach has produced neither theory,

 nor forecasts, nor usable policy recommendations.68 At the time the Cold War ended
 it was still gathering and correlating data, a process from which few firm conclusions

 of any kind have emerged. The behavioralists themselves have often commented on
 this phenomenon: "Regardless of the theoretical interpretation, the empirical inves-
 tigations led once more to inconsistent results. "69 "Although the goal of a social
 scientific perspective on negotiations is cumulation, the development of the literature
 in this field to date suggests that the results fall well short of this goal."70 "Unques-

 tionably, one of the greatest disappointments experienced by early [comparative
 foreign policy] proponents has been their perceived failure to generate intellectual
 products even roughly commensurate with early expectations. "71

 There are, to be sure, good reasons why the behavioral study of world politics has

 yielded such inconclusive results. For one thing, fewer directly measurable entities

 exist at the level of international relations than at other levels of human activity. It is

 66. Ibid., pp. 7-8.
 67. I refer here, not just to the Correlates of War Project, but also to such other data collection
 enterprises as the Dimensionality of Nations Project, the World Event Interaction Survey, the
 Conflict and Peace Data Bank, the Cooperative Research on the Events of Nations Project, and
 the Foreign Relations Indicator Project, all of which have operated according to different rules
 and for different purposes. I have chosen to focus this analysis on the Correlates of War Project
 because I believe its influence on the field of international relations has been, and remains,
 greater than that of the other data collection efforts; it is also the case that its principal founder,
 Singer, has made the most explicit claims regarding the utility of such data collection efforts in
 forecasting.
 68. See, on this point, Ferguson and Mansbach, The Elusive Quest, pp. 29-30; John A. Vasquez,
 "Statistical Findings in International Politics: A Data-Based Assessment," International Studies
 Quarterly, Vol. 20, No. 2 (June 1976), pp. 171-218; and Charles F. Hermann and Gregory Peacock,
 "The Evolution and Future of Theoretical Research in the Comparative Study of Foreign Policy,"
 in Charles F. Hermann, Charles W. Kegley, Jr., and James N. Rosenau, eds., New Directions in
 the Study of Foreign Policy (Boston: Allen and Unwin, 1987), pp. 13-32.
 69. J. David Singer, "Accounting for International War: The State of the Discipline," Journal of
 Peace Research, Vol. 28 (1981), p. 9.
 70. Druckman and Hopmann, "Behavioral Aspects of Negotiations on Mutual Security," p. 96.
 71. Hermann and Peacock, "The Evolution and Future of Theoretical Research in the Compar-
 ative Study of Foreign Policy," p. 16.
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 not all that difficult to accumulate data from questionnaires documenting the habits

 and preferences of individuals, or from votes cast in national elections, or from

 statistics on national economic performance, but how does one translate concepts

 like "polarity," or "hostility," or "deterrence"-fundamental as they are to an under-

 standing of global systems-into calculable expressions?72 It is also worth remember-

 ing that behavioralism began as a young science,73 and that the behavioralists never
 claimed the ability to forecast anything with authority until theories derived from

 scientifically valid evidence were solidly in place, however long this took. From these

 perspectives, then, it is unfair to criticize behaviorialist scholarship for not having

 anticipated the end of the Cold War.

 Still, the protracted delay in producing what was promised cannot help but create

 doubts as to the ultimate viability of the behavioralist enterprise. It makes one wonder

 whether the approach may not be stuck in a permanent condition of adolescence.

 Certainly it raises question as to whether theory has not become, for the behavior-
 alists, something like what the classless society once was for Marxist-Leninists: a goal
 to which one pays deference and toward which one works, but without ever getting

 there. The behavioral approach to international relations theory remains just that-
 an approach: it has never gotten beyond the generation of correlational knowledge

 that Singer specified as the first step toward theory construction. The absence of
 theory is a major reason, therefore, as well as an excuse, for why the behavioralist
 literature has given so little attention to forecasting, and hence to the end of the Cold

 War.

 What insights, though, has behavioralism produced? Behavioralists have put for-
 ward some generalizations relating to present conditions and future prospects in world

 politics, but these tend to be highly tentative, imperfectly integrated, and drawn
 almost entirely from statistically demonstrated correlations.74 I have tried to summa-
 rize the most important of these below, with a view to determining what forecasting

 utility, if any, they might have had:

 WARS ARE BECOMING LESS FREQUENT, BUT MORE DANGEROUS. The Correlates of War

 Project has shown that the frequency of both international and civil wars has been
 declining-when measured against the increasing number of states in the interna-

 tional system-and that it has done so dramatically since 1945.75 But behavioralists

 have not concluded from this, as have other scholars,76 that great power war is

 72. David Dessler, "Beyond Correlations: Toward a Causal Theory of War," International Studies
 Quarterly, Vol. 35, No. 3 (September 1991), pp. 340-342, discusses the problems heterogenous
 variables have posed for the Correlates of War Project.
 73. See, on this point, Bruce M. Russett, "The Young Science of International Politics," World
 Politics, Vol. 12, No. 1 (October 1969), pp. 87-94.
 74. Dessler, "Beyond Correlations," passim.
 75. Small and Singer, "Conflict in the International System," pp. 61-74. See also Jack S. Levy,
 War in the Modern Great Power System, 1495-1975 (Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 1983),
 pp. 144-149, which argues that wars among great powers have been declining in frequency
 over the past five hundred years, but that they have been increasing in their severity.
 76. For example, Mueller, Retreat from Doomsday; Ray, "The Abolition of Slavery and the End of
 International War."
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 becoming obsolete; on the contrary, they have stressed the increasing severity of the
 wars that do occur, together with the persistence of arms races, the dangers of nuclear
 and conventional weapons proliferation, and the absence of safeguards that would
 keep wars from breaking out. They have tended to conclude, as Singer and Melvin
 Small did in 1979, that the international system remains "fundamentally as war-prone

 as it has been since the Congress of Vienna.""

 ALLIANCES RARELY BRING SECURITY. One generally forms alliances for the purpose

 of making one's nation more secure, but the behavioralist literature suggests strongly

 that one ought not to count on this. Past efforts to bolster security by aligning against
 potential adversaries have more often than not set off arms races, thereby diminishing
 security in the long run.78 Except during the nineteenth century, most participants in
 alliances over the past five centuries-and all great power participants-have found
 themselves at war within five years after the alliance was formed.79 One cannot rely
 on alliance partners to meet their obligations if war breaks out; alliances also tend to

 expand wars once they have begun.80 "In sum," Michael D. Wallace concluded in
 1979, "most of the evidence seems to be against those who see military alliances as

 necessary to peace, and on the side of those who see them as a danger. "81
 PREPARATION FOR WAR RARELY ENSURES PEACE. The dictum "Let him who desires

 peace prepare for war" has long been used to justify the existence and expansion of
 large military establishments. But Correlates of War Project statistics suggest that

 preparation for war has most often caused arms races, with all their attendant risks,

 rather than the peace this ancient maxim promises. The "far safer course of action,"

 Wallace noted in 1981, "is to maintain unilateral restraint in acquiring new weapons
 systems while seeking every opportunity to negotiate bilateral and multilateral agree-
 ments to limit development and deployment."82 Subsequent research in this area has

 shown a close correspondence between increases in military spending and involve-
 ment in military conflict: excuses tend to be found to use the weapons one develops.83
 Meanwhile, quantitative studies of deterrence successes and failures have revealed
 little correlation between military superiority, on the one hand, and success in deter-

 ring adversaries, on the other.84

 POWER DISPARITIES PROMOTE PEACE. Behavioralists have also argued, though, that

 in the twentieth century at least, a well-defined international system-that is, one in

 77. Small and Singer, "Conflict in the International System," p. 80.
 78. Singer, Models, Methods, and Progress in World Politics, pp. 194-195.
 79. Jack Levy, "Alliance Formation and War Behavior: An Analysis of the Great Powers, 1495-
 1975," Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 25, No. 4 (December 1981), pp. 581-613.
 80. Vasquez, "The Steps to War," pp. 120-123.
 81. Michael D. Wallace, "Early Warning Indicators from the Correlates of War Project," in Singer
 and Wallace, To Augur Well, p. 97.
 82. Michael D. Wallace, "Old Nails in New Coffins: The Para Bellum Hypothesis Revisited,"
 Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 28 (1981), pp. 94-95.
 83. Singer, "Research, Policy, and the Correlates of War," pp. 54-55.
 84. Jack S. Levy, "Quantitative Studies of Deterrence Success and Failure," in Paul Stern, Robert
 Axelrod, Robert Jervis, and Roy Radner, eds., Perspectives on Deterrence (New York: Oxford
 University Press, 1989), pp. 117-118, 120.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:06:16 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL I - 53



 Theory and the End of the Cold War | 23

 which each state clearly understands the intentions and capabilities of the others-
 makes the events that take place within that system more predictable; war, which

 tends to arise from the inability of statesmen to foresee consequences, therefore

 becomes less likely.85 It would appear to follow from this that a hierarchical system
 of international relations-a situation in which a few great powers dominate a much

 larger number of weaker states-encourages stability. Great powers are more likely

 than smaller ones to be cautious in their dealings with one another, while smaller
 powers, whether cautious or not, lack the means and the inclination to challenge
 larger ones.86

 BIPOLARITY MAY, OR MAY NOT, PROMOTE PEACE. Behavioralists have long sought to

 settle, by scientific means, the important question of whether bipolar or multipolar
 systems are more stable. But as one recent review of this literature has noted, the
 findings have been "exceedingly complicated and sometimes inconsistent."87 Some
 evidence suggests that war is more likely under conditions of extreme bipolarity and

 extreme multipolarity, but less likely if the situation falls between these extremes.88

 Other research concludes-even less helpfully-that the increasing "tightness" of
 bipolar alignments tends to lead to war, but that an expansion of "poles" within the
 international system is likely to have the same result: shifts toward either bipolarity

 or multipolarity, it appears, are dangerous.89 One can only conclude from all of this,
 as Singer himself does, that "depending on the variables used, the ways in which

 they were measured, the spatial-temporal domain covered, and the statistical models
 that were applied to the data, we obtain appreciably different results."90

 This brief summary of behavioralist findings on the problem of war and peace fails
 to do justice to the complexities and nuances of the research that produced them.
 But the above propositions will serve, I think, as a fair approximation of what a
 policy-maker interested in applying behavioral research to world politics would have
 drawn from this body of work. They also suggest the difficulties such a policy-maker
 would have in seeking to base any reasonably coherent course of action on them.

 What is one to make, for example, of the observation that wars are becoming less
 frequent but more dangerous? Is this insight likely to have escaped the attention of
 policy-makers unfamiliar with behavioralist research? How is one to reconcile the

 85. J. David Singer, "Research, Policy, and the Correlates of War," in 0vind 0sterud, ed.,
 Studies of War and Peace (Oslo: Norwegian University Press, 1986), pp. 51-52; Singer, Models,
 Methods, and Progress in World Politics, pp. 242-244. It is important to note, however, that Singer's
 evidence suggests the opposite to have been the case during the nineteenth century. For his
 non-quantitative speculation as to the reasons for this, see ibid., pp. 252-255.
 86. See Manus I. Midlarsky, "A Hierarchical Equilibrium Theory of Systemic War," International
 Studies Quarterly, Vol. 30 (1986), especially pp. 85-87; also Manus I. Midlarsky, The Onset of World
 War (Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1988).
 87. Vasquez, "The Steps to War," p. 123.
 88. Michael D. Wallace, "Alliance Polarization, Cross-Cutting, and International War, 1815-
 1964: A Measurement Procedure and Some Preliminary Evidence," in Singer and associates,
 Explaining War, p. 105.
 89. Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, "Systemic Polarization and the Occurrence and Duration of War,"
 in Singer and associates, Explaining War, pp. 129-32.
 90. Singer, Models, Methods, and Progress in World Politics, p. 255.
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 arguments (a) that alliances rarely achieve security and (b) that preparation for war

 provides no protection against it, with the assertion (c) that disparities in power

 correlate with peace? How have power differentials developed in the past, after all,
 if not largely through the accumulation of the military strength that alliances and

 armaments provide? And what policy implications would behavioralist findings on

 the respective merits of bipolarity and multipolarity suggest, given the uncertainty of

 the behaviorialists themselves as to what those findings are? In short, the major

 "policy-relevant" conclusions behavioralist research has produced are either self-
 evident, self-contradictory, or self-confusing.

 Nor, if the fading of Soviet-American competition can serve as a test, do these
 findings provide any very good basis for forecasting. The declining incidence of war

 would have been a good indicator of what was to happen, but behaviorialists chose

 not to make the forecast one might have expected from such data; instead they

 concluded that the danger of a great power conflict would be at least as high during
 the 1980s as it had been in the past. The Western military buildup during the early
 part of that decade-together with the strengthening of the NATO alliance that

 accompanied it-does not appear to have delayed the end of the Cold War; on the
 contrary, these initiatives may have hastened it.91 The behavioralists' point about
 power disparities does help to explain the relative stability of the Cold War interna-

 tional system, but it would have provided no warning of that system's impending
 collapse. Nor-given their uncertainty on the effects of bipolarity and multipolarity-
 are the behavioralists able to make any coherent forecasts of what might replace it.

 It is not my purpose here to question the competency of those scholars who have

 embraced behavioralism in the study of international relations. They have often been

 their own toughest critics; few of the criticisms I have made above have not also been

 made by behaviorialists themselves in assessing their own work or that of their

 91. This point is a controversial one, and the evidence necessary to confirm it is not yet available.
 It is clear that the initial response by the Brezhnev-Andropov leadership was a dangerous war
 scare, best discussed in Christopher Andrew and Oleg Gordievsky, KGB: The Inside Story of its
 Foreign Operations from Lenin to Gorbachev (New York: HarperCollins, 1990), pp. 581-605. But it
 also seems clear that President Reagan's announcement of the Strategic Defense Initiative in
 March 1983, together with the Soviet government's failure to prevent the NATO intermediate-
 range nuclear forces deployment later that year, did set off a fundamental reassessment of
 foreign and military policy inside the Kremlin. See Jerry Hough, Russia and the West: Gorbachev
 and the Politics of Reform, 2d ed. (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1990), pp. 118-121; also Michael
 MccGwire, Perestroika and Soviet National Security Policy (Washington, D.C.: Brookings, 1991),
 pp. 115-173. The key question is what influence this reassessment had on Mikhail Gorbachev
 when he came to power in 1985: did the Soviet Union's failures in these areas push him into
 perestroika, or would he have gone in that direction in any event? Preliminary attempts to answer
 this question include Deudney and Ikenberry, "The International Sources of Soviet Change,"
 passim; Thomas Risse-Kappen, "Did 'Peace Through Strength' End the Cold War? Lessons from
 INF," International Security, Vol. 16, No. 1 (Summer 1991), pp. 162-188; Daniel Deudney and G.
 John Ikenberry, "Who Won the Cold War?" Foreign Policy, No. 87 (Summer 1992), pp. 123-138;
 and the account of a well-informed journalist, Don Oberdorfer, The Turn: From the Cold War to a
 New Era: The United States and the Soviet Union, 1983-1990 (New York: Poseidon, 1991).
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 colleagues.92 But if we are to determine why behavioralism's performance with respect
 to forecasting has fallen so far short of what was promised, we must consider certain

 difficulties that have affected the approach as a whole:
 THE TYRANNY OF METHOD OVER SUBJECT. Despite the self-chosen association of

 many behavioralists with the field of "peace studies," the data bases they have
 assembled have concerned themselves, to a striking degree, with the subject of war.

 Their focus has been on conflict, escalation, deterrence, crisis management, and crisis
 decision-making. They have shown more interest in the circumstances that cause

 peace to break down than with those that cause it to break out. This has happened,
 I think, for two reasons.

 First, these projects all began at the height of the Cold War, when the prospects of

 a hot war were uppermost in people's minds. Given the massive character of these
 projects, and especially their emphasis on reproducible cumulative research, it has

 not been easy to redirect priorities as circumstances have changed. There is a consid-

 erable irony in the fact that it proved easier to modify the official policies of the
 United States and the Soviet Union toward one another than to shift the focus of the
 major behavioralist data-collection projects that were supposed to provide insights

 into how those governments' policies might be modified.

 Second, the behavioralists' concentration on the causes and manifestations of con-
 flict reflect what the historical logician David Hackett Fischer has called the "quanti-

 tative fallacy": this is the assumption that "facts are important in proportion to their
 susceptibility to quantification."93 It was simply easier to count events related to war
 than to peace. War is an exceptional event in international relations; despite the
 frequency with which it has occurred, it is always a departure from the normal state
 of affairs, and departures from the norm are always less difficult to measure than the
 norm itself.

 There was nothing inherent in behavioralism that required its practitioners to
 proceed in this manner. One of the few even partially successful anticipations of the
 Cold War's end came from a pioneer in the behavioral approach to international
 relations, Karl Deutsch, in a 1966 article entitled "The Future of World Politics." In
 it, Deutsch focused not so much on the causes of conflict or the nature of the global
 system as on its impending transformation, a process he saw taking place because of
 the growth of literacy and urbanization, diminishing income inequalities, and the
 increasing involvement of the masses in politics. From these trends, he forecast that

 autocracies would find it more and more difficult to govern, that the costs of inter-
 vention in foreign countries would mount, that threats would carry less and less
 credibility, that nationalism would erode ideological blocs, that economic influence

 92. This is especially true of Singer, whose recent collection of essays, Models, Methods, and
 Progress in World Politics, repeatedly reflects his willingness to submit behavioralist research to
 critical scrutiny. See also, in particular, Hermann and Peacock, "The Evolution and Future of
 Theoretical Research in the Comparative Study of Foreign Policy," passim.
 93. Fischer, Historians' Fallacies, p. 90. For related criticisms, see Waltz, Theory of International
 Politics, p. 64; and Hoffmann, "The Long Road to Theory," pp. 427-429.
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 would become more important than military force and that, in the end, a more mature
 condition of international society would develop than the one that had existed
 throughout most of the twentieth century.94

 If a pioneer in the behavioralist movement could come up with these prescient
 observations a quarter of a century prior to the end of the Cold War, one has to
 wonder why the field as a whole was unable to accomplish anything like this. The

 answer would appear to be that Deutsch was prepared to depart from quantitative
 analysis when that technique was inappropriate: for him, subject determined method,
 rather than the other way around. Too many other behavioralists let method deter-

 mine subject,95 with the consequences one might expect in any situation in which

 means are allowed to overshadow avowed ends.

 PROBLEMS OF DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS. Any behavioralist would acknowl-

 edge, in principle, that one can never be totally atheoretical, otherwise one could

 never define research priorities. But Singer has made a point, in the Correlates of
 War Project, of deferring a commitment to any single theory until as much evidence
 as possible has been gathered. This procedure allows the testing of theories without
 preconceptions; presumably it would also make the endorsement of a particular
 theory, were that to occur, more convincing than it otherwise would have been.96

 The difficulty here is that such a deferral also vastly increases the task of data
 collection, because one thereby loses a major function that theories serve, which is
 to provide a basis for distinguishing between significant and trivial information. The
 amount of potentially useful but still unassimilated evidence does not noticeably
 diminish, in an atheoretical research enterprise, with the passage of time.97 Or, to
 paraphrase a famous law of administrative science, data expands to fill the vacuum
 left by the absence of theory, and one never gets past the first step in one's research
 agenda.

 A related difficulty has to do with the kind of data one collects. Behavioralists limit
 themselves to measuring directly observable phenomena. They by no means ignore
 unobservable influences, but they count them only when they manifest themselves
 in some quantifiable form. That approach may work in fields like politics, economics,
 or academia, where a single universally accepted unit of measure-votes, for example,
 or money, or ponderous publications-exists. But there is no such unit in the field of

 international relations;98 one must choose, instead, between two alternatives, neither

 of them completely satisfactory: One can confine one's analysis to that limited sphere
 of world politics in which quantifiable entities do exist-war casualties, arms races,
 trade statistics, population movements, and the like-but this can lead to the quan-

 94. Karl W. Deutsch, "The Future of World Politics," Political Quarterly, Vol. 37, No. 1 (January-
 March 1966), pp. 9-32.

 95. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 13; Ferguson and Mansbach, The Elusive Quest,
 pp. 28-30.

 96. See, on these points, Singer, "The 'Correlates of War' Project," pp. 248, 251.
 97. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 5. The behavioralists have fallen victim, I believe, to
 the fallacy of "holism." For more on this, see Fischer, Historians' Fallacies, pp. 65-68.
 98. See Hoffmann, "The Long Road to Theory," p. 428.
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 titative fallacy, and hence to the danger of missing the kind of non-quantifiable

 information Deutsch focused on in his 1966 article. Or one can artificially create

 quantifiable entities, a procedure that has been the basis for the "events data" move-

 ment, an important part of the behavioral approach to theory construction over the

 past several decades.

 But this latter course raises other difficulties, which have to do with the way in

 which one interprets the data one collects. Because information gathered has to be
 coded if it is to be quantified-and because coding is inescapably dependent on the
 subjective perceptions of those doing the coding-"events data" tends to fall short of
 scientific standards for objectivity and reproducibility.99 Comparisons of data bases
 covering the same subject have shown an unsettling lack of correspondence, as have

 efforts to replicate coding procedures.100 One is left with the suspicion that our
 supposedly objective data-collection efforts may not be much freer from impression-
 istic and arbitrary judgments than are the old-fashioned historical narratives they

 sought to replace.

 MODELING REALITY. Even if methods were subordinated to subjects and problems

 of data collection and analysis had been solved, the behavioralist approach to theory
 and forecasting would confront a remaining difficulty: it has to do with relating the

 generalizations that emerge from correlations to the real world. When Singer com-

 posed his 1972 research agenda, he envisaged constructing "the most plausible and
 parsimonious model" one could devise that would explain the recurrence of war and

 peace; one would then "examine how closely that model fits the historical patterns
 which have been observed and recorded earlier." Adjustments in the model would

 bring it progressively closer to historical experience; computer simulation would then
 allow movement "from runs of the past to runs of the future," without committing
 "the sin of mechanical extrapolation from past into future."101

 There have always been doubts about the possibility of accomplishing this kind of
 thing. Gabriel Almond and Stephen Genco summarized them well in 1977 when,
 borrowing from Karl Popper, they pointed out that reality comprises a range of
 phenomena extending from the determinate to the indeterminate-from predictable

 clocks to unpredictable clouds, to use Popper's metaphor-and that "models, pro-

 99. "No matter how detailed and thorough an historical inquiry may be, it certainly cannot
 leave us with a unique correlation between the various empirical variables which will force all
 observers to make identical inferences and conclusions." Olav Nj0lstad, "Learning from History?
 Case Studies and the Limits to Theory-Building," in Nils Petter Gleditsch and Olav Nj0lstad,
 eds., Arms Races: Political and Technological Dynamics (London: SAGE, 1990), p. 223.
 100. See Llewellyn D. Howell, "A Comparative Study of the WEIS and COPDAB Data Sets,"
 International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 27 (1983), pp. 149-159; Jack E. Vincent, "WEIS vs. COPDAB:
 Correspondence Problems," ibid., pp. 161-168; Charles A. McClelland, "Let the User Beware,"
 ibid., pp. 169-177; Charles H. Anderton, "Arms Race Modeling: Problems and Prospects,"
 Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 33, No. 3 (June 1989), pp. 350-353; Gary King, "Event Count
 Models for International Relations: Generalizations and Applications," International Studies Quar-
 terly, Vol. 33, No. 2 (June 1989), pp. 125-128; and Richard Ned Lebow and Janice Gross Stein,
 "Deterrence: The Elusive Dependent Variable," World Politics, Vol. 42, No. 3 (April 1990),
 pp. 336-369.
 101. Singer, "The Peace Researcher and Foreign Policy Prediction," pp. 7-8.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:06:16 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL I - 58



 International Security 17:3 j 28

 cedures, and methodologies created to explore a world in which clocklike and cloud-
 like characteristics predominate will capture only a part of the much richer world of

 social and political interaction." In their determination to be "scientific," social sci-

 entists had "overlooked the fact that much of social and political change has to be

 explained . . . by accidental conjunctions-by events that had a low probability of

 occurring." The implication of all of this, Almond and Genco insisted, was that "the

 explanatory strategy of the hard sciences has only a limited application to the social

 sciences. "102
 This argument made little impact at the time, given the conviction of behavioralists

 that a scientific approach, even to the study of apparently unpredictable phenomena,

 was indeed possible: all that was necessary was to get the proper "fit" between

 models and reality. But even as the social scientists were insisting on the need to

 apply "hard" scientific techniques to their field if it was ever to succeed at forecasting,

 the "hard" scientists themselves were backing away from the view that all phenomena

 could be modeled and their future behavior therefore predicted. What is even more
 ironic, in the light of Almond and Genco's critique, is that this shift away from

 scientific certainty began, quite literally, with the study of clouds.

 Why, meteorologists had long asked, could one not build a computer simulation
 of the atmosphere that would allow reliable long-range weather forecasting? In what
 has now become a famous experiment, Edward Lorenz, a mathematically-inclined

 meteorologist, sought to construct such a model on a primitive computer at the

 Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1961. Lorenz had his computer calculate
 certain meteorological correlations, based on known variables and a single starting
 point. But he quickly found that tiny variations in his parameters-the rounding of

 a number from six decimal points to three, for example-produced startling effects

 on his computer screen: patterns that should have corresponded in fact diverged
 dramatically, and did so on the basis of statistical variations so minute that no real-

 world measuring device could possibly compensate for them. What this suggested,
 Lorenz noted in another cloud-related metaphor, was that something as unpredictable

 as the fluttering of a butterfly's wings over Beijing could produce a hurricane over

 New York. Thus was born the principle of "sensitive dependence on initial condi-
 tions," the "butterfly effect," that makes long-term weather forecasting-the trans-
 formation of clouds into clocks, if you will-impossible.103

 Not all phenomena, to be sure, are subject to the butterfly effect. The motions of
 planets, and of spacecraft traveling between them, do proceed like clockwork, and

 the familiar principles of Newtonian physics provide an entirely adequate method of
 forecasting their behavior for, if necessary, centuries to come. But these are systems
 in which only a few critical and easily calculable variables are at work. Equally reliable

 weather forecasting over a time scale extending only into next week would require

 102. Gabriel A. Almond and Stephen J. Genco, "Clouds, Clocks, and the Study of Politics,"
 World Politics, Vol. 20, No. 4 (July 1977), pp. 493, 496-497.
 103. The story is well told in James Gleick, Chaos: Making a New Science (New York: Viking,
 1987), pp. 11-21. Dessler, "Beyond Correlations," pp. 342-344, employs a similar meteorological
 metaphor to critique Correlates of War Project methodology.
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 calculating an infinite number of variables with infinite precision, a task well beyond
 the abilities of even the most sophisticated computer today, or in the foreseeable
 future. As a consequence, scientists have had to learn to live with the fact that some
 phenomena can be predicted with great accuracy, but that other phenomena can
 never be. Regularity and apparent randomness co-exist quite easily in a real world,

 which does not require their measurement, if not always in our minds, which do.104

 Surely human affairs, and the history they produce, come closer to falling into the
 unpredictable rather than the predictable category: not only are the potentially rele-

 vant variables virtually infinite, but there is the added complication-not found in

 either clouds or clocks-of self-awareness, which means that the "variables" them-
 selves can often foresee the consequences of contemplated actions, and reconsider
 them accordingly. The behavioralist enterprise of attempting to theorize about, and
 then to forecast, the actions of individuals, societies, nations, and groups of nations
 on the basis only of observable, calculable evidence and without taking into account
 the critical variable of self-awareness is, ultimately, an attempt to transform clouds
 into clocks. It is an incomplete, misleading, and washed-out representation of reality;

 no wonder, therefore, that it was so unsuccessful in forecasting the end of the Cold

 War.

 STRUCTURAL APPROACHES

 What about the structuralists? Did an approach to theory construction that incorpo-
 rated the role of unobservable-and unquantifiable-phenomena in world politics do

 any better than the behavioralists in anticipating recent developments?

 Morton A. Kaplan's 1957 book, System and Process in International Politics, was the
 first major attempt at a structural analysis of world politics. In it, Kaplan identified
 six distinctive international systems, only two of which had actually existed in modern
 history. 105 He described the characteristics of these systems in considerable detail, as
 well as the processes operating within them that would contribute to systemic per-
 petuation or disintegration. Kaplan claimed no ability to forecast what particular
 states within any of these systems might do in specific situations. He pointed out,
 though, that although physical scientists had no means of mapping in advance the
 paths of individual gas molecules, they could reliably predict how an aggregation of
 such molecules would behave under known pressures and temperatures. Theories of
 international politics, Kaplan thought, ought to work in much the same way: they

 should allow one to detect patterns of behavior within international systems, and
 they should be capable of specifying the conditions under which those systems would
 remain stable, or be transformed into something else.106

 104. See also, on the limited possibilities of prediction in the physical sciences, Kaplan, System
 and Process in International Politics, p. xvii.
 105. Ibid., pp. 21-53. For an even more elaborate typology, based on actual historical experience,
 see Rosecrance, Action and Reaction in World Politics, pp. 219-275. As Waltz has pointed out,
 however, Rosecrance's typology is not a structural theory. Waltz, Theory of International Politics,
 pp. 41-43.
 106. Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics, pp. xvii-xviii. It is worth noting that
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 The two historical systems Kaplan identified were the familiar "balance of power"

 system, which had lasted throughout the eighteenth, nineteenth, and early twentieth

 centuries, and the "loose bipolar" system, which had been functioning since 1945.

 As its name implied, the balance of power system had operated without a dominant

 power or combination of powers; instead each major state sought to counter bids for

 dominance on the part of other states. The loose bipolar system, in contrast, evolved

 from the fact that two predominant states had emerged from World War II capable
 of incorporating less powerful states into coalitions they controlled; the configuration
 was "loose" because some other states remained apart from these alignments, and
 because a few significant actors within the system-the United Nations, in particu-

 lar-were not states.107 Kaplan was able to draw upon historical evidence in describing
 these two systems, and in explaining how the first of them had evolved into the

 second. No historical evidence was available in 1957, though, to illustrate the breakup

 of a loose bipolar system, or to answer the question of what might replace it. Kaplan's
 theoretical description of this process is of interest, therefore, as an early attempt to
 forecast, solely by deductive means, how the end of the Cold War might come about.

 Total war in a loose bipolar system, Kaplan anticipated, would bring about a

 unipolar international system if one side won, or chaos if both sides were exhausted.

 A stalemate, he thought, would produce a "tight bipolar" system, in which both

 antagonistic coalitions would become hierarchical. But what if these blocs should

 begin to disintegrate without war taking place? Here Kaplan argued that the greater

 the amount of hierarchy within a bloc, the more resistant to fragmentation it would

 be: coalitions that had come together freely would tend to fly apart more easily than

 those that had been forged, and sustained, by tight central control. Instability within

 voluntary coalitions would probably push the system as a whole toward unipolarity;

 in the unlikely event that involuntary coalitions should break up, the international

 system would revert to a balance of power configuration, or toward some form of
 international organization. A simultaneous weakening of both coalitions would also

 probably revive the balance of power system or encourage movement toward some
 form of central world government.

 Loose bipolarity, Kaplan noted, contained "a considerable degree of inherent in-

 stability," because so much depended upon the kind of relationship that existed
 between the two dominant states. There would be, on the one hand, a strong

 temptation for each of them to seek to eliminate its rival, if for no other reason than

 to avoid the danger of being eliminated itself. But, on the other hand, if "the destruc-
 tive power of weapons increases to an inordinate degree, this fact may raise the costs

 of military action so greatly that the blocs arrive at some form of accommodation."

 Kaplan's claims regarding the structuralist approach to forecasting did not differ significantly
 from those Singer had made from a behavioralist perspective. See especially Singer, "The Peace
 Researcher and Foreign Policy Prediction," p. 8.
 107. Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics, pp. 22-25, 36-38. Loose bipolarity did
 not require equivalent behavior by each pole: Kaplan made a point of stressing that the coalitions
 within such a system could be organized either hierarchically or non-hierarchically, so that
 integration within them could come about by coercion or by choice.
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 And if such weapons should become relatively cheap, yet another kind of interna-
 tional system might evolve: a "unit veto" arrangement in which "each actor responded
 to the negative golden rule of natural law by not doing to others what he would not
 have them do to him." In short, all of the above options were possible: "Depending
 upon conditions, the loose bipolar system can be transformed. .. into a tight bipolar
 system, into a hierarchical international system, a universal international system, a
 'balance of power' system, or a unit veto system."1108

 Kaplan's book was a remarkable feat of theoretical imagination, but that was also
 its problem. Critics found his discussion of four systems that had never existed to be
 puzzling: how could one know, Hedley Bull asked, that these were the only four
 possible systems and that, even if they were, all of the relevant variables that might
 shape their character had been included?109 Kaplan's terminology was confusing-he
 used the term "subsystem dominant," for example, to suggest that the international
 system dominated units within it, and he applied the adjective "hierarchical" both to
 systems and to blocs within systems.110 His structuralist approach did generate fore-
 casts, but these tended to be so abstract and indecisive-so inclined toward "all of
 the above" conclusions-that they were of little greater use to policy-makers than
 those of the behavioralists would be. And in those few instances in which Kaplan
 did make specific predictions-for example, his assertion that tightly controlled co-
 alitions would be more durable than those that functioned by mutual consent-they
 have not held up particularly well.

 The principal criticism of Kaplan's method, though, was that he had failed to
 distinguish the structure of his respective international systems from the behavior of
 states within them. In an effort to explain how systems can become unstable and
 evolve into something else, he fell into the argument that processes within states could
 shape systemic structures. The point would have been unexceptionable had Kaplan
 not also insisted that international systems determine the behavior of states. But since
 Kaplan had made that assertion, the logic of his analysis, and hence its capacity for
 forecasting, was questionable.111

 That, at least, that was the argument that Kenneth N. Waltz, Kaplan's chief critic
 and the most influential "structuralist" in contemporary international relations theory,
 made in 1979. In his book, Theory of International Politics, Waltz sought to rescue the
 structuralist approach by making a sharp distinction between what he called "systems
 level" and "unit level" phenomena. Any theory that sought to account for or to
 anticipate the workings of an international system, he insisted, had to concern itself

 only with the characteristics of that system; it could not confuse the issue by intro-
 ducing the behavior of individual states within it. The reason for this was that
 international systems imposed their own limits upon state action. Even the most
 revolutionary state would not revolutionize world politics if systemic influences re-

 108. Ibid., pp. 40-43, 50.
 109. Hedley Bull, "International Theory: The Case for a Classical Approach," in Knorr and
 Rosenau, eds., Contending Approaches to International Politics, pp. 32-33.
 110. See Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics, pp. 17, 40-41, 48-50.
 111. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 54-59.
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 sisted that objective; even the most conservative nation would fail to stabilize an
 international order if the systemic prerequisites for stability were not present. The

 internal character of states-whether democratic or autocratic, capitalist or commu-

 nist, peace-loving or aggressive-made no difference; what defined an international

 system was the anarchic environment in which it operated, together with the distri-

 bution of capabilities across the states that existed within it. Changes in this distri-

 bution produced shifts in systemic structure.112
 Waltz agreed with Kaplan that there had been only two international systemic

 structures in modern history: the multipolar system that had characterized interstate

 relations from approximately the time of the Treaty of Westphalia through the end

 of World War II, and the bipolar system that had replaced it. But Waltz went well
 beyond Kaplan in insisting, on both theoretical and historical grounds, that bipolar
 systems were inherently more "stable" than their multipolar counterparts. From a
 theoretical perspective, the existence of only two major adversaries minimized the

 possibilities of misperception, confusion, and unpredictable interaction: as any phys-
 icist could explain, two-body problems are far easier to solve than those involving

 three or more.113 From a historical perspective, Waltz could point to the success of
 the United States and the Soviet Union in managing crises and maintaining alliances
 without resort to war over three and a half decades, a record that compared favorably
 with what the pre-1945 great powers had accomplished in a multipolar international

 environment. 114

 What did all of this imply about the future of the Cold War? A superficial reading
 of Waltz would suggest that, because he described bipolarity as more stable than
 multipolarity and because he defined "stability" as simply the capacity of the system

 to endure,115 he had been quite wrong in 1979: multipolarity, after all, lasted for three
 hundred years; bipolarity would survive only for another ten. But Waltz had been

 careful to point out that the principal actors in the pre-World War II multipolar
 system had changed frequently: of some seven great powers in 1700, only France
 and Great Britain continued to enjoy that status in 1939. Turkey, Sweden, Spain,

 Austria, and the Netherlands had all lost their preeminence by the time World War

 II broke out; Germany, Italy, Japan, the Soviet Union, and the United States had

 arisen to take their place. Soviet-American bipolarity seemed robust forty years later

 because no third power had developed capabilities comparable to those commanded

 by Moscow and Washington, but the system was "unlikely to last as long as its
 predecessor. "116

 Common threats, Waltz believed, could transform enemies into allies. The emer-
 gence of the Soviet Union and the United States as adversaries after World War II

 112. Ibid., pp. 97-98.
 113. Ibid., p. 192. See also Waltz, "The Stability of a Bipolar World," Daedalus, Vol. 93, No. 3
 (Summer 1964), pp. 881-909. A succinct explanation of why three-body problems defy solution
 appears in Peter Coveney and Roger Highfield, The Arrow of Time: A Voyage Through Science to
 Solve Time's Greatest Mystery (New York: Fawcett Columbine, 1990), p. 267.
 114. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 163-176.
 115. Ibid., pp. 132n, 161-162.
 116. Ibid., p. 162.
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 had had the paradoxical effect of reconciling once antagonistic states in Western

 Europe. Conditions of insecurity that had caused Europeans to distrust one another

 for so long disappeared in the face of greater danger; long-term cooperation became
 possible, even as the Cold War itself intensified."17 Even if no third state seemed
 likely to threaten Russians and Americans in a way that might cause them to settle
 their differences, Waltz came to see that a common technological threat might have
 the same result. Waltz had minimized the effects of nuclear weapons in Theory of
 International Politics-"in shaping the behavior of nations, the perennial forces of

 politics are more important than the new military technology'""18-but he soon recon-
 sidered this position, so much so, indeed, that by 1981 he was advocating the
 proliferation of nuclear capabilities to smaller powers as a sure way to guarantee
 peace among them. The possibility of an all-out nuclear war might well serve as the
 functional equivalent of a third party threat in driving the United States and the
 Soviet Union toward the discovery of common ground; certainly concentration on
 the destructive capabilities of nuclear weapons "has obscured the important benefits
 they promise to states trying to coexist in a self-help world.""19

 It was also the case that the very character of bipolar confrontation carried within

 it the causes of its own eventual demise. Citing conclusions drawn from the study of

 oligopolistic competition among corporations, Waltz pointed out that the passage of
 time makes it easier for rivals to cooperate: "The increasing similarity of competitors'

 attitudes, as well as their experience with one another, eases the adjustment of their
 relations." Bipolar situations, in particular, encouraged this process: "Tension in the
 system is high because each can do so much for and to the other. But because no
 appeal can be made to third parties, pressure to moderate behavior is heavy....
 The simplicity of relations in a bipolar world and the strong pressures that are
 generated make the two great powers conservative."''20 By this logic, the bipolar
 structure of the post-1945 international system suggested an eventual moderation of
 Soviet-American hostility, if not an end to it altogether.

 Waltz was not at all certain, therefore, that the Cold War would continue: indeed
 Theory of International Politics holds up rather well in its anticipation of several influ-
 ences that would bring that conflict to an end. He did maintain, however, that
 bipolarity would survive: "The barriers to entering the superpower club have never
 been higher and more numerous. The club will long remain the world's most exclusive
 one. "121 The maturation of a bipolar relationship did not necessarily mean its passing:
 "American and Russian behavior has changed somewhat over time, but it has changed

 117. Ibid., pp. 70-71.
 118. Ibid., p. 173.
 119. Kenneth N. Waltz, "Toward Nuclear Peace," in Robert J. Art and Kenneth N. Waltz, eds.,
 The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics, 3d ed. (Lanham, Md.: University Press
 of America, 1988), p. 689. This essay originally appeared as The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More
 May Be Better, Adelphi Paper No. 171 (London: International Institute of Strategic Studies, 1981).
 See also Kenneth N. Waltz, "Nuclear Myths and Political Realities," American Political Science
 Review, Vol. 84, No. 3 (September 1990), pp. 733-734.
 120. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 173-174.
 121. Ibid., p. 183.
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 in the direction one may expect it to take so long as the world remains bipolar."'22
 This is where Waltz went wrong: he allowed for the possibility that Soviet and

 American behavior within a bipolar structure might evolve from confrontation to

 cooperation; but he made no allowance for the possibility that the structure itself
 might shift, or that changes in the policies of nations within it might contribute to

 that process.

 The failure to account for structural change has always been the weakest point in

 Waltz's theory.'23 For if systemic structures do in fact reflect the distribution of ca-
 pabilities across units, and if shifts in this distribution can in fact alter such structures,

 then it is difficult to see where those shifts might come from except from changes in

 the capabilities of states within the system. Those changes may arise, in turn, from

 a decision to make peace with rivals, or from a recognition that one can no longer

 keep up with rivals, or from both-the two perspectives are not incompatible, as
 Soviet policy after 1985 showed. But in either case they result from actions taken
 within units, and yet because they shape capabilities they also affect structures. Waltz
 himself acknowledged that structure does not account for everything that happens

 in world politics: "To explain outcomes one must look at the capabilities, the actions,
 and the interactions of states, as well as at the structure of their systems.... Causes
 at both the national and the international level make the world more or less peaceful
 and stable."''24

 If unit-level behavior as well as system-level constraints can cause cooperation to

 evolve, though, it is difficult to see what is gained by insisting that students of world
 politics emphasize the latter at the expense of the former. Waltz had concentrated on

 the systemic level, he explained near the end of Theory of International Politics, "because

 the effects of structure are usually overlooked or misunderstood and because I am
 writing a theory of international politics, not foreign policy."''25 But this was only to
 make the same error the behavioralists had made, which was to let the method of

 one's inquiry shape its conclusions. It was also to imply that the behavior of states
 as well as systems is critical-to an understanding of international relations-precisely

 what Waltz had criticized Kaplan for having asserted. In the end, then, the rigid
 separation of systems from units provided no firmer basis for theory-or for fore-
 casting-than had an approach that had taken both of them into account.

 Apart from these early and highly theoretical efforts by Kaplan and Waltz, struc-

 turalism produced few significant insights as to how the Cold War might end until
 the publication of Stephen Rock's Why Peace Breaks Out in 1989, literally on the eve

 122. Ibid., p. 204.
 123. See Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity," pp. 142-152; Robert 0.
 Keohane, "Theory of World Politics: Structural Realism and Beyond," pp. 169-173; Robert W.
 Cox, "Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International Relations Theory," p. 243;
 and Richard K. Ashley, "The Poverty of Neorealism," p. 288, all in Keohane, ed., Neorealism
 and Its Critics.

 124. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 174-175. See also Waltz, "Reflections on Theory of
 International Politics: A Response to My Critics," pp. 327-329, 343.
 125. Ibid., p. 175.
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 of that event.'26 This book deserves special emphasis, not just because it is the only
 explicitly structural analysis we have of the circumstances that have caused cold wars

 in the past to disappear, but also because Rock sought to use the resulting hypotheses

 to specify what it would take would bring our own Cold War to a peaceful conclusion.

 Rarely does history provide so rapid an opportunity to test theory against experience.

 Rock began by arguing that traditional balance of power theory fails to account for

 several important historical instances of great power rapprochement. Why, for ex-

 ample, did the unification of Germany in 1871, the most significant challenge to

 European equilibrium since the Napoleonic wars, produce more than four decades

 of European peace? Why did Great Britain in the 1890s suddenly stop trying to counter
 the rising power of an old antagonist whose rapidly increasing capabilities posed the

 greatest of all potential threats to British global hegemony-the United States? In

 neither of these cases, Rock maintains, did the emergence of any common threat

 force former adversaries to cooperate;'27 considerations other than those of pure power
 were obviously involved. Complementary economies and ideologies muffled geopol-

 itical conflicts: there were times when appeasing an ascending rival was likely to be

 less costly and more beneficial, from the standpoint of national priorities, than the

 path of resistance that strict adherence to balance of power principles would require.
 The causes of peace, therefore, lay not just in the configurations of international

 systems, but also in the internal structures of the states that make them up.'28
 A careful analysis of these causes, Rock argued, would not reveal in advance exactly

 when two previously antagonistic states might reconcile their differences, but it would
 nonetheless have "predictive value." It could, in particular, "provide us with clues

 as to whether or not a [Soviet-American] reconciliation is probable, and to the kinds

 of developments that would make one more (or less) likely in the future."''29 Rock
 extracted, from his study of great power rapprochements in the past, four specific
 hypotheses that could be used to evaluate the prospects for an end to the Cold War:

 1. "A state of peace is most likely to emerge among states that are heterogenous
 in the exercise of national power." By this somewhat murky formulation, Rock meant

 simply that states whose geopolitical interests do not clash tend not to clash militarily.
 2. "A state of peace is most likely to emerge among states that are heterogenous

 in their economic activities." Here Rock was making the useful point that the com-

 plementarity of economies, not the volume of transactions between them, encourages
 peace: states whose economies are not directly competitive with one another-whose
 exports do not displace the other's domestic producers-will maintain more friendly

 126. Stephen R. Rock, Why Peace Breaks Out: Great Power Rapprochement in Historical Perspective

 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1989). As Rock notes (pp. 3-4), the only
 previous modern effort to build a theoretical explanation of how peace evolves was Deutsch,
 Political Community in the North Atlantic Area, the first stage of a research design that was never
 completed.
 127. Not all diplomatic historians would agree with Rock's assertion that growing concern about
 Germany did little to influence Britain's determination to improve relations with the United
 States.
 128. Rock, Why Peace Breaks Out, pp. 8-12.
 129. Ibid., p. 149.
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 relations than states in which similar commodities are produced and competitive
 efforts to market them therefore ensue.

 3. "A state of peace is most likely to emerge among states that are homogenous in
 their societal attributes." This proposition was straightforward enough: states that
 resemble one another tend not to fight.

 4. "Even if the exercise of power, economic activities, and societal attributes favor
 pacific relations, some catalytic event may be required to set the process of reconcil-
 iation in motion. The most probable candidate for this role is an acute crisis between
 the two states." Or, the imminence of military conflict may force greater attention to
 economic and ideological complementarities.'30

 The Soviet-American relationship, Rock noted, had never come close to meeting
 these standards. It was-and had been since 1945-one involving "intense geopolitical
 competition, a keen sense of ideological estrangement and mistrust, [and] potentially
 strong but actually weak economic connections." Not even a crisis like the one over
 Cuba in 1962 had been sufficient to overcome these unpromising conditions and
 produce anything approaching a lasting reconciliation between Moscow and Wash-
 ington. It was hardly surprising, therefore, that the Cold War had gone on for so
 long; "nor does any fundamental improvement in Soviet-American relations seem
 likely without some alteration in these conditions." In the light of these structural
 impediments, it would be "naive," Rock argued, to claim "that changes conducive to
 a far-reaching transformation of the Soviet-American relationship are probable, or
 that a rapprochement could be easily effected."''3'

 The situation was not, however, entirely hopeless. The rise of a third power like
 China could cause Washington and Moscow to develop common geopolitical inter-
 ests. A "long-term decline in Soviet and/or American military capabilities could force
 a strategic retrenchment on the part of one or both superpowers, reducing the extent
 to which their interests overlap"; the experiences of Vietnam and Afghanistan had
 already shown that the superpowers' capacity for intervention in the Third World
 was not what it once had been. Both the Soviet Union and the United States faced
 potentially serious internal economic difficulties, and "although the correlation be-
 tween a nation's economic strength and its military capabilities is not perfect, there
 is clearly a relationship between the two factors." There was no imtnediate prospect
 of ideological reconciliation: the United States was not about to relinquish its demo-
 cratic principles; "nor can one expect the Soviet Union to renounce socialism, partic-
 ularly since Marxist-Leninist doctrine serves to legitimize the existing Soviet regime."
 Historical, linguistic, and cultural traditions were vastly different, "and will surely
 remain so." But the economies of the two countries were potentially compatible, and
 there were some indications that Mikhail Gorbachev was seeking to jettison ideolog-
 ical orthodoxies, although by no means to the same extent that the Chinese govern-
 ment was doing.'32

 130. Ibid., pp. 12-18.
 131. Ibid., p. 151.
 132. Ibid., pp. 151-154.
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 For the immediate future, Rock concluded, "perhaps the best for which we can
 hope is an end to . . . shrill ideological rhetoric." More fundamental changes might
 be possible over the long run as domestic politics in the United States swung back
 toward liberalism and as Gorbachev's reforms took hold.'33 The existence of nuclear
 weapons had had "a considerable and even profound impact on the relations between
 states," even if they had not removed "the need to analyze and to understand other,
 more fundamental, sources of states' attitudes and behaviors toward one another."

 Effective statesmanship could certainly make a difference at the margins once the
 structural prerequisites for a reconciliation were in place.im But nothing in Rock's
 book would have led a reader to expect the Cold War to end clearly and decisively
 within months of its publication. Nor did Why Peace Breaks Out come anywhere close
 to explaining how-or why-that event took place.

 What actually happened, after all, was the abrupt and asymmetrical collapse of one
 superpower, not the gradual and symmetrical decline of both. The government of
 the Soviet Union did give up Marxism-Leninism, despite the fact that its own au-
 thority derived from that ideology. The Cold War ended without any significant
 increase in Soviet or Eastern European economic contacts with the West; indeed one

 could argue that it was precisely the absence of such contacts that hastened the Cold
 War's demise. No obvious third party threat existed: far from forcing cooperation
 between Moscow and Washington to counter the growing influence of China in the
 world, Beijing's aging gerontocracy aborted a once-thriving reform movement and
 turned that nation inward upon itself. Nor was any catalytic crisis required to shock
 Soviet and American leaderships into recognizing their mutual dependence upon one
 another; instead the crises that developed in Eastern Europe in the fall of 1989 shocked

 Marxist governments throughout that region by demonstrating that they could no
 longer depend upon Moscow to prop them up. In short, the most serious structuralist
 effort to forecast the end of the Cold War failed, and failed thoroughly.

 I say this not to demean Stephen Rock's attempt. After all, he alone among struc-
 turalists (and behavioralists as well) had the courage to venture clear theory-based
 forecasts of how the Cold War might end.'35 It is a daunting thing to freeze one's
 vision of the future in the highly-visible and unforgiving medium of cold type;
 perhaps that is why so many theorists-however confident they may be about the
 validity of their theories-avoid that exercise altogether. It is also the case that failed
 forecasts can provide insights into the causes of failure: in that sense, they can be
 just as valuable as forecasts that succeed. Rock's inability to foresee what turned out
 to be a very near future reflects, not so much his own shortcomings as an analyst of
 international politics, but rather a more general weakness in the structuralist approach
 to theory as a whole, and thus to whatever forecasts might be based upon it.

 133. Ibid., p. 153.
 134. Ibid., pp. 155-159.
 135. Sean M. Lynn-Jones did collaborate with Rock on an essay, "From Confrontation to Co-
 operation: Transforming the U.S.-Soviet Relationship," in Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Graham T. Allison,
 and Albert Carnesale, eds., Fateful Visions: Avoiding Nuclear Catastrophe (Cambridge, Mass.:
 Ballinger, 1988), pp. 111-131, the conclusions of which roughly parallel those of Rock's book.
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 This weakness is the tendency to treat time as a dimension-like length, width,
 and depth-but not as a process. Structuralists see time as a scale against which to
 measure events, but they pay little attention to the fact that the passage of time, in
 and of itself, also shapes events. In this respect, they resemble those pre-Darwinian
 paleontologists who believed in the immutability of species: despite being surrounded
 by evidence showing that animals, plants, and even land forms had evolved over
 time, these scientists simply assumed the absence or the unimportance of evolution
 and therefore lacked the means to understand, account for, and anticipate structural
 change.136 Like pre-Darwinian paleontologists, structural theorists of international
 relations have produced firm and at times startling conclusions; these go well beyond
 the range of behavioralist analysis, which normally extends from the cautious confir-
 mation of the obvious to the inability to confirm anything at all. But the static character
 of the structuralists' conclusions-the failure to account for change-left that approach
 little better equipped than behavioralism to forecast the quite dramatic changes that
 brought about the Cold War's end.

 EVOLUTIONARY APPROACHES

 "Evolutionists" assume the interaction of behavior and structure in world politics,
 and incorporate observable and unobservable phenomena into their explanations of
 how that happens. But their chief distinguishing characteristic-the one that differ-
 entiates evolutionists most sharply from other theorists-is the attention they give to
 changes in behaviors and structures over time. Evolutionists see time itself as influ-
 encing what happens, even as it provides the chronological framework we use to
 make sense of what has happened. A static representation of behavior and structure
 may work reasonably well when the objects being described are inanimate, or when
 the organisms being cataloged are incapable of learning from experience.137 But human
 beings do learn from the past: history allows for the inheritance of acquired charac-
 teristics, even if biology does not.138 For this reason, the passage of time, which is
 the process through which experience accumulates, affects behavior and structure in
 observable and unobservable ways: it constitutes a third axis along which the search
 for a theory of international relations must proceed.

 Evolutionists disagree, though, on how time produces its effects. Linear evolution-
 ists tend to see historical processes as irreversible: like time itself, history flows in
 one direction only; a return to prior conditions is as improbable as it would be for an
 arrow to reverse its course in mid-flight. The future, from this perspective, will not
 resemble the past; one can nonetheless foresee certain aspects of it by calculating the
 trajectories of historical trends-or arrows-that seem likely to continue. Cyclical

 136. See Gould, Time's Arrow, Time's Cycle, pp. 146-149.
 137. Although not perfectly well: as Darwin pointed out long ago, natural selection provides a
 way for even the most primitive organism to "learn" at least indirectly from experiences of the
 past.
 138. See E.H. Carr, What Is History? (New York: Vintage Books, 1961), pp. 150-151; also Ernest
 Gellner, Plough, Sword and Book: The Structure of Human History (Chicago: University of Chicago
 Press, 1988), p. 14.
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 evolutionists believe that although time does indeed move forward and not backward,
 historical processes may do both: they can reverse themselves even as time proceeds;

 cycles rather than arrows provide the appropriate metaphor. From this angle of vision,

 the future will at times resemble, even if it does not precisely replicate, the past; one

 can foresee certain aspects of it by understanding the frequency, amplitude, and
 implications of historical cycles.

 To be sure, distinctions between linear and cyclical views of history are rarely this
 sharply drawn in practice. For if the future were completely unlike the past, then we
 would have no categories with which to characterize it: each morning-indeed each
 moment-would be totally novel,139 and forecasting of any kind would be impossible.

 Conversely, if the future always resembled the past, nothing would be unexpected
 and there would be no need for forecasting in the first place.140 Still, evolutionists do

 tend to work within linear or cyclical frames of reference when they generalize about

 the past; the choice they make, in turn, affects how they see the future.
 LINEAR EVOLUTION. The conviction that historical processes operate in a linear

 manner goes back as far as the ancient Hebrews;14' but it was Karl Marx who created
 the most influential theory of irreversible historical change by inverting the Hegelian
 dialectic to insist that deeply-rooted economic forces-shifts in the "means of pro-
 duction," to use Marx's term-determine the structure of societies and the behavior

 of states, driving them forward in time in ways that are inexorable and, therefore,
 largely predictable.142 The progression from feudalism through capitalism to socialism
 and ultimately communism was as certain as was the Darwinian process of natural
 selection, Marx's collaborator Friedrich Engels insisted; individuals could harness
 these forces only by aligning their own objectives with them.143 Subsequent history-
 not least the end of the Cold War-has shown Marx and Engels to have been wrong
 about the direction in which history was moving: it certainly did not bring about the
 death of capitalism, the triumph of communism, and the consequent disappearance
 of the state. Marxism's botched forecasts have by no means disproven the Marxist
 assumption that underlying historical processes do exist, though, and that they
 function rather in the way we now know tectonic forces move continents around on
 the surface of the earth. These processes may operate very slowly, with no visible

 139. For a poignant clinical analogy, see Oliver Sacks, The Man Who Mistook His Wife for a Hat,
 and Other Clinical Tales (New York: Harper and Row, 1987), pp. 23-42.
 140. The above discussion of cycles and arrows has been very much influenced by Gould, Time's
 Arrow, Time's Cycle, a book that shows brilliantly how insights drawn from geology, biology,
 and paleontology can sharpen one's understanding of history.
 141. See Herbert Butterfield, The Origins of History (New York: Basic Books, 1981), pp. 80-117.
 142. Ernst Breisach, Historiography: Ancient, Medieval, and Modern (Chicago, Ill.: University of
 Chicago Press), pp. 293-297. Marx did not, however, completely deny the possibility of individ-
 ual autonomy in history: "Men make their own history, but they do not make it just as they
 please; they do not make it under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances
 directly found, given, and transmitted from the past." Karl Marx, "The Eighteenth Brumaire of
 Louis Bonaparte" (1852), in Robert C. Tucker, ed., The Marx-Engels Reader, 2d ed. (New York:
 Norton, 1978), p. 595.
 143. Friedrich Engels, "Socialism: Utopian and Scientific" (1892), in Tucker, The Marx-Engels
 Reader, pp. 696-697, 712.
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 consequences for long periods of time. But when their effects do appear, they can be
 as dramatic as the earthquakes that result from the buildup of strains along geologic
 fault lines. And once such upheavals happen, they cannot be undone.'"

 Evolutionists have devised no general theory of linear change in world politics, but
 they have advanced specific theories based on the workings of irreversible processes

 in several areas that relate to the problem of how the Cold War would end:

 Development. The dismantling of European colonialism in Africa, the Middle East,
 and Southeast Asia during the 1950s and 1960s created a strong demand for expla-

 nations that would not only account for what was happening within a bewildering
 array of newly-independent states, but also provide a basis for future policies toward
 them. There emerged, in response, a theory of "development" that purported to
 show how economic and social evolution shape politics. Based on the assumption
 that stages of modernization exist, much like Marx's stages of production, this liter-
 ature sought to identify corresponding political structures; it even attempted to fore-
 cast points at which "developing" countries would be most vulnerable to commu-
 nism's seductive claim that it could accelerate what Walt Rostow liked to call the
 "takeoff " to mass production and consumption. It was no accident-as the Marxists
 themselves would have said-that Rostow chose for his influential 1960 book, The
 Stages of Economic Growth, the sub-title A Non-Communist Manifesto.145

 Development theory proved to be of little use in anticipating events in the Third

 World: it overestimated the appeal of communism and underrated that of nationalism;
 it failed to foresee the durability of markets as against command economies; and it
 encouraged a hyperactive interventionism on the part of the United States, which
 found it necessary to try to "guide" new nations along the path to social stability and
 geopolitical reliability, at times with disastrous results.'46 Particularities of events
 taking place on several different continents and within dozens of different cultures
 overwhelmed the capacity of theorists to advance valid generalizations about them.
 But attempts to link stages of economic growth with political evolution have worked

 much better when applied to the narrower task of evaluating what was happening
 within the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and China.

 As early as 1960 Rostow and other development theorists were predicting that
 economic modernization without political democratization-the path Marxist-Leninist

 144. For more on this "tectonic" metaphor, see John Lewis Gaddis, The United States and the End
 of the Cold War: Implications, Reconsiderations, Provocations (New York: Oxford University Press,
 1992), pp. 155-167.
 145. W.W. Rostow, The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto (Cambridge:
 Cambridge University Press, 1960), especially pp. 1-3, 145-167. For other examples of applied
 modernization and development theory, see Max Franklin Millikan and Donald L.M. Blackmer,
 eds., The Emerging Nations: Their Growth and United States Policy (Boston: Little, Brown, 1961);
 Edward Shils, Political Development in the New States (The Hague: Mouton, 1962); Cyril E. Black,
 The Dynamics of Modernization: A Study in Comparative History (New York: Harper and Row, 1966);
 Samuel P. Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies (New Haven: Yale University Press,
 1968); and Edward L. Morse, Modernization and the Transformation of International Relations (New
 York: Free Press, 1976).
 146. See Shafer, Deadly Paradigms, especially pp. 276-290.
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 states were following at the time-was certain to fail. The reason had to do with what

 Lenin had added to Marx: a rigidly centralized political structure superimposed upon
 what was supposed to have been a largely spontaneous process of economic devel-
 opment. Authoritarian government might indeed set industrialization in motion, as
 the Soviet Union's experience under Stalin had shown. But the effective management
 of an industrial economy would require mass education; peasants do not automatically
 become technocrats. Education, though, would raise political consciousness, thereby
 creating the risk that a politically aware population would not indefinitely accept
 political repression. The choice Marxism-Leninism would eventually face, then, would
 be a bleak one: either dismantle authoritarianism in order to save the economy, or
 ruin the economy in order to save authoritarianism. Marx had the process right but

 the outcome wrong: it turned out to be communism, not capitalism, that carried
 within it the seeds of its own destruction.'47

 Interdependence. Modern industrial economies make their requirements felt within

 capitalist societies as well; by the mid-1970s these had elicited, in the rise of "inter-
 dependence" studies, a second linear evolutionist approach to international relations
 theory. The emergence of this field reflected widespread dissatisfaction with the
 "realist" tendency to reduce all of world politics to a simple struggle for power. Such
 reductionism, critics argued, overlooked the post-World War II expansion in com-

 merce and communications that had already altered the nature of traditional geopol-

 itical competition. No single nation, or group of nations, had set this trend in motion;

 instead it was the product of something Marx himself might have recognized-a
 fundamental shift in the means of production with both structural and behavioral
 consequences. Relationships based on integration and cooperation were becoming at
 least as important as those conducted according to old-fashioned balance of power
 rules; collaborative international "regimes" were emerging in certain areas, even as
 competitive international rivalries continued in others.148

 Perhaps because the end of the Cold War seemed so distant during the late 1970s
 and early 1980s, regime theorists were slow to apply their findings to the study of

 147. Rostow, The Stages of Economic Growth, pp. 159-162. See also Seymour Martin Lipset, "Some
 Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political Legitimacy," American
 Political Science Review, Vol. 53, No. 1 (March 1959), especially pp. 75-85; Zbigniew Brzezinski,
 Between Two Ages: America's Role in the Technetronic Era (New York: Viking Press, 1970), pp. 154-
 176; and Morse, Modernization and the Transformation of International Relations, pp. 191-192. For
 excellent retrospective descriptions of this process, see Theodore S. Hamerow, From the Finland
 Station: The Graying of Revolution in the Twentieth Century (New York: Basic Books, 1990), pp. 210-
 225, 302-309; also William H. McNeill, "Winds of Change," in Nicholas X. Rizopoulos, ed., Sea-
 Changes: American Foreign Policy in a World Transformed (New York: Council on Foreign Relations
 Press, 1990), pp. 168-171. Rostow applied his own analysis to the future of Soviet-American
 relations in "On Ending the Cold War," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 65, No. 3 (Spring 1987), pp. 831-
 851.
 148. Keohane and Nye, Power and Interdependence, especially pp. 3-22, provides the best intro-
 duction to this line of argument. See also Krasner, International Regimes; and, for a longer
 historical perspective, Rosecrance, The Rise of the Trading State, passim. Waltz anticipated many
 of the basic elements of regime theory in Theory of International Politics, especially pp. 173-174.
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 that conflict.149 But the fact that several previously-established patterns of Soviet-
 American cooperation survived the "era of stagnation" in Moscow and the first
 Reagan administration in the United States, together with the rapid decline in Cold

 War tensions that followed the advent of Mikhail Gorbachev in 1985, left little doubt
 that mutual suspicion was no longer the only force driving the superpower relation-
 ship.150 Meanwhile, new developments in game theory and in the study of corporate
 behavior were revealing that competitors might well reciprocate cooperative intiatives
 if they had reason to believe that their competition would continue.151 Historical and
 theoretical developments converged, therefore, to show how the passage of time
 could make possible the evolution of cooperation-which is to say, the emergence of
 regimes-even under conditions of anarchy. For the first time there appeared to be
 both a practical and a conceptual way out of the "prisoner's dilemma" that had for
 so long confounded those seeking a model for how the Cold War might end.152

 There was one difficulty, though, in extending interdependence from economics
 into geopolitics. If in fact the requirements of modern industrial economies linked
 nations more closely than ever before, then the likelihood of war among them should
 have diminished: classical liberalism had long argued that nations who traded with
 one another would have few incentives to fight one another.153 But security regimes,
 if understood in the context of the Cold War, grew out of a security dilemma:lm it
 was the fear of war, not the desire for profit, that induced cooperation, and if war
 was improbable, then it was not clear why the Soviet Union and the United States
 should cooperate, given the infrequency of economic contacts between them. The
 improvement in Soviet-American relations that was so obviously taking place in the

 1980s seemed to require more than the purely economic explanation that development
 and interdependence theories had provided.

 The obsolescence of war. If large-scale and long-term processes were so important in
 the economic realm, some linear evolutionists wondered, why should comparable
 mechanisms not also shape social institutions and the actions that take place within

 149. See Robert Jervis, "Security Regimes," in Krasner, ed., International Regimes, pp. 173-194.
 150. See John Lewis Gaddis, "The Long Peace: Elements of Stability in the Postwar International
 System," International Security, Vol. 10, No. 4 (Spring 1986), pp. 99-142; also the case studies in
 Dallin, George, and Farley, U.S.-Soviet Security Cooperation.
 151. These developments are discussed in Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation; and in Oye,
 Cooperation under Anarchy.
 152. "Prisoner's dilemma" games have figured so prominently in the theoretical literature on
 international relations over the past three decades that it hardly seems necessary to describe
 them here. Those in need of elucidation may find it in Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation,
 pp. 7-12. I cannot refrain, however, from calling attention to Robert Jervis's observation that:
 "It is not a good sign [when] prisoners confronted by a District Attorney do not behave as the
 [prisoners' dilemma] model would lead us to expect." Jervis, "Realism, Game Theory, and
 Cooperation," World Politics, Vol. 40, No. 3 (April 1988), p. 319. Jervis is citing here the work of
 Brian Forst and Judith Lucianovic, "The Prisoner's Dilemma: Theory and Reality," Journal of
 Criminal Justice, Vol. 5 (Spring 1977), pp. 55-64.
 153. The argument is clearly made in Rosecrance, The Rise of the Trading State.
 154. Alexander L. George, "Factors Influencing Security Cooperation," in George, Farley, and
 Dallin, U.S.-Soviet Security Cooperation, pp. 655-678.
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 them? Historians had long understood that societies can change over time: despite
 the fact that the keeping of slaves, the denial of education to women, and even the
 abandonment of children were all ancient traditions that had been socially acceptable
 for centuries, they were so no longer. Once attitudes shifted against each one of these
 practices, its future differed quite dramatically from its past.155 Three different linear
 evolutionist arguments arose, during the 1980s, suggesting that something like this
 might be happening to the institution of war itself.

 The first of these had to do with the nuclear revolution. The quantum jump in
 destructive capabilities that had suddenly become available in 1945, many experts
 argued, revolutionized statecraft as well as warfare by virtually ruling out the use of
 military force in relations between great powers. Technological innovation had pro-
 duced a geopolitical shock of the most fundamental proportions, and as a result
 "nuclear learning" had taken place, so that the world's most powerful nations were
 far less inclined than ever before to risk war with one another.156 Evolution had
 worked, in this instance, not through the slow accumulation of desirable adaptations,
 but rather through an abrupt "punctuation" that instantly and irrevocably altered the
 international environment and the requirements for survival within it.'57

 A second evolutionist argument came to the same conclusion by a different route.
 War had been well on the way to becoming obsolete before nuclear weapons had
 been invented, John Mueller insisted in his 1989 book Retreat from Doomsday; even
 without the bomb, the escalating costs of military operations-because of the increas-
 ing lethality of weapons and vulnerability of targets-would have made a war among
 great powers no more likely in the last half of the twentieth century than it would
 have been for statesmen from those countries to try to settle their differences through
 the nineteenth-century expedient of fighting a duel.158 By this logic, industrialization
 and modernization, even as they produced instruments of war, became forces for
 peace.

 A third argument for the evolving obsolescence of war stressed the influence of
 democratization. Building on a suggestion made by Immanuel Kant in 1795, Michael
 Doyle argued that liberal democracies have strong ideological and psychological
 inhibitions about fighting one another, quite apart from the quantity and character of
 the arms they possess. Through careful historical research, Doyle documented an

 155. See, on these points, David Brion Davis, The Problem of Slavery in Western Culture (Ithaca:
 Cornell University Press, 1966); Lawrence Stone, The Family, Sex and Marriage in England, 1500-
 1800 (New York: Harper and Row, 1979); and John Boswell, The Kindness of Strangers: The
 Abandonment of Children in Western Europe from Late Antiquity to the Renaissance (New York:
 Pantheon, 1989).

 156. Nye, "Nuclear Learning and U.S.-Soviet Security Regimes," passim. See also McGeorge
 Bundy, Danger and Survival: Choices About the Bomb in the First Fifty Years (New York: Random
 House, 1988), pp. 463-516; and Michael Mandelbaum, The Nuclear Revolution: International Politics
 Before and After Hiroshima (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981).
 157. My analogy here is to the concept of "punctuated equilibria" in evolution. See Niles
 Eldredge, Time Frames: The Evolution of Punctuated Equilibria (Princeton: Princeton University
 Press, 1985).
 158. Mueller, Retreat from Doomsday, pp. 3-13.
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 accelerating trend toward democratic forms of government over the past two centu-
 ries; he also pointed out that there has never been a war between two liberal demo-

 cracies.159 Wars between democracies and non-democratic states were still possible,
 Doyle acknowledged, but as the former became more numerous and the latter less-

 a proportion significantly shifted in democracy's favor by the end of the Cold War-
 his findings appeared to reinforce what Mueller and the "nuclear learning" theorists
 have suggested about the diminishing likelihood of great power war.

 From these linear evolutionist perspectives, then, a Soviet-American reconciliation
 should have been an entirely predictable development. The end of the Cold War was
 "over-determined," in that several separate historical processes-the invention of
 nuclear weapons, the steadily-mounting costs of conventional war, and progress

 toward democratization, as well as the development dilemma of Marxism-Leninism,
 the trend toward interdependence, and the emergence of regimes-all pointed toward
 the same outcome. These processes became apparent only along a temporal axis of

 analysis: the passage of time was required for their effects to appear, but once they

 did they were as irreversible as time itself. History was like Humpty-Dumpty: old
 ways of doing things, once broken up, could never be put back together again.

 But linear evolutionists in fact came no closer than behavioralists or structuralists

 to forecasting the actual circumstances that brought the Cold War to an end. One

 reason, I suspect, is that long-term historical processes are indeed, as Marx suggested,
 subterranean phenomena. One discovers their existence from the consequences they
 produce; it often requires an earthquake to determine where a fault line really is.160

 A second explanation has to do with the familiar problem of compartmentalization:

 theorists may well identify a particular process and even forecast its consequences,
 but few if any theories are built on the convergence or intersection of complementary

 processes or, for that matter, on the potential fratricide of contradictory ones.161
 Finally, linear evolutionists tend to commit what I would call the "Fukuyama fallacy,"

 named after the political scientist Francis Fukuyama, who chose the summer of 1989
 to publish an article arguing that because Western liberal democracy had triumphed
 over Marxism-Leninism, Hegel's old vision of an end to history had finally come to

 159. Michael Doyle, "Liberalism and World Politics," American Political Science Review, Vol. 80,
 No. 4 (December 1986), pp. 1151-1163. See also Doyle, "Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign
 Affairs," passim; also Melvin Small and J. David Singer, "The War-Proneness of Democratic
 Regimes, 1816-1965," Jerusalem Journal of International Relations, Vol. 1, No. 3 (Summer 1976),
 pp. 50-68, a Correlates of War Project study which anticipated Doyle's findings, but expressed
 pessimism about "the continuing democratization of the world" (p. 68).
 160. Or, as Alexander L. George has put it: "I believe that theory does better in explaining what
 has happened than in predicting it." George, "The Transition in U.S.-Soviet Relations, 1985-
 1990: An Interpretation from the Perspective of International Relations Theory and Political
 Psychology," Political Psychology, Vol. 12, No. 3 (September 1991), p. 469.
 161. I have tried to elaborate on this problem in The United States and the End of the Cold War,
 pp. 168-192. The only forecast I have seen that argued explicitly for the possibility of a near-
 term end to the Cold War is Eric A. Nordlinger, "Prospects and Policies for Soviet-American
 Reconciliation," Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 103, No. 3 (Summer 1988), pp. 197-222. But,
 interestingly, this forecast was a projection of several converging historical trends. In this sense,
 it resembles the 1966 Karl Deutsch article cited in note 94.
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 pass. "Centuries of boredom" affording minimal opportunities for "daring, courage,

 imagination, and idealism" lay ahead, Fukuyama lamented,162 six months before the

 Berlin Wall came down, a year before an unprecedented international effort to liberate

 Kuwait began, and two years before Boris Yeltsin and a few of his supporters, through

 the sheer force of their moral and political authority, so thoroughly humiliated the

 KGB, the Soviet government, and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union as to call

 into question the very survival of those institutions.

 The Fukuyama fallacy is the tendency for those who advance propositions about

 irreversible forces in history to conclude that history will stop with them. Hegel, for

 a time, believed that history had ended with Napoleon. Marx committed a similar

 error when he made the proletarian revolution the final stage in historical develop-
 ment;163 and so too, although to a less egregious extent, have more recent linear

 evolutionists. Certain that they have exposed an engine that drives history forward,
 they never seem to ask whether there might be others, or whether the one they have
 focused on might also operate in reverse. Confident that they have identified a
 direction in which history is proceeding, they rarely tell us how they have determined
 what the ultimate destination actually is. A flea creeping along the inside of a hula
 hoop might well see its progress as linear, purposeful, and irreversible: curved sur-
 faces often appear flat to those with limited horizons. Or, as Mark Twain once warned:
 "The past does not repeat itself, but it rhymes."1M4

 CYCLICAL EVOLUTION. Cyclical evolutionism is a useful corrective to the Fukuyama
 fallacy. Its antecedents go back at least to the ancient Greeks; certainly they were
 implicit in Thucydides's hope that "these words of mine [will be] judged useful by

 those who want to understand clearly the events which happened in the past and
 which (human nature being what it is) will, at some time or other and in much the
 same ways, be repeated in the future. "165 Modern interest in historical cycles has
 grown largely out of the field of economics, where recurring patterns exist at several
 different levels of analysis.166 Evolutionary theorists of international relations have
 used cyclical approaches to explain-and make forecasts about-the course of revo-

 lutions, alternations between democratic and authoritarian forms of government and,
 most extensively, the relationship between war, peace, and national power over

 extended periods of time.167

 162. Francis Fukuyama, "The End of History?" The National Interest, No. 16 (Summer 1989),
 p. 18.

 163. Breisach, Historiography, pp. 231-232, 297.
 164. Quoted in David Pratt, "The Functions of Teaching History," in Stephen Vaughn, ed., The
 Vital Past: Writings on the Uses of History (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1985), p. 208.
 165. Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, trans. by Rex Warner (New York: Penguin
 Books, 1954), p. 48. See also Butterfield, The Origins of History, pp. 121-126; and a classic book
 on this subject, Mircea Eliade, The Myth of the Eternal Return, trans. by Willard R. Trask (New
 York: Pantheon, 1954).
 166. See Edward R. Dewey and Edwin F. Dakin, Cycles: The Science of Prediction (New York:
 Henry Holt, 1947); also W.W. Rostow, The World Economy: History and Prospect (Austin: University
 of Texas Press, 1978).
 167. Strictly speaking, a cyclical view of history would appear to rule out evolution: if everything
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 Revolutions. One of the most fruitful efforts to employ historical cycles in forecasting
 has had to do with the phenomenon of revolution, and why it has so rarely produced

 the results Marx anticipated. Marx himself, along with Lenin, Trotsky, and the other
 architects of the 1917 upheaval in Russia, recalled very vividly how the French

 Revolution of 1789 had fallen into an autocratic "Bonapartist" phase; they worried
 that a similar gap between intentions and consequences might arise as socialism
 supplanted capitalism.168 That concern did not prevent the rise of Stalin, but his
 totalitarian rule did provoke a good deal of thought during the 1930s and 1940s about
 what causes revolutions to go astray. Trotsky made significant contributions to this
 analysis prior to his assassination; so too did his biographer, Isaac Deutscher.169 But
 it was the historian Crane Brinton who provided the most durable explanation of

 how revolutions originate, evolve, and eventually degenerate in his 1938 book, The

 Anatomy of Revolution.

 Basing his findings on a comparative study of the English civil war and the Amer-

 ican, French, and Russian Revolutions, Brinton identified a cycle through which such

 disruptions tend to proceed: the collapse of the old regime, the euphoria of revolution
 itself, the failure of moderates to match ideals with accomplishments, the rise of
 extremists, their use of-but ultimately consumption by-terror, and finally the reas-
 sertion of a central authority whose oppressiveness might well exceed anything that
 existed under the old regime in the first place.170 Brinton claimed no scientific rigor
 for this model, and refused to regard it as a basis for theory.171 But as another historian,
 Theodore S. Hamerow, showed half a century later, Brinton's cycles of revolutionary
 evolution came remarkably close to anticipating what would happen to Marxism-
 Leninism, not just inside the Soviet Union, but also in Eastern Europe, China,
 Vietnam, and Cuba during the Cold War: they explain how once vigorous revolutions
 lose their momentum, ossify, and eventually turn into old regimes themselves, vul-
 nerable to new revolutionary challenges.172

 Brinton's work parallels-and in terms of predictive potential holds up considerably

 better than-Marx's own use of linear evolutionist analysis to forecast the overthrow
 of capitalism a century earlier.173 From Brinton's vantage point one might well have

 repeats, how can anything change? But as the Mark Twain quotation in the text suggests, the
 argument is not that everything repeats but that some things do. Once certain processes are set in
 motion-like revolutions, reforms, wars, and the building of empires-certain patterns tend to
 recur, even as time (as always) moves on.
 168. Richard Pipes, The Russian Revolution (New York: Knopf, 1990), pp. 468-469.
 169. Leon Trotsky, Stalin: An Appraisal of the Man and His Influence (New York: Harper, 1946);
 Isaac Deutscher, Stalin: A Political Biography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1949). George
 Orwell's caustic novels, Animal Farm (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1946) and 1984 (New York:
 Harcourt, Brace, 1949), of course fit into this tradition as well.
 170. Crane Brinton, The Anatomy of Revolution, rev. ed. (New York: Prentice Hall, 1952), passim.
 Brinton's inclusion of the American Revolution has always struck critics as having strained his
 argument, which would have held up just as well without this peculiar case.
 171. Ibid., p. 18. However, Brinton did see himself as following "scientific methods" in his
 study.
 172. Hamerow, From the Finland Station, passim.
 173. See also, on Marx's failures as a forecaster, Theda Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions: A
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 foreseen, in a way that no behavioralist, structuralist, or Marxist perspective would
 have allowed one to foresee, the otherwise unexpected combination of petrification

 and fragility that has come to characterize once-revolutionary regimes in our time,
 and that accounts, to a large degree, for the asymmetrical manner in which the Cold
 War ended.174

 Liberalism and authoritarianism.175 One should not assume, though, that democracies
 are exempt from the kind of cyclical evolution that afflicts revolutionary regimes. Our

 understanding of how democratic governments rise and decline has not advanced as
 far as our knowledge of how revolutions evolve; but we have more than enough
 historical evidence to know that democratization is by no means an irreversible

 process. Athens lost its democracy and Rome its republic; fascism and communism

 originated, during and after World War I, in states that had appeared to be well on
 the way to representative constitutional government. The second half of this century
 has indeed seen a remarkable expansion of democracy throughout the world; certainly

 that ideology has proven to be more durable than its Marxist-Leninist alternative. But
 there is no clear guarantee that this process will continue;176 hence the importance of
 attempting to determine whether the present movement toward liberalism really is

 irreversible, or whether it simply alternates, over long periods of time, with author-

 itarianism.
 Recent work by the sociologist John A. Hall provides a starting point for such an

 undertaking. Hall accepts the linear evolutionist view that democratization is neces-
 sary to sustain economic development; but he does not conclude from this that

 liberalism is necessarily the wave of the future.177 For one thing, governments may
 conclude that the danger of losing their authority exceeds the costs of political repres-
 sion and of resulting economic regression: presumably this is what happened in

 China in 1989. More significant in the long run, though, is the possibility that Marx
 may have been partially right after all: that capitalism and the liberalism it generates
 do carry within them the seeds of their own periodic decline, if not destruction
 altogether. Societies do not determine qualities of life solely by calculating economic
 advantage. Spiritual, psychological, and emotional needs have to be satisfied as well,

 and liberalism-depending as it does upon rationality-is often ill-equipped for that

 Comparative Analysis of France, Russia, and China (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979),
 especially pp. 284-293; and Zbigniew Brzezinski, The Grand Failure: The Birth and Death of
 Communism in the Twentieth Century (New York: Scribner's, 1989).
 174. "The ideas, the promises of orthodox Marxism as now embodied in Stalin's Russia," Brinton
 wrote in the revised edition of The Anatomy of Revolution in 1952, "may well prove in the next
 few years almost as embarrassing in Russian internal politics as useful in Russian external
 politics. The Marxist heaven on earth will do as a mere promise in Indonesia or Iran, for a
 while, but in Moscow, it has got pretty soon to become in part visible-or the whole doctrine
 must undergo a still unpredictable transformation" (p. 248.)
 175. I am using the term "liberalism" here in its original sense, that is, one that emphasizes the
 value of individual liberties and seeks to minimize government control.
 176. See John J. Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War,"
 International Security, Vol. 15, No. 1 (Summer 1990), pp. 48-51.
 177. John A. Hall, Powers and Liberties: The Causes and Consequences of the Rise of the West (Berkeley:
 University of California Press, 1985), pp. 197-209.
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 task.178 Where did fascism and communism come from, after all, if not from the
 disillusionment their followers felt with late nineteenth-century liberal capitalism?

 Threats to contemporary liberalism are already becoming apparent, even as that
 ideology consolidates its victory in the Cold War. Religious, linguistic, and ethnic

 tensions have risen dramatically in Central and Eastern Europe and even within the

 former Soviet Union itself as the heavy hand of Moscow's authority has disappeared:
 these provide infertile ground for the growth of democratic institutions. The resurg-
 ence of religious fundamentalism in the Middle East has already shown that the

 creation of wealth and indulgence in consumption do not always ensure democratic
 politics. The lowering of barriers to trade and immigration within the European
 Community and North America is causing protectionist and restrictionist pressures
 to build in those parts of the world; improvements in transportation have also facil-
 itated the spread of illicit drugs and AIDS; economic development, we now under-

 stand, can bring about ecological dangers not just in the form of pollution but also
 ozone holes, disappearing rain forests, and rising ocean levels. And in the United
 States, an uneasy compromise tolerates the existence of an economic and social
 "underclass," a deteriorating physical and educational infrastructure, corporate greed,
 ballooning deficits, and vapid politics in return for the short-term gratifications of
 minimally-intrusive government and low taxes.179

 From these perspectives, it is not all that difficult to see how late twentieth-century

 laissez-faire liberalism could give rise to a collective alienation comparable to that
 induced by its late nineteenth-century counterpart. It may be, then, that neither

 liberalism nor authoritarianism is foreordained, but rather that a dialectical relation-
 ship exists between them in which the excesses of one create opportunities for the
 other. The end of the Cold War could turn out to be the precursor of something
 worse.

 War and peace. Theories of cyclical evolution are most fully developed with respect

 to the issue of war and peace, where there has been a major effort over the past two
 decades to determine whether conflict in the international system really is like earth-
 quakes along fault lines: a recurring phenomenon brought about by the accumulating
 pressures of underlying economic, social, and geopolitical forces.180 Proponents of

 178. John A. Hall, Liberalism: Politics, Ideology, and the Market (Chapel Hill: University of North
 Carolina Press, 1987), especially pp. 71-100. For a critique of "rational actor" models, see Hollis
 and Smith, Explaining and Understanding International Relations, pp. 144-146.
 179. For an elaboration of this screed, see Gaddis, The United States and the End of the Cold War,
 pp. 202-208. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.'s cyclical theory of American politics suggests that a
 shift toward more active government and a greater concern for public as opposed to private
 interests is on the way. See Schlesinger, The Cycles of American History (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
 1986), pp. 23-48.
 180. The best review of this literature is Jack S. Levy, "Long Cycles, Hegemonic Transitions,
 and the Long Peace," in Charles W. Kegley, Jr., ed., The Long Postwar Peace: Contending Expla-
 nations and Projections (New York: HarperCollins, 1991), pp. 147-176. But see also George Mo-
 delski and Patrick M. Morgan, "Understanding Global War," Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol.
 29, No. 3 (September 1985), pp. 391-417; Nathaniel Beck, "The Illusion of Cycles in International
 Relations," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 25, No. 4 (December 1991), pp. 455-476; and
 Joshua S. Goldstein, "The Possibility of Cycles in International Relations," ibid., pp. 477-480.
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 "long cycle" or "power transition" theory accept Marx's view that uneven rates of

 economic and technological development cause shifts from one phase in history to

 another.181 But where Marx saw these phases as linear progressions in forms of
 economic organization, scholars in this field have seen them as part of a cyclical

 process-extending over periods of anywhere from 100 to 150 years-by which rising

 powers challenge dominant "hegemons" for control of the international system.

 Such challenges, according to the theory, produce a "hegemonic" war from which

 a single superpower emerges: the most recent examples have been Great Britain after

 the Napoleonic Wars and the United States after World War II. The new hegemon
 need not have initiated the challenge that overthrew its predecessor; it does not even

 have to be the strongest nation in the postwar international arena. It is, however, the
 state best positioned to establish and maintain a worldwide system of international
 economic and political relationships, and it does this as much by eliciting the coop-
 eration of other nations as by intimidating them. The resulting hegemonic manage-
 ment produces, for a time, a long peace. Eventually, though, the rise of other states

 that have chosen to follow the hegemon's example-together with the hegemon's
 own exhaustion, bureaucratization, and consequent loss of imagination-creates in-
 stabilities that lead to major war and to the emergence of a new hegemon, thereby
 starting the cycle all over again.182

 The Cold War, from this angle of vision, was a brief, unsuccessful, and not even
 particularly interesting challenge by the Soviet Union to the hegemonic position the
 United States established for itself in world politics after 1945.183 Predictably, the
 challenge failed, not just because of the economic and technological backwardness of
 the USSR, but also because international systemic conditions themselves worked

 against a successful challenge to the dominant hegemon at such an early point in a
 historical long cycle. Washington wrote the "rules" for the international "game" that

 emerged from World War II: it was hardly surprising that the deck was stacked
 against Moscow. 84

 181. Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, p. 93; Goldstein, Long Cycles, p. 282. See also
 Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, pp. 436-437.
 182. I have attempted to summarize here: Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, pp. 9-15;
 Goldstein, Long Cycles, pp. 15-17; Olson, The Rise and Decline of Nations, p. 45; and A.F.K.
 Organski and Jacek Kugler, The War Ledger (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), pp. 13-
 63; as well as a paragraph from my own essay, "Great Illusions, the Long Peace, and the Future
 of the International System," in Gaddis, The United States and the End of the Cold War, p. 187.
 183. Witness the extent to which some theorists of hegemonic stability neglect Cold War history
 altogether. For more on this, see Gaddis, ibid., pp. 175-176.
 184. Adherents to the "world system" approach to international affairs would argue that it is
 not just the United States but capitalism in general that has "stacked the deck" against both the
 Second and Third Worlds, severely inhibiting progress toward social and economic development
 in those regions. See, for example, Immanuel Wallerstein, The Capitalist World-Economy (New
 York: Cambridge University Press, 1979); and Wallerstein, The Politics of the World-Economy: The
 States, the Movements, and the Civilizations (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984); also
 the discussion in Ole R. Holsti, "Models of International Relations and Foreign Policy," Diplomatic
 History, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Winter 1989), pp. 27-29. But this approach is a crude form of static
 structuralism which allows no role whatever for particularities of history, personality, politics,
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 Long cycle theorists have had less to say about the end of the Cold War than about
 the possibility that the United States may have already begun the gradual decline in
 power that eventually afflicts all hegemons, and that more serious challenges than
 the one the Soviet Union posed are likely to arise in the twenty-first century. Future
 historians may find it odd that this concern over "decline" should have intensified

 during the late 1980s, the very point at which the United States was emerging as the

 world's sole surviving superpower. But long cycle theory never saw the Soviet Union

 as a credible competitor with the United States in anything other than brute military

 strength, and that capability, the theorists would argue, is of relatively little impor-

 tance in maintaining hegemonic control. The real threat to American predominance

 lies, they believe, in what the United States is doing to itself by failing to maintain
 its competitive edge in the global economy, together with what new competitors like

 Japan and the European Community are doing to exploit the opportunities thereby
 handed them.185

 No cyclical theorist would claim that cycles-long-term, short-term, or in between-
 repeat themselves precisely. Some linear evolution always takes place: cycles may

 operate but time pushes them forward as they do, thereby subjecting them to mod-
 ification by non-cyclical forces.186 Robert Gilpin has explicitly raised the possibility,

 for example, that a linear development-the invention of nuclear weapons-may
 have broken the old cycle of recurring hegemonic wars; Mueller and Doyle have

 implicitly suggested a similar effect as the result of shifting social consciousness and
 growing political awareness.187 But this is what makes forecasting from a cyclical
 evolutionist perspective difficult. Long cycle theory provides no very good way of
 determining the extent to which linear progression has modified cyclical patterns,
 and the longer the cycles are, the harder it is to resolve this question: it is frustrating
 to lack the means of verifying one's vision of the future other than by awaiting
 completion of the next historical cycle. Only history, by this logic, can confirm theory,
 and that may take a while.

 Decline. Late in 1987, a surprise best-seller brought the implications of long cycle
 theory to the attention of a mass audience in a way that the theorists themselves
 could never have managed; indeed Paul Kennedy's The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers
 may well have had as great an impact on American society during the final stages of

 the Cold War as did Edward Gibbon's The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire at the
 time of its publication in Great Britain during the War for American Independence.188

 or culture. Change can occur, presumably, only when the worldwide Marxist revolution finally
 comes, which now looks to be a while.
 185. The argument is most thoroughly laid out in Robert Gilpin, The Political Economy of Inter-
 national Relations (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987). But see also David P. Calleo,
 Beyond American Hegemony: The Future of the Western Alliance (New York: Basic Books, 1987); and
 Kennedy's The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, discussed below.
 186. If the term did not already have specific connotations in deterrence theory, a "spiral" model
 would be a good way of illustrating how cyclical processes actually work.
 187. Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, pp. 213-219. For Mueller and Doyle, see notes 158
 and 159, above.
 188. See Roy Porter, Gibbon: Making History (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1988), p. 161.
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 The condition of being a great power is in fact transitory, Kennedy argued; the United

 States can no more exempt itself from the historical cycle of ascendency and enfee-

 blement than any other powerful state has ever been able to do. "It simply has not
 been given to any one society to remain permanently ahead of all the others, because

 that would imply a freezing of the differentiated pattern of growth rates, technological

 advance, and military developments which has existed since time immemorial."1189
 The resulting uproar-for it was nothing short of that'90-over Kennedy's thesis

 reflected the transition to the post-Cold War world that was already beginning to

 develop within the American public consciousness. Previous outbreaks of anxiety
 over national inadequacies, most notably the one that occurred in the wake of the

 Sputnik launch in 1957, had focused on what the United States had to do to keep up
 with the Russians. But the Soviet Union hardly figured in the "declinism" debate of

 the late 1980s: Kennedy himself had seen its power as eroding even more rapidly

 than that of the United States,191 and most of his readers no doubt worried more
 about Japan as a potential challenger to the American position in the world than they
 did about the Soviet Union.

 Kennedy did warn, though, along with many others,192 that the disintegration of
 Soviet authority would be a dangerous thing. His argument is worth quoting in fuill,
 because it reflects views that were almost universally held prior to the revolutionary
 year 1989:

 There is nothing in the character or tradition of the Russian state to suggest that it
 could ever accept imperial decline gracefully. Indeed, historically, none of the over-
 extended, multinational empires which have been dealt with in this survey-the
 Ottoman, the Spanish, the Napoleonic, the British-ever retreated to their own ethnic
 base until they had been defeated in a Great Power war, or (as with Britain after
 1945), were so weakened by war that an imperial withdrawal was politically unavoid-
 able. Those who rejoice at the present-day difficulties of the Soviet Union and who
 look forward to the collapse of that empire might wish to recall that such transfor-
 mations normally occur at very great cost, and not always in a predictable manner.193

 Whatever the accuracy of Kennedy's views on American "decline," it is clear now
 that he was quite wrong-as was almost everyone else-in failing to foresee how
 suddenly, how thoroughly, and how peacefully the Soviet Union would relinquish its
 position as a superpower, indeed its own existence as a state. History contains no

 189. Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, p. 533.
 190. For the debate, see Peter Schmeisser, "Taking Stock: Is America in Decline?" New York
 Times Magazine, April 17, 1988, pp. 24-27, 66-68, 96; Joseph S. Nye, Jr., "Understating U.S.
 Strength," Foreign Policy, No. 72 (Fall 1988), pp. 105-129; Samuel P. Huntington, "The U.S.-
 Decline or Renewal?" Foreign Affairs, Vol. 67, No. 4 (Winter 1988/89), pp. 76-96; and Paul
 Kennedy, "Can the U.S. Remain Number One?" New York Review of Books, March 16, 1989,
 pp. 36-42.
 191. Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, pp. 488-514.
 192. Including John Lewis Gaddis, "How the Cold War Might End," The Atlantic, Vol. 260
 (November 1987), pp. 88-100. My own retrospective critique of this mostly unsuccessful effort
 at forecasting appears in Gaddis, The United States and the End of the Cold War, pp. 132-154.
 193. Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, p. 514.
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 precedent for so striking an example of abrupt but amicable collapse. Either the world
 has been extraordinarily lucky, or linear evolution has pushed familiar cycles of war,
 peace, and decline into a new and wholly unfamiliar environment. How does one

 account for-and how might one have anticipated-this development?
 One obvious answer is that we give too little thought to how cyclical and linear

 patterns interact with one another. Some attention to what development and inter-
 dependence theorists were saying about the Soviet economy, combined with what
 the "nuclear learning" theorists, Mueller, and Doyle were suggesting about shifts in
 collective social consciousness, might have hinted that old habits of using force to
 repress change would no longer work. Certainly Kennedy's materialist analysis of
 the nature of power did not give sufficient weight to the role immaterial forces have

 played in this situation: the Cold War ended as much because of what people believed

 as because of what they possessed. As one of Kennedy's most thoughtful critics,
 Joseph S. Nye, Jr., has pointed out, new "soft" forms of power are emerging, espe-
 cially in the form of culture, education, and mass communications, the nature of
 which cannot be calculated according to traditional geopolitical equations.194

 It is also the case that we tend to bias our historical and our theoretical analyses
 too much toward continuity. Despite our awareness that abrupt change occurs fre-
 quently in history and in personal experience, despite our understanding that intel-
 lectual breakthroughs more often result from sudden flashes of insight than from the

 diligent piling up of evidence,195 we rarely find a way to introduce discontinuities
 into theory, or to attempt to determine what causes them to happen. This is another

 area in which social scientists could learn from recent developments in mathematics
 and the "hard" sciences, where a new understanding of complexity, chaos and
 catastrophe is providing ways to anticipate otherwise unexpected shifts in what had
 seemed to be gradual evolutionary processes. The circumstances surrounding the
 end of the Cold War may not be all that different, at least by way of analogy, from
 the sudden die-offs that occur among animal species under certain conditions, or the
 unexpected collapse of bridges due to metal fatigue, or wild fluctuations in markets,
 or even the transition from regular to turbulent flow that happens every time we
 turn on a water tap.196

 194. See Joseph S. Nye, Jr., "Soft Power," Foreign Policy, No. 80 (Fall 1990), pp. 153-171; also
 Nye, Bound to Lead, passim.
 195. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, has become the classic text on this subject.
 196. See Gleick, Chaos, pp. 59-86, 262-267. In addition to Gleick, helpful guides to these new
 developments-at least for laypeople-include Pagels, The Dreams of Reason; Coveney and High-
 field, The Arrow of Time; Nicholson, Formal Theories in International Relations; and (now somewhat
 out of date), Alexander Woodcock and Monte Davis, Catastrophe Theory (New York: Dutton,
 1978). Preliminary efforts to apply these techniques to the study of history and international
 relations include Alan D. Beyerchen, "Nonlinear Science and the Unfolding of a New Intellectual
 Vision," Papers in Comparative Studies, Vol. 6 (1988/89), pp. 25-49; Beyerchen, "Clausewitz,
 Nonlinearity, and the Unpredictability of War," International Security, Vol. 17, No. 3 (Winter
 1992/93), pp. 59-90; C. Dyke, "Strange Attraction, Curious Liaison: Clio Meets Chaos," The
 Philosophical Forum, Vol. 21 (Summer 1990), pp. 369-392; George A. Reisch, "Chaos, History,
 and Narrative," History and Theory, Vol. 30 (1991), pp. 1-20; Donald N. McCloskey, "History,
 Differential Equations, and the Problem of Narration," ibid., pp. 21-36; and, interestingly, James
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 The geological and biological sciences, from which the idea of evolution arose in
 the first place, have always allowed for the integration of linear, cyclical, and even
 catastrophic phenomena: landforms rise up and collapse but never in exactly the
 same way; ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny but genetically-unique individuals (al-
 most) always result from the process; violent eruptions and abrupt extinctions peri-
 odically occur. It is odd that the evolutionary approach to international relations
 theory-which will have to incorporate both pattern and particularity if it is ever to

 provide a basis for forecasting-seems to find these kinds of juxtapositions so difficult

 to manage.

 Conclusion197

 "If you are a student, switch from political science to history." Such was the blunt
 reply of Robert Conquest, the distinguished Anglo-American historian of the Soviet
 Union, when asked to draw lessons from the abortive coup against Mikhail Gorbachev
 in August 1991.198 Conquest is hardly a neutral observer, but he does have a point.
 The efforts theorists have made to create a "science" of politics that would forecast
 the future course of world events have produced strikingly unimpressive results:
 none of the three general approaches to theory that have evolved since 1945 came
 anywhere close to anticipating how the Cold War would end.

 It will not do to claim that forecasting was never an objective of these theories in
 the first place, because the theorists repeatedly set that task for themselves. Nor was
 the "case" in question an insignificant one: the end of the Cold War brought about
 nothing less than the collapse of an international system, something that has hap-
 pened in modern history only once before-if one accepts structuralism's emphasis
 on the shift from multipolarity to bipolarity at the end of World War II.199 Nor is the
 test at issue here an unfair one: after all, more than one generation of theorists made
 the Cold War their central preoccupation. If their forecasts failed so completely to
 anticipate so large an event as that conflict's termination, then one has to wonder
 about the theories upon which they were based. Either those theories were themselves
 artifacts of the Cold War, in which case they lacked the universal applicability so
 often claimed for them; or they were universally applicable, in which case they were
 simply wrong.

 This failure of international relations theory arose primarily, I believe, because of a
 methodological passing of ships in the night. The social sciences, seeking objectivity,

 N. Rosenau, Turbulence in World Politics: A Theory of Continuity and Change (Princeton: Princeton
 University Press, 1990). I have also benefited a great deal from having read several unpublished
 papers on this subject by Stefan Rossbach which grew out of his work as a Social Science
 Research Council/MacArthur Foundation Fellow at the Ohio University Contemporary History
 Institute and the Department of War Studies at King's College, London.
 197. Portions of this section appeared, in a somewhat different form, as a "Point of View" essay
 in the The Chronicle of Higher Education, July 22, 1992, p. A44.
 198. Quoted in the Wall Street Journal, August 22, 1991, editorial page.
 199. One ought not to judge theories by how well they perform with respect to a single case-
 unless it is a very big one.
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 legitimacy, and predictability, set out to embrace the traditional methods of the

 physical and natural sciences. But they did so at a time when physicists, biologists,
 and mathematicians, concerned about disparities between their theories and the

 reality they were supposed to characterize, were abandoning old methods in favor

 of new ones that accommodated indeterminacy, irregularity, and unpredictability-

 precisely the qualities the social sciences were trying to leave behind. To put it another

 way, the "soft" sciences became "harder" just as the "hard" sciences were becoming

 "1softer."

 The old Newtonian vision of a totally deterministic science-one that could not

 only account for but predict all phenomena-had begun to fade as early as the

 beginning of the twentieth century: "He could not affirm with confidence, even to

 himself," a worried Henry Adams wrote of himself at the time, "that his 'largest

 synthesis' would turn out to be chaos, since he would be equally obliged to deny the

 chaos."200 And yet, Einstein's physics was already making time, like space, a relative
 concept; another element of certainty dropped away with Heisenberg's unsettling

 discovery, in 1927, that the very act of observing certain particles altered them, so that
 the precise measurement of one characteristic obscured others.201 By the 1960s, it was
 becoming apparent that this entanglement of observation with reality extended across

 a very broad spectrum indeed: two whole classes of phenomena existed, one of which

 lent itself to prediction, and one that did not. Prediction was possible where one or

 two variables interacted under known or controlled conditions. But if the number of

 variables increased even slightly, or if the conditions under which they operated

 changed even a little, all bets were off. One was into Adams's feared realm of chaos,
 and although there is much that one can say about the boundaries and behavior of

 chaotic systems, one cannot predict the specific actions of their specific parts at any
 specific time.202

 The classical scientific method had been to generate laws, and hence predictions,

 from experiments that limited the number of variables involved and that controlled-

 sometimes quite arbitrarily-the conditions within which they operated. Newton's
 laws of motion, for example, assumed perfectly smooth balls rolling down frictionless

 inclines with no air resistance, a condition never actually encountered in the real

 world. Generations of students were taught that feathers and stones fall to earth at
 the same speed, despite the fact that they never really do. Predictability was achieved
 by removing the object being studied from its origins and its surroundings: one
 gained a vision of the future by shutting one's eyes to the past and the present. But
 the more one observed past and present, the more Heisenberg's principle came into

 play, and the less confidence one could have in the forecasts one made.

 200. The Education of Henry Adams: An Autobiography (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1961 [first
 published in 1918]), p. 408. Adams followed carefully the pioneering work of the French
 mathematician Henri Poincare, whose early demonstration of how complexity persists regardless
 of scale, Adams wrote, "promised eternal bliss to the mathematician, but turned the historian
 green with horror" (p. 455). Newtonian determinism is well summarized in Coveney and
 Highfield, The Arrow of Time, pp. 64-69.
 201. Ibid., pp. 125-26.
 202. Gleick, Chaos, pp. 48, 145.
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 Theorists of international relations are using the methods of classical science when

 they conduct their investigations exclusively along a behaviorial, structural, or-

 within the evolutionary approach-a linear or cyclical axis of analysis. They are

 excluding other variables and controlling conditions in order to produce theories from
 which they can forecast events. They know that if they do not impose such exclusions

 and controls, complications will quickly overwhelm their calculations, and predicta-

 bility will suffer. Exercises of this kind can yield useful insights: so too can simple
 experiments in freshman physics. But generalizations of this kind perform badly

 when applied to the real world, which functions along behavioral, structural, and
 evolutionary axes simultaneously.203 The generation of theory-at least in the traditional
 scientific method-requires departures from reality; if forecasts derived from theory

 are to succeed, however, they must also account for reality. That is the paradox that

 theorists of international relations have been struggling, with such lack of success, to

 resolve. Theorists in the "hard" sciences gave up on resolving it some time ago.

 The "predictability paradox" is not the only difficulty that confronts theorists of

 international relations, though: they face another that no physicist in a laboratory has

 ever had to worry about. It has to do with the fact, as Stanley Hoffmann once

 reminded his colleagues, that human beings are not "gases or pistons."204 They are
 conscious entities capable of reacting to, and often modifying, the variables and

 conditions they encounter. They can at times see the future taking shape; they can

 devise, within limits, measures to hasten, retard, or even reverse trends. If molecules
 had minds of their own, chemists would be much less successful in predicting their

 behavior.205 It is no wonder that the effort to devise a "molecular" approach to the
 study of politics did not work out.206

 The simple persistence of values in politics ought to be another clue that one is
 dealing here with objects more complicated than billiard balls. Not only does this
 kind of "input" into political behavior resist expression in scientific terms; it also
 means that the "scientists" themselves-because they are human-can never be

 totally objective about what they are studying.207 A biological scientist must view
 battles between viruses and antigens with strict impartiality; otherwise his or her
 career will suffer.208 Political scientists who fail to achieve that standard survive quite
 comfortably, which suggests that the science they do is of a rather different character.

 203. For more on this point, see Robert Jervis, "The Future of World Politics: Will It Resemble
 the Past?" International Security, Vol. 16, No. 3 (Winter 1991/92), especially pp. 39-46.
 204. Hoffmann, "The Long Road to Theory," p. 429.
 205. Recent evidence suggests that inorganic molecules can have a surprising capacity for self-
 organization under certain conditions. See, on this point, Coveney and Highfield, The Arrow of
 Time, pp. 35-37, 159-168; also Roger Penrose, The Emperor's New Mind: Concerning Computers,
 Minds, and the Laws of Physics (New York: Penguin Books, 1991).
 206. See John Lewis Gaddis, "Expanding the Data Base: Historians, Political Scientists, and the
 Enrichment of Security Studies," International Security, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Summer 1987), especially
 pp. 5-8.
 207. For a good discussion of this point, Ferguson and Mansbach, The Elusive Quest, pp. 32-48;
 also Nj0lstad, "Learning from History?" pp. 222-225.
 208. This is a point that several prominent biological scientists have recently discovered.
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 One might-at least as a thought experiment-construct a model capable of sim-

 ulating human behavior in all of its complexity, but it would have to be of such
 complexity itself as to render it indistinguishable from the object being modeled.209

 Even then it might not predict behavior: identical twins do not have identical per-

 sonalities, and there is no reason to expect that clones would either. In practice,

 therefore, we "model" human actions by falling back upon the only known simulative

 technique that successfully integrates the general and the specific, the regular and

 the irregular, the predictable and the unpredictable: we construct narratives.210 But
 that is also what novelists and historians do.

 We come, therefore, full circle: the "scientific" approach to the study of international
 relations appears to work no better, in forecasting the future, than do the old-

 fashioned methods it set out long ago to replace.211 Novelists and historians make
 forecasts all the time, but they do so more by analogy than by scientific theory. They

 assume, in what seems to social scientists a distressingly imprecise way, that if a

 particular occurrence is "like" something that has already happened, and if the
 surrounding circumstances are much the same, then the chances are it will produce
 a similar result. But then again it may not.212 The track record for this kind of
 forecasting is, as one might expect, mixed. For all of its insights into the nature of
 authoritarianism, George Orwell's 1948 vision of 1984 could hardly have been less

 accurate; and the historiographical landscape is now littered with the failed predic-

 tions of historians, my own included,213 who thought that the Soviet Union would
 never peacefully tolerate its own collapse. "Stranger things have happened," George

 F. Kennan commented years ago when discussing this possibility, "though not much

 stranger."/214

 209. Pagels, The Dreams of Reason, p. 229.
 210. Reisch, "Chaos, History, and Narrative," pp. 17-18. A fine commentary on the value of
 narratives appears in Richard E. Neustadt and Ernest R. May, Thinking in Time: The Uses of
 History for Decision-Makers (New York: Free Press, 1986), pp. 247-70.
 211. "We are arguing for a new research agenda that will explore the evolution, overlapping,
 and interaction of authority patterns and attendant human loyalties from past to present. Such
 analysis will necessarily identify dominant and competing patterns, as well as continuities and
 changes over time, and attempt to explain both the reasons for the patterns observed and the
 important consequences that have flowed from them." Yale H. Ferguson and Richard W.
 Mansbach, "Between Celebration and Despair: Constructive Suggestions for Future International
 Relations Theory," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 35, No. 4 (December 1991), p. 382. Perhaps
 a historian might be pardoned for asking: isn't that what we have been doing all along?
 212. Neustadt and May, Thinking in Time, provides the best guide to how to do forecasting by
 analogy responsibly, but also to how easily things can go wrong. See also Ernest R. May,
 "Lessons" of the Past: The Use and Misuse of History in American Foreign Policy (New York: Oxford
 University Press, 1973); and Yuen Foong Khong, Analogies at War: Korea, Munich, Dien Bien Phu,
 and the Vietnam Decisions of 1965 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992), especially pp. 255-
 257, which is more pessimistic than Neustadt and May about the possibility of training policy-
 makers to use analogies wisely.
 213. See note 192; also a particularly short-sighted commentary of mine in Robert K. German,
 ed., The Future of U.S.-USSR Relations: Lessons from Forty Years without World War (Austin, Tex.:
 Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, 1986), pp. 163-166.
 214. George F. Kennan, "America and the Russian Future," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 29 (April 1951),
 p. 368.
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 But novelists and historians never advertised their forecasting abilities with the
 frequency and self-confidence once common among political scientists. Their chief
 concern was rather to make sense out of the past and, if possible, the present; if in

 the process they shed a little light in the direction of the future, then so much the
 better. This does sometimes happen: insights derived from careful narration and
 thoughtful analogy-not from an excessive deference to a now outmoded scientific
 method-can illuminate even quite distant futures. Brinton's cycles of revolution were

 one such example; Kennedy's cycles of great power rise and fall may yet turn out to
 be another. And consider, as a third example, this observation from the historian
 James Billington, buried on page 594 of his 1966 book, The Icon and the Axe:

 That the phantasmagoria of Soviet construction seems to us the most real thing about
 Soviet history may only be a reflection of our own essentially materialist conception
 of reality. The Russians, on the other hand, have always been a visionary and
 ideological people, uniquely appreciative of the ironic perspectives on reality offered
 in such works as . . . Shakespeare's Tempest. It may be that only those who have
 lived through the tempest of Stalinism will be able, like Prospero, to look on it as
 "the baseless fabric of a vision"; to see in "the cloud-capped towers, the gorgeous
 palaces, the solemn temples" only an "insubstantial pageant faded," and to find fresh
 meaning in Prospero's final affirmation that man is, indeed, "such stuff as dreams
 are made on."'215

 Or, for that matter, an even earlier insight, also drawn from a literary analogy, that
 occurs in the most basic of all Cold War texts, Kennan's 1947 article on "The Sources
 of Soviet Conduct":

 Observing that human institutions often show the greatest outward brilliance at a
 moment when inner decay is in reality farthest advanced, [Thomas Mann] compared
 the Buddenbrook family, in the days of its greatest glamor, to one of those stars
 whose light shines most brightly on this world when in reality it has long since ceased
 to exist. And who can say with assurance that the strong light still cast by the Kremlin
 on the dissatisfied peoples of the western world is not the powerful afterglow of a
 constellation which is in actuality on the wane?216

 These observations hardly qualify as forecasts. They were vague, impressionistic, and

 would certainly have been maddeningly elusive for anyone trying to pin down exactly
 what they were anticipating or when it would occur. Still, it is not at all clear that
 Conquest's student would have been any less well off, in seeking to foresee the
 events of 1989-91, had she or he avoided the reading of theory altogether, and
 concentrated instead on the admittedly imprecise and necessarily intuitive insights
 that can be drawn from well-constructed narratives.

 My point, though, is not to suggest that we jettison the scientific approach to the
 study of international relations; only that we bring it up to date by recognizing that

 215. James H. Billington, The Icon and the Axe: An Intrepretive History of Russian Culture (New
 York: Knopf, 1966), p. 594.
 216. "X" [George F. Kennan], "The Sources of Soviet Conduct," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 25, No. 2
 (July 1947), p. 580.
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 good scientists, like good novelists and good historians, make use of all the tools at

 their disposal in trying to anticipate the future. That includes not just theory, obser-

 vation, and rigorous calculation, but also narrative, analogy, paradox, irony, intuition,
 imagination, and-not least in importance-style.217 If today's physical and natural
 sciences can benefit from, and even enrich themselves by, a recognition of how

 imperfectly the old scientific method "modeled" the real world, then surely the social
 sciences can do the same. We may not gain greater clairvoyance as a result. But we

 will learn more about the limits of our vision, and hence more about ourselves.

 217. It is interesting to note that some of our best literary stylists these days are "hard" scientists:
 the names of Stephen Jay Gould, Stephen W. Hawking, Lewis Thomas, Philip Morrison, and
 the late Heinz Pagels come to mind. How many social scientists write as well, or have as many
 readers?
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THE LEVEL-OF-ANALYSIS PROBLEM
IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

By J. DAVID SINGER

IN any area of scholarly inquiry, there are always several ways in
which the phenomena under study may be sorted and arranged for

purposes of systemic analysis. Whether in the physical or social sciences,
the observer may choose to focus upon the parts or upon the whole,
upon the components or upon the system. He may, for example, choose
between the flowers or the garden, the rocks or the quarry, the trees or
the forest, the houses or the neighborhood, the cars or the traffic jam,
the delinquents or the gang, the legislators or the legislative, and so on.1
Whether he selects the micro- or macro-level of analysis is ostensibly
a mere matter of methodological or conceptual convenience. Yet the
choice often turns out to be quite difficult, and may well become a
central issue within the discipline concerned. The complexity and
significance of these level-of-analysis decisions are readily suggested
by the long-standing controversies between social psychology and
sociology, personality-oriented and culture-oriented anthropology, or
micro- and macro-economics, to mention but a few. In the vernacular
of general systems theory, the observer is always confronted with a
system, its sub-systems, and their respective environments, and while
he may choose as his system any cluster of phenomena from the most
minute organism to the universe itself, such choice cannot be merely a
function of whim or caprice, habit or familiarity.2 The responsible
scholar must be prepared to evaluate the relative utility—conceptual
and methodological—of the various alternatives open to him, and to
appraise the manifold implications of the level of analysis finally
selected. So it is with international relations.

But whereas the pros and cons of the various possible levels of
analysis have been debated exhaustively in many of the social sciences,
the issue has scarcely been raised among students of our emerging

1 As Kurt Lewin observed in his classic contribution to the social sciences: "The first
prerequisite of a successful observation in any science is a definite understanding about
what size of unit one is going to observe at a given time." Field Theory in Social
Science, New York, 1951, p. 157.

2 For a useful introductory statement on the definitional and taxonomic problems
in a general systems approach, see the papers by Ludwig von Bertalanffy, "General
System Theory," and Kenneth Boulding, "General System Theory: The Skeleton of
Science," in Society for the Advancement of General Systems Theory, General
Systems, Ann Arbor, Mich., 1956, 1, part 1.
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78 THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM

discipline.3 Such tranquillity may be seen by some as a reassuring indi-
cation that the issue is not germane to our field, and by others as evi-
dence that it has already been resolved, but this writer perceives the
quietude with a measure of concern. He is quite persuaded of its
relevance and certain that it has yet to be resolved. Rather, it is con-
tended that the issue has been ignored by scholars still steeped in the
intuitive and artistic tradition of the humanities or enmeshed in the
web of "practical" policy. We have, in our texts and elsewhere, roamed
up and down the ladder of organizational complexity with remarkable
abandon, focusing upon the total system, international organizations,
regions, coalitions, extra-national associations, nations, domestic pressure
groups, social classes, elites, and individuals as the needs of the moment
required. And though most of us have tended to settle upon the nation
as our most comfortable resting place, we have retained our propensity
for vertical drift, failing to appreciate the value of a stable point of
focus.* Whether this lack of concern is a function of the relative infancy
of the discipline or the nature of the intellectual traditions from whence
it springs, it nevertheless remains a significant variable in the general
sluggishness which characterizes the development of theory in the study
of relations among nations. It is the purpose of this paper to raise the
issue, articulate the alternatives, and examine the theoretical implica-
tions and consequences of two of the more widely employed levels of
analysis: the international system and the national sub-systems.

I. THE REQUIREMENTS OF AN ANALYTICAL MODEL

Prior to an examination of the theoretical implications of the level
of analysis or orientation employed in our model, it might be worth-
while to discuss the uses to which any such model might be put, and
the requirements which such uses might expect of it.

Obviously, we would demand that it offer a highly accurate descrip-
tion of the phenomena under consideration. Therefore the scheme must
present as complete and undistorted a picture of these phenomena as is
possible; it must correlate with objective reality and coincide with our
empirical referents to the highest possible degree. Yet we know that

3 An important pioneering attempt to deal with some of the implications of one's level
of analysis, however, is Kenneth N. Waltz, Man, the State, and War, New York, 1959.
But Waltz restricts himself to a consideration of these implications as they impinge on
the question of the causes of war. See also this writer's review of Waltz, "International
Conflict: Three Levels of Analysis," World Politics, xn (April i960), pp. 453-61.

4 Even during the debate between "realism" and "idealism" the analytical implica-
tions of the various levels of analysis received only the scantiest attention; rather the
emphasis seems to have been at the two extremes of pragmatic policy and speculative
metaphysics.
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such accurate representation of a complex and wide-ranging body of
phenomena is extremely difficult. Perhaps a useful illustration may be
borrowed from cartography; the oblate spheroid which the planet earth
most closely represents is not transferable to the two-dimensional surface
of a map without some distortion. Thus, the Mercator projection
exaggerates distance and distorts direction at an increasing rate as we
move north or south from the equator, while the polar gnomonic pro-
jection suffers from these same debilities as we move toward the equator.
Neither offers therefore a wholly accurate presentation, yet each is true
enough to reality to be quite useful for certain specific purposes. The
same sort of tolerance is necessary in evaluating any analytical model
for the study of international relations; if we must sacrifice total repre-
sentational accuracy, the problem is to decide where distortion is least
dysfunctional and where such accuracy is absolutely essential.

These decisions are, in turn, a function of the second requirement of
any such model—a capacity to explain the relationships among the
phenomena under investigation. Here our concern is not so much with
accuracy of description as with validity of explanation. Our model must
have such analytical capabilities as to treat the causal relationships in
a fashion which is not only valid and thorough, but parsimonious; this
latter requirement is often overlooked, yet its implications for research
strategy are not inconsequential.5 It should be asserted here that the
primary purpose of theory is to explain, and when descriptive and
explanatory requirements are in conflict, the latter ought to be given
priority, even at the cost of some representational inaccuracy.

Finally, we may legitimately demand that any analytical model
offer the promise of reliable prediction. In mentioning this requirement
last, there is no implication that it is the most demanding or difficult
of the three. Despite the popular belief to the contrary, prediction de-
mands less of one's model than does explanation or even description.
For example, any informed layman can predict that pressure on the

6 For example, one critic of the decision-making model formulated by Richard C.
Snyder, H. W. Bruck, and Burton Sapin, in Decision-Making as an Approach to the
Study of International Politics (Princeton, N.J., 1954), points out that no single re-
searcher could deal with all the variables in that model and expect to complete more
than a very few comparative studies in his lifetime. See Herbert McClosky, "Concerning
Strategies for a Science of International Politics," World Politics, vm (January 1956),
pp. 281-95. In defense, however, one might call attention to the relative ease with
which many of Snyder's categories could be collapsed into more inclusive ones, as was
apparently done in the subsequent case study (see note 11 below). Perhaps a more
telling criticism of the monograph is McClosky's comment that "Until a greater measure
of theory is introduced into the proposal and the relations among variables are specified
more concretely, it is likely to remain little more than a setting-out of categories and,
like any taxonomy, fairly limited in its utility" (p. 291).
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80 THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM

accelerator of a slowly moving car will increase its speed; that more or j
less of the moon will be visible tonight than last night; or that the
normal human will flinch when confronted with an impending blow.
These predictions do not require a particularly elegant or sophisticated
model of the universe, but their explanation demands far more than
most of us carry around in our minds. Likewise, we can predict with
impressive reliability that any nation will respond to military attack in
kind, but a description and understanding of the processes and factors
leading to such a response are considerably more elusive, despite the
gross simplicity of the acts themselves.

Having articulated rather briefly the requirements of an adequate
analytical model, we might turn now to a consideration of the ways in
which one's choice of analytical focus impinges upon such a model and
affects its descriptive, explanatory, and predictive adequacy.

II. THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM AS LEVEL OF ANALYSIS

Beginning with the systemic level of analysis, we find in the total \
international system a partially familiar and highly promising point
of focus. First of all, it is the most comprehensive of the levels available,
encompassing the totality of interactions which take place within the
system and its environment. By focusing on the system, we are enabled
to study the patterns of interaction which the system reveals, and to
generalize about such phenomena as the creation and dissolution of
coalitions, the frequency and duration of specific power configurations,
modifications in its stability, its responsiveness to changes in formal
political institutions, and the norms and folklore which it manifests as
a societal system. In other words, the systemic level of analysis, and only
this level, permits us to examine international relations in the whole,
with a comprehensiveness that is of necessity lost when our focus is
shifted to a lower, and more partial, level. For descriptive purposes,
then, it offers both advantages and disadvantages; the former flow from
its comprehensiveness, and the latter from the necessary dearth of detail.

As to explanatory capability, the system-oriented model poses some
genuine difficulties. In the first place, it tends to lead the observer
into a position which exaggerates the impact of the system upon the
national actors and, conversely, discounts the impact of the actors on
the system. This is, of course, by no means inevitable; one could con-
ceivably look upon the system as a rather passive environment in which
dynamic states act out their relationships rather than as a socio-political
entity with a dynamic of its own. But there is a natural tendency to
endow that upon which we focus our attention with somewhat greater
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potential than it might normally be expected to have. Thus, we tend
to move, in a system-oriented model, away from notions implying
much national autonomy and independence of choice and toward a
more deterministic orientation.

Secondly, this particular level of analysis almost inevitably requires
that we postulate a high degree of uniformity in the foreign policy
operational codes of our national actors. By definition, we allow little
room for divergence in the behavior of our parts when we focus upon
the whole. It is no coincidence that our most prominent theoretician—
and one of the very few text writers focusing upon the international
system—should "assume that [all] statesmen think and act in terms
of interest defined as power."6 If this single-minded behavior be inter-
preted literally and narrowly, we have a simplistic image comparable
to economic man or sexual man, and if it be defined broadly, we are
no better off than the psychologist whose human model pursues "self-
realization" or "maximization of gain"; all such gross models suffer
from the same fatal weakness as the utilitarian's "pleasure-pain" prin-
ciple. Just as individuals differ widely in what they deem to be pleasure
and pain, or gain and loss, nations may differ widely in what they
consider to be the national interest, and we end up having to break
down and refine the larger category. Moreover, Professor Morgenthau
finds himself compelled to go still further and disavow the relevance
of both motives and ideological preferences in national behavior, and
these represent two of the more useful dimensions in differentiating
among the several nations in our international system. By eschewing
any empirical concern with the domestic and internal variations within
the separate nations, the system-oriented approach tends to produce a
sort of "black box" or "billiard ball" concept of the national actors.7
By discounting—or denying—the differences among nations, or by

'Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 3rd ed., New York, i960, pp. 5-7.
Obviously, his model does not preclude the use of power as a dimension for the
differentiation of nations.

7 The "black box" figure comes from some of the simpler versions of S-R psychology,
in which the observer more or less ignores what goes on within the individual and
concentrates upon the correlation between stimulus and response; these are viewed
as empirically verifiable, whereas cognition, perception, and other mental processes have
to be imputed to the individual with a heavy reliance on these assumed "intervening
variables." The "billiard ball" figure seems to carry the same sort of connotation, and
is best employed by Arnold Wolfers in "The Actors in International Politics" in William
T. R. Fox, ed., Theoretical Aspects of International Relations, Notre Dame, Ind.,
1959, pp. 83-106. See also, in this context, Richard C. Snyder, "International Relations
Theory—Continued," World Politics, XIII (January 1961), pp. 300-12; and J. David
Singer, 'Theorizing About Theory in International Politics," Journal of Conflict Resolu-
tion, iv (December i960), pp. 431-42. Both are review articles dealing with the Fox
anthology.

VOL I - 95



82 THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM

positing the near-impossibility of observing many of these differences!
at work within them,8 one concludes with a highly homogenized imag?|
of our nations in the international system. And though this may be an|
inadequate foundation upon which to base any causal statements, it|
offers a reasonably adequate basis for correlative statements. Morel
specifically, it permits us to observe and measure correlations between!
certain forces or stimuli which seem to impinge upon the nation and I
the behavior patterns which are the apparent consequence of these j
stimuli. But one must stress the limitations implied in the wordl
"apparent"; what is thought to be the consequence of a given stimulus!
may only be a coincidence or artifact, and until one investigates the|
major elements in the causal link—no matter how persuasive the!
deductive logic—one may speak only of correlation, not of consequence. \

Moreover, by avoiding the multitudinous pitfalls of intra-nation I
observation, one emerges with a singularly manageable model, requir-1
ing as it does little of the methodological sophistication or onerous em-1
piricism called for when one probes beneath the behavioral externalities \
of the actor. Finally, as has already been suggested in the introduction,
the systemic orientation should prove to be reasonably satisfactory as i
a basis for prediction, even if such prediction is to extend beyond the
characteristics of the system and attempt anticipatory statements regard- '•
ing the actors themselves; this assumes, of course, that the actors are;
characterized and their behavior predicted in relatively gross and '•
general terms.

These, then, are some of the more significant implications of a model
which focuses upon the international system as a whole. Let us turn
now to the more familiar of our two orientations, the national state
itself.

III. THE NATIONAL STATE AS LEVEL OF ANALYSIS

The other level of analysis to be considered in this paper is the
national state—our primary actor in international relations. This is
clearly the traditional focus among Western students, and is the one
which dominates almost all of the texts employed in English-speaking
colleges and universities.

Its most obvious advantage is that it permits significant differentiation
among our actors in the international system. Because it does not re-
quire the attribution of great similarity to the national actors, it encour-

8Morgenthau observes, for example, that it is "futile" to search for motives because
they are "the most illusive of psychological data, distorted as they are, frequently beyond
recognition, by the interests and emotions of actor and observer alike" (op.cit., p. 6).

VOL I - 96



THE LEVEL-OF-ANALYSIS PROBLEM 83

ages the observer to examine them in greater detail. The favorable
results of such intensive analysis cannot be overlooked, as it is only
when the actors are studied in some depth that we are able to make
really valid generalizations of a comparative nature. And though the
systemic model does not necessarily preclude comparison and contrast
among the national sub-systems, it usually eventuates in rather gross
comparisons based on relatively crude dimensions and characteristics.
On the other hand, there is no assurance that the nation-oriented ap-
proach will produce a sophisticated model for the comparative study
of foreign policy; with perhaps the exception of the Haas and Whiting
study,9 none of our major texts makes a serious and successful effort to
describe and explain national behavior in terms of most of the signifi-
cant variables by which such behavior might be comparatively ana-
lyzed. But this would seem to be a function, not of the level of analysis
employed, but of our general unfamiliarity with the other social
sciences (in which comparison is a major preoccupation) and of the
retarded state of comparative government and politics, a field in which
most international relations specialists are likely to have had some
experience.

But just as the nation-as-actor focus permits us to avoid the inaccurate
homogenization which often flows from the systemic focus, it also may
lead us into the opposite type of distortion—a marked exaggeration of
the differences among our sub-systemic actors. While it is evident that
neither of these extremes is conducive to the development of a sophisti-
cated comparison of foreign policies, and such comparison requires a
balanced preoccupation with both similarity and difference, the danger
seems to be greatest when we succumb to the tendency to overdifferen-
tiate; comparison and contrast can proceed only from observed uni-
formities.10

One of the additional liabilities which flow in turn from the pressure
to overdifferentiate is that of Ptolemaic parochialism. Thus, in over-
emphasizing the differences among the many national states, the
observer is prone to attribute many of what he conceives to be virtues
to his own nation and the vices to others, especially the adversaries of
the moment. That this ethnocentrism is by no means an idle fear is
borne out by perusal of the major international relations texts published

'Ernst B. Haas and Allen S. Whiting, Dynamics of International Relations, New
York, 1956.

10 A frequent by-product of this tendency to overdifferentiate is what Waltz calls the
"second-image fallacy," in which one explains the peaceful or bellicose nature of a
nation's foreign policy exclusively in terms of its domestic economic, political, or social
characteristics (op.cit., chs. 4 and 5).
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in the United States since 1945. Not only is the world often perceived
through the prism of the American national interest, but an inordinate
degree of attention (if not spleen) is directed toward the Soviet Union;
it would hardly be amiss to observe that most of these might qualify
equally well as studies in American foreign policy. The scientific inade-
quacies of this sort of "we-they" orientation hardly require elaboration,
yet they remain a potent danger in any utilization of the national
actor model.

Another significant implication of the sub-systemic orientation is that
it is only within its particular framework that we can expect any useful
application of the decision-making approach." Not all of us, of course,
will find its inapplicability a major loss; considering the criticism which
has been leveled at the decision-making approach, and the failure of
most of us to attempt its application, one might conclude that it is no
loss at all. But the important thing to note here is that a system-oriented
model would not offer a hospitable framework for such a detailed and
comparative approach to the study of international relations, no matter
what our appraisal of the decision-making approach might be.

Another and perhaps more subtle implication of selecting the nation
as our focus or level of analysis is that it raises the entire question of
goals, motivation, and purpose in national policy.12 Though it may well
be a peculiarity of the Western philosophical tradition, we seem to
exhibit, when confronted with the need to explain individual or col-
lective behavior, a strong proclivity for a goal-seeking approach. The
question of whether national behavior is purposive or not seems to
require discussion in two distinct (but not always exclusive) dimensions.

Firstly, there is the more obvious issue of whether those who act on
behalf of the nation in formulating and executing foreign policy con-
sciously pursue rather concrete goals. And it would be difficult to deny,
for example, that these role-fulfilling individuals envisage certain spe-
cific outcomes which they hope to realize by pursuing a particular

11 Its most well-known and successful statement is found in Snyder et al., op.cit.
Much of this model is utilized in the text which Snyder wrote with Edgar S. Fur-
niss, Jr., American Foreign Policy: Formulation, Principles, and Programs, New York,
1954. A more specific application is found in Snyder and Glenn D. Paige, "The United
States Decision to Resist Aggression in Korea: The Application of an Analytical
Scheme," Administrative Science Quarterly, m (December 1958), pp. 341-78. For those
interested in this approach, very useful is Paul Wasserman and Fred S. Silander,
Decision-Making: An Annotated Bibliography, Ithaca, N.Y., 1958.

12 And if the decision-making version of this model is employed, the issue is unavoid-
able. See the discussion of motivation in Snyder, Bruck, and Sapin, opxit., pp. 92-117;
note that 25 of the 49 pages on "The Major Determinants of Action" are devoted to
motives.
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strategy. In this sense, then, nations may be said to be goal-seeking
organisms which exhibit purposive behavior.

However, purposiveness may be viewed in a somewhat different
light, by asking whether it is not merely an intellectual construct that
man imputes to himself by reason of his vain addiction to the free-will
doctrine as he searches for characteristics which distinguish him from
physical matter and the lower animals. And having attributed this
conscious goal-pursuing behavior to himself as an individual, it may be
argued that man then proceeds to project this attribute to the social
organizations of which he is a member. The question would seem to
distill down to whether man and his societies pursue goals of their own
choosing or are moved toward those imposed upon them by forces
which are primarily beyond their control.13 Another way of stating the
dilemma would be to ask whether we are concerned with the ends
which men and nations strive for or the ends toward which they are
impelled by the past and present characteristics of their social and
physical milieu. Obviously, we are using the terms "ends," "goals," and
"purpose" in two rather distinct ways; one refers to those which are
consciously envisaged and more or less rationally pursued, and the

pother to those of which the actor has little knowledge but toward which
he is nevertheless propelled.

Taking a middle ground in what is essentially a specific case of the
.free will vs. determinism debate, one can agree that nations move
toward outcomes of which they have little knowledge and over which
•they have less control, but that they nevertheless do prefer, and there-
fore select, particular outcomes and attempt to realize them by con-
scious formulation of strategies.

};= Also involved in the goal-seeking problem when we employ the
jaation-oriented model is the question of how and why certain nations
^pursue specific sorts of goals. While the question may be ignored in
the system-oriented model or resolved by attributing identical goals to

jdl national actors, the nation-as-actor approach demands that we in-
vestigate the processes by which national goals are selected, the internal
Jand external factors that impinge on those processes, and the institu-
tional framework from which they emerge. It is worthy of note that
Respite the strong predilection for the nation-oriented model in most

;
 M A highly suggestive, but more abstract treatment of this teleological question is in

^Talcott Parsons, The Structure of Social Action, 2nd ed., Glencoe, 111., 1949, especially
ffa his analysis of Durkheim and Weber. It is interesting to note that for Parsons an act
'implies, inter alia, "a future state of affairs toward which the process of action is
TMented," and he therefore comments that "in this sense and this sense only, the
;*ichema of action is inherendy teleological" (p. 44).
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of our texts, empirical or even deductive analyses of these processes are
conspicuously few.14 Again, one might attribute these lacunae to the
methodological and conceptual inadequacies of the graduate training
which international relations specialists traditionally receive.15 But in
any event, goals and motivations are both dependent and independent
variables, and if we intend to explain a nation's foreign policy, we
cannot settle for the mere postulation of these goals; we are compelled
to go back a step and inquire into their genesis and the process by
which they become the crucial variables that they seem to be in the
behavior of nations.

There is still another dilemma involved in our selection of the
nation-as-actor model, and that concerns the phenomenological issue:
do we examine our actor's behavior in terms of the objective factors
which allegedly influence that behavior, or do we do so in terms of the
actor's perception of these "objective factors"? Though these two ap-
proaches are not completely exclusive of one another, they proceed from
greatly different and often incompatible assumptions, and produce
markedly divergent models of national behavior.16

The first of these assumptions concerns the broad question of social
causation. One view holds that individuals and groups respond in a
quasi-deterministic fashion to the realities of physical environment,
the acts or power of other individuals or groups, and similar "objective"
and "real" forces or stimuli. An opposite view holds that individuals
and groups are not influenced in their behavior by such objective forces,
but by the fashion in which these forces are perceived and evaluated,
however distorted or incomplete such perceptions may be. For adherents
of this position, the only reality is the phenomenal—that which is dis-
cerned by the human senses; forces that are not discerned do not exist

14 Among the exceptions are Haas and Whiting, op.cit., chs. 2 and 3; and some of
the chapters in Roy C. Macridis, ed., Foreign Policy in World Politics, Englewood Cliffs,
N.J., 1958, especially that on West Germany by Karl Deutsch and Lewis Edinger.

15 As early as 1934, Edith E. Ware noted that ".. . the study of international relations is
no longer entirely a subject for political science or law, but that economics, history,
sociology, geography—all the social sciences—are called upon to contribute towards the
understanding . . . of the international system." See The Study of International Relations
in the United States, New York, 1934, p. 172. For some contemporary suggestions, see
Karl Deutsch, "The Place of Behavioral Sciences in Graduate Training in International
Relations," Behavioral Science, in (July 1958), pp. 278-84; and J. David Singer, "The
Relevance of the Behavioral Sciences to the Study of International Relations," ibid., vi
(October 1961), pp. 324-35.

18 The father of phenomenological philosophy is generally acknowledged to be
Edmund Husserl (1859-1938), author of Ideas: General Introduction to Pure Phenomen-
ology, New York, 1931, trans, by W. R. Boyce Gibson; the original was published in 1913
under the title Ideen zu einer reinen Phanomenologie und Phdnomenologischen Philo-
sophic Application of this approach to social psychology has come primarily through the
work of Koffka and Lewin.
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for that actor, and those that do exist do so only in the fashion in which
they are perceived. Though it is difficult to accept the position that an
individual, a group, or a nation is affected by such forces as climate,
distance, or a neighbor's physical power only insofar as they are recog-
nized and appraised, one must concede that perceptions will certainly
affect the manner in which such forces are responded to. As has often
been pointed out, an individual will fall to the ground when he steps
out of a tenth-story window regardless of his perception of gravitational
forces, but on the other hand such perception is a major factor in
whether or not he steps out of the window in the first place.17 The point
here is that if we embrace a phenomenological view of causation, we
will tend to utilize a phenomenological model for explanatory purposes.

The second assumption which bears on one's predilection for the
phenomenological approach is more restricted, and is primarily a
methodological one. Thus, it may be argued that any description of
national behavior in a given international situation would be highly
incomplete were it to ignore the link between the external forces at
work upon the nation and its general foreign policy behavior. Further-
more, if our concern extends beyond the mere description of "what
happens" to the realm of explanation, it could be contended that such
omission of the cognitive and the perceptual linkage would be onto-
logically disastrous. How, it might be asked, can one speak of "causes"
of a nation's policies when one has ignored the media by which external
conditions and factors are translated into a policy decision? We may
observe correlations between all sorts of forces in the international
system and the behavior of nations, but their causal relationship must
remain strictly deductive and hypothetical in the absence of empirical
investigation into the causal chain which allegedly links the two.
Therefore, even if we are satisfied with the less-than-complete descrip-
tive capabilities of a non-phenomenological model, we are still drawn
to it if we are to make any progress in explanation.

The contrary view would hold that the above argument proceeds
from an erroneous comprehension of the nature of explanation in
social science. One is by no means required to trace every perception,
transmission, and receipt between stimulus and response or input and
output in order to explain the behavior of the nation or any other human
group. Furthermore, who is to say that empirical observation—subject
; " This issue has been raised from time to time in all of the social sciences, but for an
excellent discussion of it in terms of the present problem, see Harold and Margaret
Sprout, Man-Milieu Relationship Hypotheses in the Context of International Politics,
Princeton University, Center of International Studies, 1956, pp. 63-71.
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as it is to a host of errors—is any better a basis of explanation than
informed deduction, inference, or analogy ? Isn't an explanation which
flows logically from a coherent theoretical model just as reliable as
one based upon a misleading and elusive body of data, most of which
is susceptible to analysis only by techniques and concepts foreign to
political science and history ?

This leads, in turn, to the third of the premises relevant to one's
stand on the phenomenological issue: are the dimensions and charac-
teristics of the policy-makers' phenomenal field empirically discernible?
Or, more accurately, even if we are convinced that their perceptions
and beliefs constitute a crucial variable in the explanation of a nation's
foreign policy, can they be observed in an accurate and systematic
fashion?18 Furthermore, are we not required by the phenomenological
model to go beyond a classification and description of such variables,
and be drawn into the tangled web of relationships out of which they
emerge? If we believe that these phenomenal variables are systemati-
cally observable, are explainable, and can be fitted into our explanation
of a nation's behavior in the international system, then there is a further
tendency to embrace the phenomenological approach. If not, or if we
are convinced that the gathering of such data is inefficient or uneco-
nomical, we will tend to shy clear of it.

The fourth issue in the phenomenological dispute concerns the very
nature of the nation as an actor in international relations. Who or what
is it that we study? Is it a distinct social entity with well-defined
boundaries—a unity unto itself? Or is it an agglomeration of indi-
viduals, institutions, customs, and procedures? It should be quite
evident that those who view the nation or the state as an integral social
unit could not attach much utility to the phenomenological approach,
particularly if they are prone to concretize or reify the abstraction. Such
abstractions are incapable of perception, cognition, or anticipation
(unless, of course, the reification goes so far as to anthropomorphize
and assign to the abstraction such attributes as will, mind, or per-
sonality). On the other hand, if the nation or state is seen as a group
of individuals operating within an institutional framework, then it
makes perfect sense to focus on the phenomenal field of those indi-
viduals who participate in the policy-making process. In other words,
people are capable of experiences, images, and expectations, while insti-

18 This is another of the criticisms leveled at the decision-making approach which,
almost by definition, seems compelled to adopt some form of the phenomenological
model. For a comprehensive treatment of the elements involved in human perception,
see Karl Zener et al., eds., "Inter-relationships Between Perception and Personality: A
Symposium," Journal of Personality, xvin (1949), pp. 1-266.
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tutional abstractions are not, except in the metaphorical sense. Thus, if
our actor cannot even have a phenomenal field, there is little point
in employing a phenomenological approach.19

These, then, are some of the questions around which the phenomeno-
logical issue would seem to revolve. Those of us who think of social
forces as operative regardless of the actor's awareness, who believe that
explanation need not include all of the steps in a causal chain, who
are dubious of the practicality of gathering phenomenal data, or who
visualize the nation as a distinct entity apart from its individual mem-
bers, will tend to reject the phenomenological approach.20 Logically,
only those who disagree with each of the above four assumptions
would be compelled to adopt the approach. Disagreement with any one
would be sufficient grounds for so doing.

The above represent some of the more significant implications and
fascinating problems raised by the adoption of our second model. They
seem to indicate that this sub-systemic orientation is likely to produce
richer description and more satisfactory (from the empiricist's point of
view) explanation of international relations, though its predictive power
would appear no greater than the systemic orientation. But the descrip-
tive and explanatory advantages are achieved only at the price of
considerable methodological complexity.

IV. CONCLUSION

Having discussed some of the descriptive, explanatory, and predictive
capabilities of these two possible levels of analysis, it might now be
useful to assess the relative utility of the two and attempt some general
statement as to their prospective contributions to greater theoretical
growth in the study of international relations.

In terms of description, we find that the systemic level produces a
more comprehensive and total picture of international relations than
does the national or sub-systemic level. On the other hand, the atomized
and less coherent image produced by the lower level of analysis is some-
what balanced by its richer detail, greater depth, and more intensive
portrayal.21 As to explanation, there seems little doubt that the sub-

19 Many of these issues are raised in the ongoing debate over "methodological indi-
vidualism," and are discussed cogently in Ernest Nagel , The Structure of Science, N e w
York, 1961, pp. 535-46.

20 Parenthetically, holders of these specific views should also be less inclined to adopt
die national or sub-systemic model in the first place.

11 In a review article dealing wi th two of the more recent and provocative efforts
toward theory (Morton A. Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics, N e w
York, 1957, and George Liska, International Equilibrium, Cambridge, Mass., 1957),
Charles P. Kindleberger adds a further—if not altogether persuasive—argument in favor
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systemic or actor orientation is considerably more fruitful, permitting
as it does a more thorough investigation of the processes by which
foreign policies are made. Here we are enabled to go beyond the limita-
tions imposed by the systemic level and to replace mere correlation with
the more significant causation. And in terms of prediction, both orienta-
tions seem to offer a similar degree of promise. Here the issue is a
function of what we seek to predict. Thus the policy-maker will tend
to prefer predictions about the way in which nation x or y will react
to a contemplated move on his own nation's part, while the scholar
will probably prefer either generalized predictions regarding the be-
havior of a given class of nations or those regarding the system itself.

Does this summary add up to an overriding case for one or another
of the two models? It would seem not. For a staggering variety of
reasons the scholar may be more interested in one level than another at
any given time and will undoubtedly shift his orientation according to
his research needs. So the problem is really not one of deciding which
level is most valuable to the discipline as a whole and then demanding
that it be adhered to from now unto eternity.22 Rather, it is one of
realizing that there is this preliminary conceptual issue and that it must
be temporarily resolved prior to any given research undertaking. And
it must also be stressed that we have dealt here only with two of the
more common orientations, and that many others are available and
perhaps even more fruitful potentially than either of those selected
here. Moreover, the international system gives many indications of
prospective change, and it may well be that existing institutional forms
will take on new characteristics or that new ones will appear to take
their place. As a matter of fact, if incapacity to perform its functions
leads to the transformation or decay of an institution, we may expect a
steady deterioration and even ultimate disappearance of the national
state as a significant actor in the world political system.

However, even if the case for one or another of the possible levels
of analysis cannot be made with any certainty, one must nevertheless
maintain a continuing awareness as to their use. We may utilize one
level here and another there, but we cannot afford to shift our orienta-
tion in the midst of a study. And when we do in fact make an original
of the lower, sub-systemic level of analysis: "The total system is infinitely complex with
everything interacting. One can discuss it intelligently, therefore, only bit by bit."
"Scientific International Politics," World Politics, xi (October 1958), p. 86.

22 It should also be kept in mind that one could conceivably develop a theoretical
model which successfully embraces both of these levels of analysis without sacrificing
conceptual clarity and internal consistency. In this writer's view, such has not been done
to date, though Kaplan's System and Process in International Politics seems to come
fairly close.
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selection or replace one with another at appropriate times, we must do
so with a full awareness of the descriptive, explanatory, and predictive
implications of such choice.

A final point remains to be discussed. Despite this lengthy exegesis,
one might still be prone to inquire whether this is not merely a sterile
exercise in verbal gymnastics. What, it might be asked, is the difference
between the two levels of analysis if the empirical referents remain
essentially the same ? Or, to put it another way, is there any difference
between international relations and comparative foreign policy? Per-
haps a few illustrations will illuminate the subtle but important differ-
ences which emerge when one's level of analysis shifts. One might, for
example, postulate that when the international system is characterized
by political conflict between two of its most powerful actors, there is
a strong tendency for the system to bipolarize. This is a systemic-oriented
proposition. A sub-systemic proposition, dealing with the same general
empirical referents, would state that when a powerful actor finds itself
in political conflict with another of approximate parity, it will tend to
exert pressure on its weaker neighbors to join its coalition. Each proposi-
tion, assuming it is true, is theoretically useful by itself, but each is
verified by a different intellectual operation. Moreover—and this is
the crucial thing for theoretical development—one could not add these
two kinds of statements together to achieve a cumulative growth of
empirical generalizations.

To illustrate further, one could, at the systemic level, postulate that
when the distribution of power in the international system is highly
diffused, it is more stable than when the discernible clustering of well-
defined coalitions occurs. And at the sub-systemic or national level,
the same empirical phenomena would produce this sort of proposition:
when a nation's decision-makers find it difficult to categorize other
nations readily as friend or foe, they tend to behave toward all in a
more uniform and moderate fashion. Now, taking these two sets of
propositions, how much cumulative usefulness would arise from at-
tempting to merge and codify the systemic proposition from the first
illustration with the sub-systemic proposition from the second, or vice
versa ? Representing different levels of analysis and couched in different
frames of reference, they would defy theoretical integration; one may
well be a corollary of the other, but they are not immediately com-
binable. A prior translation from one level to another must take place.

This, it is submitted, is quite crucial for the theoretical development
of our discipline. With all of the current emphasis on the need for more
empirical and data-gathering research as a prerequisite to theory-build-
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ing, one finds little concern with the relationship among these separate
and discrete data-gathering activities. Even if we were to declare a
moratorium on deductive and speculative research for the next decade,
and all of us were to labor diligently in the vineyards of historical and
contemporary data, the state of international relations theory would
probably be no more advanced at that time than it is now, unless such
empirical activity becomes far more systematic. And "systematic" is
used here to indicate the cumulative growth of inductive and deductive
generalizations into an impressive array of statements conceptually
related to one another and flowing from some common frame of refer-
ence. What that frame of reference should be, or will be, cannot be
said with much certainty, but it does seem clear that it must exist. As
long as we evade some of these crucial a priori decisions, our empiricism
will amount to little more than an ever-growing potpourri of discrete,
disparate, non-comparable, and isolated bits of information or extremely
low-level generalizations. And, as such, they will make little contribu-
tion to the growth of a theory of international relations.
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Structural Realism after
the Cold War

Kenneth N. Waltz

Some students of in-
ternational politics believe that realism is obsolete.1 They argue that, although
realism’s concepts of anarchy, self-help, and power balancing may have been
appropriate to a bygone era, they have been displaced by changed conditions
and eclipsed by better ideas. New times call for new thinking. Changing
conditions require revised theories or entirely different ones.

True, if the conditions that a theory contemplated have changed, the theory
no longer applies. But what sorts of changes would alter the international
political system so profoundly that old ways of thinking would no longer be
relevant? Changes of the system would do it; changes in the system would not.
Within-system changes take place all the time, some important, some not. Big
changes in the means of transportation, communication, and war �ghting, for
example, strongly affect how states and other agents interact. Such changes
occur at the unit level. In modern history, or perhaps in all of history, the
introduction of nuclear weaponry was the greatest of such changes. Yet in the
nuclear era, international politics remains a self-help arena. Nuclear weapons
decisively change how some states provide for their own and possibly for
others’ security; but nuclear weapons have not altered the anarchic structure
of the international political system.

Changes in the structure of the system are distinct from changes at the unit
level. Thus, changes in polarity also affect how states provide for their security.
Signi�cant changes take place when the number of great powers reduces to
two or one. With more than two, states rely for their security both on their
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own internal efforts and on alliances they may make with others. Competition
in multipolar systems is more complicated than competition in bipolar ones
because uncertainties about the comparative capabilities of states multiply as
numbers grow, and because estimates of the cohesiveness and strength of
coalitions are hard to make.

Both changes of weaponry and changes of polarity were big ones with
rami�cations that spread through the system, yet they did not transform
it. If the system were transformed, international politics would no longer be
international politics, and the past would no longer serve as a guide to the
future. We would begin to call international politics by another name, as
some do. The terms “world politics” or “global politics,” for example, suggest
that politics among self-interested states concerned with their security
has been replaced by some other kind of politics or perhaps by no politics at
all.

What changes, one may wonder, would turn international politics into some-
thing distinctly different? The answer commonly given is that international
politics is being transformed and realism is being rendered obsolete as democ-
racy extends its sway, as interdependence tightens its grip, and as institutions
smooth the way to peace. I consider these points in successive sections. A
fourth section explains why realist theory retains its explanatory power after
the Cold War.

Democracy and Peace

The end of the Cold War coincided with what many took to be a new demo-
cratic wave. The trend toward democracy combined with Michael Doyle’s
rediscovery of the peaceful behavior of liberal democratic states inter se con-
tributes strongly to the belief that war is obsolescent, if not obsolete, among
the advanced industrial states of the world.2

The democratic peace thesis holds that democracies do not �ght democra-
cies. Notice that I say “thesis,” not “theory.” The belief that democracies
constitute a zone of peace rests on a perceived high correlation between
governmental form and international outcome. Francis Fukuyama thinks that
the correlation is perfect: Never once has a democracy fought another democ-
racy. Jack Levy says that it is “the closest thing we have to an empirical law

2. Michael W. Doyle, “Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign Affairs, Parts 1 and 2,” Philosophy and
Public Affairs, Vol. 12, Nos. 3 and 4 (Summer and Fall 1983); and Doyle, “Kant: Liberalism and
World Politics,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 80, No. 4 (December 1986), pp. 1151–1169.
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in the study of international relations.”3 But, if it is true that democracies rest
reliably at peace among themselves, we have not a theory but a purported fact
begging for an explanation, as facts do. The explanation given generally runs
this way: Democracies of the right kind (i.e., liberal ones) are peaceful in
relation to one another. This was Immanuel Kant’s point. The term he used
was Rechtsstaat or republic, and his de�nition of a republic was so restrictive
that it was hard to believe that even one of them could come into existence,
let alone two or more.4 And if they did, who can say that they would continue
to be of the right sort or continue to be democracies at all? The short and sad
life of the Weimar Republic is a reminder. And how does one de�ne what the
right sort of democracy is? Some American scholars thought that Wilhelmine
Germany was the very model of a modern democratic state with a wide
suffrage, honest elections, a legislature that controlled the purse, competitive
parties, a free press, and a highly competent bureaucracy.5 But in the French,
British, and American view after August of 1914, Germany turned out not to
be a democracy of the right kind. John Owen tried to �nesse the problem of
de�nition by arguing that democracies that perceive one another to be liberal
democracies will not �ght.6 That rather gives the game away. Liberal democ-
racies have at times prepared for wars against other liberal democracies and
have sometimes come close to �ghting them. Christopher Layne shows that
some wars between democracies were averted not because of the reluctance of
democracies to �ght each other but for fear of a third party—a good realist
reason. How, for example, could Britain and France �ght each other over
Fashoda in 1898 when Germany lurked in the background? In emphasizing
the international political reasons for democracies not �ghting each other,
Layne gets to the heart of the matter.7 Conformity of countries to a prescribed

3. Francis Fukuyama, “Liberal Democracy as a Global Phenomenon,” Political Science and Politics,
Vol. 24, No. 4 (1991), p. 662. Jack S. Levy, “Domestic Politics and War,” in Robert I. Rotberg and
Theodore K. Rabb, eds., The Origin and Prevention of Major Wars (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989), p. 88.
4. Kenneth N. Waltz, “Kant, Liberalism, and War,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 56, No. 2
(June 1962). Subsequent Kant references are found in this work.
5. Ido Oren, “The Subjectivity of the ‘Democratic’ Peace: Changing U.S. Perceptions of Imperial
Germany,” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 2 (Fall 1995), pp. 157ff.; Christopher Layne, in the
second half of Layne and Sean M. Lynn-Jones, Should America Spread Democracy? A Debate (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: MIT Press, forthcoming), argues convincingly that Germany’s democratic control of
foreign and military policy was no weaker than France’s or Britain’s.
6. John M. Owen, “How Liberalism Produces Democratic Peace,” International Security, Vol. 19,
No. 2 (Fall 1994), pp. 87–125. Cf. his Liberal Peace, Liberal War: American Politics and International
Security (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1997).
7. Christopher Layne, “Kant or Cant: The Myth of the Democratic Peace,” International Security,
Vol. 19, No. 2 (Fall 1994), pp. 5–49.
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political form may eliminate some of the causes of war; it cannot eliminate all
of them. The democratic peace thesis will hold only if all of the causes of war
lie inside of states.

the causes of war
To explain war is easier than to understand the conditions of peace. If one asks
what may cause war, the simple answer is ”anything.“ That is Kant’s answer:
The natural state is the state of war. Under the conditions of international
politics, war recurs; the sure way to abolish war, then, is to abolish interna-
tional politics.

Over the centuries, liberals have shown a strong desire to get the politics out
of politics. The ideal of nineteenth-century liberals was the police state, that is,
the state that would con�ne its activities to catching criminals and enforcing
contracts. The ideal of the laissez-faire state �nds many counterparts among
students of international politics with their yen to get the power out of power
politics, the national out of international politics, the dependence out of inter-
dependence, the relative out of relative gains, the politics out of international
politics, and the structure out of structural theory.

Proponents of the democratic peace thesis write as though the spread of
democracy will negate the effects of anarchy. No causes of con�ict and war
will any longer be found at the structural level. Francis Fukuyama �nds it
”perfectly possible to imagine anarchic state systems that are nonetheless
peaceful.“ He sees no reason to associate anarchy with war. Bruce Russett
believes that, with enough democracies in the world, it “may be possible in
part to supersede the ‘realist’ principles (anarchy, the security dilemma of
states) that have dominated practice . . . since at least the seventeenth cen-
tury.”8 Thus the structure is removed from structural theory. Democratic states
would be so con�dent of the peace-preserving effects of democracy that they
would no longer fear that another state, so long as it remained democratic,
would do it wrong. The guarantee of the state’s proper external behavior
would derive from its admirable internal qualities.

This is a conclusion that Kant would not sustain. German historians at the
turn of the nineteenth century wondered whether peacefully inclined states
could be planted and expected to grow where dangers from outside pressed
daily upon them.9 Kant a century earlier entertained the same worry. The

8. Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man (New York: Free Press, 1992), pp. 254–256.
Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace, p. 24.
9. For example, Leopold von Ranke, Gerhard Ritter, and Otto Hintze. The American William
Graham Sumner and many others shared their doubts.
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seventh proposition of his ”Principles of the Political Order“ avers that estab-
lishment of the proper constitution internally requires the proper ordering of
the external relations of states. The �rst duty of the state is to defend itself,
and outside of a juridical order none but the state itself can de�ne the actions
required. ”Lesion of a less powerful country,“ Kant writes, ”may be involved
merely in the condition of a more powerful neighbor prior to any action at all;
and in the State of Nature an attack under such circumstances would be
warrantable.“ 10 In the state of nature, there is no such thing as an unjust war.

Every student of international politics is aware of the statistical data sup-
porting the democratic peace thesis. Everyone has also known at least since
David Hume that we have no reason to believe that the association of events
provides a basis for inferring the presence of a causal relation. John Mueller
properly speculates that it is not democracy that causes peace but that other
conditions cause both democracy and peace.11 Some of the major democra-
cies—Britain in the nineteenth century and the United States in the twentieth
century—have been among the most powerful states of their eras. Powerful
states often gain their ends by peaceful means where weaker states either fail
or have to resort to war.12 Thus, the American government deemed the demo-
cratically elected Juan Bosch of the Dominican Republic too weak to bring
order to his country. The United States toppled his government by sending
23,000 troops within a week, troops whose mere presence made �ghting a war
unnecessary. Salvador Allende, democratically elected ruler of Chile, was sys-
tematically and effectively undermined by the United States, without the open
use of force, because its leaders thought that his government was taking a
wrong turn. As Henry Kissinger put it: ”I don’t see why we need to stand by
and watch a country go Communist due to the irresponsibility of its own
people.“13 That is the way it is with democracies—their people may show bad
judgment. ”Wayward“ democracies are especially tempting objects of interven-
tion by other democracies that wish to save them. American policy may have
been wise in both cases, but its actions surely cast doubt on the democratic
peace thesis. So do the instances when a democracy did �ght another democ-

10. Immanuel Kant, The Philosophy of Law, trans. W. Hastie (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1887),
p. 218.
11. John Mueller, “Is War Still Becoming Obsolete?” paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Political Science Association, Washington, D.C., August–September 1991, pp. 55ff; cf. his
Quiet Cataclysm: Re�ections on the Recent Transformation of World Politics (New York: HarperCollins,
1995).
12. Edward Hallett Carr, Twenty Years’ Crisis: An Introduction to the Study of International Relations,
2d ed. (New York: Harper and Row, 1946), pp. 129–132.
13. Quoted in Anthony Lewis, “The Kissinger Doctrine,” New York Times, February 27, 1975, p. 35;
and see Henry Kissinger, The White House Years (Boston: Little, Brown, 1979), chap. 17.
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racy.14 So do the instances in which democratically elected legislatures have
clamored for war, as has happened for example in Pakistan and Jordan.

One can of course say, yes, but the Dominican Republic and Chile were not
liberal democracies nor perceived as such by the United States. Once one
begins to go down that road, there is no place to stop. The problem is height-
ened because liberal democracies, as they prepare for a war they may fear,
begin to look less liberal and will look less liberal still if they begin to �ght
one. I am tempted to say that the democratic peace thesis in the form in which
its proponents cast it is irrefutable. A liberal democracy at war with another
country is unlikely to call it a liberal democracy.

Democracies may live at peace with democracies, but even if all states
became democratic, the structure of international politics would remain anar-
chic. The structure of international politics is not transformed by changes
internal to states, however widespread the changes may be. In the absence of
an external authority, a state cannot be sure that today’s friend will not be
tomorrow’s enemy. Indeed, democracies have at times behaved as though
today’s democracy is today’s enemy and a present threat to them. In Federalist
Paper number six, Alexander Hamilton asked whether the thirteen states of
the Confederacy might live peacefully with one another as freely constituted
republics. He answered that there have been ”almost as many popular as royal
wars.“ He cited the many wars fought by republican Sparta, Athens, Rome,
Carthage, Venice, Holland, and Britain. John Quincy Adams, in response to
James Monroe’s contrary claim, averred ”that the government of a Republic
was as capable of intriguing with the leaders of a free people as neighbor-
ing monarchs.“15 In the latter half of the nineteenth century, as the United
States and Britain became more democratic, bitterness grew between them,
and the possibility of war was at times seriously entertained on both sides
of the Atlantic. France and Britain were among the principal adversaries in
the great power politics of the nineteenth century, as they were earlier.
Their becoming democracies did not change their behavior toward each
other. In 1914, democratic England and France fought democratic Germany,
and doubts about the latter’s democratic standing merely illustrate the prob-
lem of de�nition. Indeed, the democratic pluralism of Germany was an under-
lying cause of the war. In response to domestic interests, Germany followed

14. See, for example, Kenneth N. Waltz, “America as Model for the World? A Foreign Policy
Perspective,” PS: Political Science and Politics, Vol. 24, No. 4 (December 1991); and Mueller, “Is War
Still Becoming Obsolete?” p. 5.
15. Quoted in Walter A. McDougall, Promised Land, Crusader State (Boston: Houghton Mif�in,
1997), p. 28 and n. 36.
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policies bound to frighten both Britain and Russia. And today if a war that a
few have feared were fought by the United States and Japan, many Americans
would say that Japan was not a democracy after all, but merely a one-party
state.

What can we conclude? Democracies rarely �ght democracies, we might say,
and then add as a word of essential caution that the internal excellence of states
is a brittle basis of peace.

democratic wars
Democracies coexist with undemocratic states. Although democracies seldom
�ght democracies, they do, as Michael Doyle has noted, �ght at least their share
of wars against others.16 Citizens of democratic states tend to think of their
countries as good, aside from what they do, simply because they are demo-
cratic. Thus former Secretary of State Warren Christopher claimed that ”demo-
cratic nations rarely start wars or threaten their neighbors.“17 One might
suggest that he try his proposition out in Central or South America. Citizens
of democratic states also tend to think of undemocratic states as bad, aside
from what they do, simply because they are undemocratic. Democracies pro-
mote war because they at times decide that the way to preserve peace is to
defeat nondemocratic states and make them democratic.

During World War I, Walter Hines Page, American ambassador to England,
claimed that there ”is no security in any part of the world where people cannot
think of a government without a king and never will be.“ During the Vietnam
War, Secretary of State Dean Rusk claimed that the ”United States cannot be
secure until the total international environment is ideologically safe.“18 Policies
aside, the very existence of undemocratic states is a danger to others. American
political and intellectual leaders have often taken this view. Liberal interven-
tionism is again on the march. President Bill Clinton and his national security
adviser, Anthony Lake, urged the United States to take measures to enhance
democracy around the world. The task, one fears, will be taken up by the
American military with some enthusiasm. Former Army Chief of Staff General
Gordon Sullivan, for example, favored a new military ”model,“ replacing the
negative aim of containment with a positive one: ”To promote democracy,

16. Doyle, “Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign Affairs, Part 2,” p. 337.
17. Warren Christopher, “The U.S.-Japan Relationship: The Responsibility to Change,” address to
the Japan Association of Corporate Executives, Tokyo, Japan, March 11, 1994 (U.S. Department of
State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Of�ce of Public Communication), p. 3.
18. Page quoted in Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1959), p. 121. Rusk quoted in Layne, “Kant or Cant,” p. 46.
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regional stability, and economic prosperity.“19 Other voices urge us to enter
into a ”struggle to ensure that people are governed well.“ Having apparently
solved the problem of justice at home, ”the struggle for liberal government
becomes a struggle not simply for justice but for survival.“20 As R.H. Tawney
said: ”Either war is a crusade, or it is a crime.“21 Crusades are frightening
because crusaders go to war for righteous causes, which they de�ne for
themselves and try to impose on others. One might have hoped that Americans
would have learned that they are not very good at causing democracy abroad.
But, alas, if the world can be made safe for democracy only by making it
democratic, then all means are permitted and to use them becomes a duty. The
war fervor of people and their representatives is at times hard to contain. Thus
Hans Morgenthau believed that ”the democratic selection and responsibility
of government of�cials destroyed international morality as an effective system
of restraint.“22

Since, as Kant believed, war among self-directed states will occasionally
break out, peace has to be contrived. For any government, doing so is a dif�cult
task, and all states are at times de�cient in accomplishing it, even if they wish
to. Democratic leaders may respond to the fervor for war that their citizens
sometimes display, or even try to arouse it, and governments are sometimes
constrained by electoral calculations to defer preventive measures. Thus British
Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin said that if he had called in 1935 for British
rearmament against the German threat, his party would have lost the next
election.23 Democratic governments may respond to internal political impera-
tives when they should be responding to external ones. All governments have
their faults, democracies no doubt fewer than others, but that is not good
enough to sustain the democratic peace thesis.

That peace may prevail among democratic states is a comforting thought.
The obverse of the proposition—that democracy may promote war against
undemocratic states—is disturbing. If the latter holds, we cannot even say for
sure that the spread of democracy will bring a net decrease in the amount of
war in the world.

19. Quoted in Clemson G. Turregano and Ricky Lynn Waddell, “From Paradigm to Paradigm Shift:
The Military and Operations Other than War,” Journal of Political Science, Vol. 22 (1994), p. 15.
20. Peter Beinart, “The Return of the Bomb,” New Republic, August 3, 1998, p. 27.
21. Quoted in Michael Straight, Make This the Last War (New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1945), p. 1.
22. Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 5th ed. (New York:
Knopf, 1973), p. 248.
23. Gordon Craig and Alexander George, Force and Statecraft: Diplomatic Problems of Our Time, 2d
ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 64.
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With a republic established in a strong state, Kant hoped the republican form
would gradually take hold in the world. In 1795, America provided the hope.
Two hundred years later, remarkably, it still does. Ever since liberals �rst
expressed their views, they have been divided. Some have urged liberal states
to work to uplift benighted peoples and bring the bene�ts of liberty, justice,
and prosperity to them. John Stuart Mill, Giuseppe Mazzini, Woodrow Wilson,
and Bill Clinton are all interventionist liberals. Other liberals, Kant and Richard
Cobden, for example, while agreeing on the bene�ts that democracy can bring
to the world, have emphasized the dif�culties and the dangers of actively
seeking its propagation.

If the world is now safe for democracy, one has to wonder whether democ-
racy is safe for the world. When democracy is ascendant, a condition that in
the twentieth century attended the winning of hot wars and cold ones, the
interventionist spirit �ourishes. The effect is heightened when one democratic
state becomes dominant, as the United States is now. Peace is the noblest cause
of war. If the conditions of peace are lacking, then the country with a capability
of creating them may be tempted to do so, whether or not by force. The end
is noble, but as a matter of right, Kant insists, no state can intervene in the
internal arrangements of another. As a matter of fact, one may notice that
intervention, even for worthy ends, often brings more harm than good. The
vice to which great powers easily succumb in a multipolar world is inattention;
in a bipolar world, overreaction; in a unipolar world, overextention.

Peace is maintained by a delicate balance of internal and external restraints.
States having a surplus of power are tempted to use it, and weaker states fear
their doing so. The laws of voluntary federations, to use Kant’s language, are
disregarded at the whim of the stronger, as the United States demonstrated a
decade ago by mining Nicaraguan waters and by invading Panama. In both
cases, the United States blatantly violated international law. In the �rst, it
denied the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice, which it had
previously accepted. In the second, it �aunted the law embodied in the Charter
of the Organization of American States, of which it was a principal sponsor.

If the democratic peace thesis is right, structural realist theory is wrong. One
may believe, with Kant, that republics are by and large good states and that
unbalanced power is a danger no matter who wields it. Inside of, as well as
outside of, the circle of democratic states, peace depends on a precarious
balance of forces. The causes of war lie not simply in states or in the state
system; they are found in both. Kant understood this. Devotees of the demo-
cratic peace thesis overlook it.
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The Weak Effects of Interdependence

If not democracy alone, may not the spread of democracy combined with the
tightening of national interdependence ful�ll the prescription for peace offered
by nineteenth-century liberals and so often repeated today?24 To the suppos-
edly peaceful inclination of democracies, interdependence adds the propulsive
power of the pro�t motive. Democratic states may increasingly devote them-
selves to the pursuit of peace and pro�ts. The trading state is replacing the
political-military state, and the power of the market now rivals or surpasses
the power of the state, or so some believe.25

Before World War I, Norman Angell believed that wars would not be fought
because they would not pay, yet Germany and Britain, each other ’s second-
best customers, fought a long and bloody war.26 Interdependence in some ways
promotes peace by multiplying contacts among states and contributing to
mutual understanding. It also multiplies the occasions for con�icts that may
promote resentment and even war.27 Close interdependence is a condition in
which one party can scarcely move without jostling others; a small push
ripples through society. The closer the social bonds, the more extreme the effect
becomes, and one cannot sensibly pursue an interest without taking others’
interests into account. One country is then inclined to treat another country’s
acts as events within its own polity and to attempt to control them.

That interdependence promotes war as well as peace has been said often
enough. What requires emphasis is that, either way, among the forces that
shape international politics, interdependence is a weak one. Interdependence
within modern states is much closer than it is across states. The Soviet economy
was planned so that its far-�ung parts would be not just interdependent but
integrated. Huge factories depended for their output on products exchanged

24. Strongly af�rmative answers are given by John R. Oneal and Bruce Russett, “Assessing the
Liberal Peace with Alternative Speci�cations: Trade Still Reduces Con�ict,” Journal of Peace Research,
Vol. 36, No. 4 (July 1999), pp. 423–442; and Russett, Oneal, and David R. Davis, “The Third Leg
of the Kantian Tripod for Peace: International Organizations and Militarized Disputes, 1950–85,”
International Organization, Vol. 52, No. 3 (Summer 1998), pp. 441–467.
25. Richard Rosecrance, The Rise of the Trading State: Commerce and Coalitions in the Modern World
(New York: Basic Books, 1986); and at times Susan Strange, The Retreat of the State: The Diffusion of
Power in the World Economy (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996).
26. Norman Angell, The Great Illusion, 4th rev. and enlarged ed. (New York: Putnam’s, 1913).
27. Katherine Barbieri, “Economic Interdependence: A Path to Peace or a Source of Interstate
Con�ict?” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 33, No. 1 (February 1996). Lawrence Keely, War before
Civilization: The Myth of the Peaceful Savage (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 196, shows
that with increases of trade and intermarriage among tribes, war became more frequent.
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with others. Despite the tight integration of the Soviet economy, the state fell
apart. Yugoslavia provides another stark illustration. Once external political
pressure lessened, internal economic interests were too weak to hold the
country together. One must wonder whether economic interdependence is
more effect than cause. Internally, interdependence becomes so close that
integration is the proper word to describe it. Interdependence becomes inte-
gration because internally the expectation that peace will prevail and order
will be preserved is high. Externally, goods and capital �ow freely where peace
among countries appears to be reliably established. Interdependence, like
integration, depends on other conditions. It is more a dependent than an
independent variable. States, if they can afford to, shy away from becoming
excessively dependent on goods and resources that may be denied them in
crises and wars. States take measures, such as Japan’s managed trade, to avoid
excessive dependence on others.28

The impulse to protect one’s identity—cultural and political as well as
economic—from encroachment by others is strong. When it seems that ”we
will sink or swim together,“ swimming separately looks attractive to those able
to do it. From Plato onward, utopias were set in isolation from neighbors so
that people could construct their collective life uncontaminated by contact with
others. With zero interdependence, neither con�ict nor war is possible. With
integration, international becomes national politics.29 The zone in between is
a gray one with the effects of interdependence sometimes good, providing
the bene�ts of divided labor, mutual understanding, and cultural enrichment,
and sometimes bad, leading to protectionism, mutual resentment, con�ict, and
war.

The uneven effects of interdependence, with some parties to it gaining more,
others gaining less, are obscured by the substitution of Robert Keohane’s and
Joseph Nye’s term ”asymmetric interdependence“ for relations of dependence
and independence among states.30 Relatively independent states are in a
stronger position than relatively dependent ones. If I depend more on you than
you depend on me, you have more ways of in�uencing me and affecting my

28. On states managing interdependence to avoid excessive dependence, see especially Robert
Gilpin, The Political Economy of International Relations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1987), chap. 10; and Suzanne Berger and Ronald Dore, eds., National Diversity and Global Capitalism
(Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1996).
29. Cf. Kenneth N. Waltz, in Steven L. Spiegel and Waltz, eds., Con�ict in World Politics (Cambridge,
Mass.: Winthrop, 1971), chap. 13.
30. Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence, 2d ed. (New York: Harper-
Collins, 1989).
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fate than I have of affecting yours. Interdependence suggests a condition of
roughly equal dependence of parties on one another. Omitting the word
“dependence” blunts the inequalities that mark the relations of states and
makes them all seem to be on the same footing. Much of international, as of
national, politics is about inequalities. Separating one “issue area” from others
and emphasizing that weak states have advantages in some of them reduces
the sense of inequality. Emphasizing the low fungibility of power furthers the
effect. If power is not very fungible, weak states may have decisive advantages
on some issues. Again, the effects of inequality are blunted. But power, not
very fungible for weak states, is very fungible for strong ones. The history of
American foreign policy since World War II is replete with examples of how
the United States used its superior economic capability to promote its political
and security interests.31

In a 1970 essay, I described interdependence as an ideology used by Ameri-
cans to camou�age the great leverage the United States enjoys in international
politics by making it seem that strong and weak, rich and poor nations are
similarly entangled in a thick web of interdependence.32 In her recent book,
The Retreat of the State, Susan Strange reached the same conclusion, but by an
odd route. Her argument is that ”the progressive integration of the world
economy, through international production, has shifted the balance of power
away from states and toward world markets.“ She advances three propositions
in support of her argument: (1) power has ”shifted upward from weak states
to stronger ones“ having global or regional reach; (2) power has ”shifted
sideways from states to markets and thus to non-state authorities deriving
power from their market shares“; and (3) some power has ”evaporated“ with
no one exercising it.33 In international politics, with no central authority, power
does sometimes slip away and sometimes move sideways to markets. When
serious slippage occurs, however, stronger states step in to reverse it, and �rms
of the stronger states control the largest market shares anyway. One may doubt
whether markets any more escape the control of major states now than they

31. Keohane and Nye are on both sides of the issue. See, for example, ibid., p. 28. Keohane
emphasized that power is not very fungible in Keohane, ed., “Theory of World Politics,” Neorealism
and Its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986); and see Kenneth N. Waltz, “Re�ection
on Theory of International Politics: A Response to My Critics,” in ibid. Robert J. Art analyzes the
fungibility of power in detail. See Art, “American Foreign Policy and the Fungibility of Force,”
Security Studies, Vol. 5, No. 4 (Summer 1996).
32. Kenneth N. Waltz, “The Myth of National Interdependence,” in Charles P. Kindleberger, ed.,
The International Corporation (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1970).
33. Strange, Retreat of the State, pp. 46, 189.
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did in the nineteenth century or earlier—perhaps less so since the competence
of states has increased at least in proportion to increases in the size and
complications of markets. Anyone, realist or not, might think Strange’s �rst
proposition is the important one. Never since the Roman Empire has power
been so concentrated in one state. Despite believing that power has moved
from states to markets, Strange recognized reality. She observed near the
beginning of her book that the ”authority—the ‘power over ’ global outcomes
enjoyed by American society, and therefore indirectly by the United States
government—is still superior to that of any other society or any other govern-
ment.“ And near the end, she remarked that the ”authority of governments
tends to over-rule the caution of markets.“ If one wondered which government
she had in mind, she answered immediately: ”The fate of Mexico is decided
in Washington more than Wall Street. And the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) is obliged to follow the American lead, despite the misgivings of Ger-
many or Japan.“34

The history of the past two centuries has been one of central governments
acquiring more and more power. Alexis de Tocqueville observed during his
visit to the United States in 1831 that ”the Federal Government scarcely ever
interferes in any but foreign affairs; and the governments of the states in reality
direct society in America.“35 After World War II, governments in Western
Europe disposed of about a quarter of their peoples’ income. The proportion
now is more than half. At a time when Americans, Britons, Russians, and
Chinese were decrying the control of the state over their lives, it was puzzling
to be told that states were losing control over their external affairs. Losing
control, one wonders, as compared to when? Weak states have lost some of
their in�uence and control over external matters, but strong states have not
lost theirs. The patterns are hardly new ones. In the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, the strongest state with the longest reach intervened all over the
globe and built history’s most extensive empire. In the twentieth century, the
strongest state with the longest reach repeated Britain’s interventionist behav-
ior and, since the end of the Cold War, on an ever widening scale, without
building an empire. The absence of empire hardly means, however, that the
extent of America’s in�uence and control over the actions of others is of
lesser moment. The withering away of the power of the state, whether inter-

34. Ibid., pp. 25, 192.
35. Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, ed. J.P. Mayer, trans. George Lawrence (New York:
Harper Perennial, 1988), p. 446, n. 1.
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nally or externally, is more of a wish and an illusion than a reality in most of
the world.

Under the Pax Britannica, the interdependence of states became unusually
close, which to many portended a peaceful and prosperous future. Instead, a
prolonged period of war, autarky, and more war followed. The international
economic system, constructed under American auspices after World War II and
later amended to suit its purposes, may last longer, but then again it may not.
The character of international politics changes as national interdependence
tightens or loosens. Yet even as relations vary, states have to take care of
themselves as best they can in an anarchic environment. Internationally, the
twentieth century for the most part was an unhappy one. In its last quarter,
the clouds lifted a little, but twenty-�ve years is a slight base on which to
ground optimistic conclusions. Not only are the effects of close interdepend-
ence problematic, but so also is its durability.

The Limited Role of International Institutions

One of the charges hurled at realist theory is that it depreciates the importance
of institutions. The charge is justi�ed, and the strange case of NATO’s (the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s) outliving its purpose shows why realists
believe that international institutions are shaped and limited by the states that
found and sustain them and have little independent effect. Liberal institution-
alists paid scant attention to organizations designed to buttress the security of
states until, contrary to expectations inferred from realist theories, NATO not
only survived the end of the Cold War but went on to add new members and
to promise to embrace still more. Far from invalidating realist theory or casting
doubt on it, however, the recent history of NATO illustrates the subordination
of international institutions to national purposes.

explaining international institutions
The nature and purposes of institutions change as structures vary. In the old
multipolar world, the core of an alliance consisted of a small number of states
of comparable capability. Their contributions to one another’s security were of
crucial importance because they were of similar size. Because major allies were
closely interdependent militarily, the defection of one would have made its
partners vulnerable to a competing alliance. The members of opposing alli-
ances before World War I were tightly knit because of their mutual dependence.
In the new bipolar world, the word ”alliance“ took on a different meaning.
One country, the United States or the Soviet Union, provided most of the

International Security 25:1 18

VOL I - 137



security for its bloc. The withdrawal of France from NATO’s command struc-
ture and the defection of China from the Soviet bloc failed even to tilt the
central balance. Early in the Cold War, Americans spoke with alarm about the
threat of monolithic communism arising from the combined strength of the
Soviet Union and China, yet the bloc’s disintegration caused scarcely a ripple.
American of�cials did not proclaim that with China’s defection, America’s
defense budget could safely be reduced by 20 or 10 percent or even be reduced
at all. Similarly, when France stopped playing its part in NATO’s military
plans, American of�cials did not proclaim that defense spending had to be
increased for that reason. Properly speaking, NATO and the WTO (Warsaw
Treaty Organization) were treaties of guarantee rather than old-style military
alliances.36

Glenn Snyder has remarked that “alliances have no meaning apart from the
adversary threat to which they are a response.”37 I expected NATO to dwindle
at the Cold War’s end and ultimately to disappear.38 In a basic sense, the
expectation has been borne out. NATO is no longer even a treaty of guarantee
because one cannot answer the question, guarantee against whom? Functions
vary as structures change, as does the behavior of units. Thus the end of the
Cold War quickly changed the behavior of allied countries. In early July of
1990, NATO announced that the alliance would “elaborate new force plans
consistent with the revolutionary changes in Europe.”39 By the end of July,
without waiting for any such plans, the major European members of NATO
unilaterally announced large reductions in their force levels. Even the pretense
of continuing to act as an alliance in setting military policy disappeared.

With its old purpose dead, and the individual and collective behavior of its
members altered accordingly, how does one explain NATO’s survival and
expansion? Institutions are hard to create and set in motion, but once created,
institutionalists claim, they may take on something of a life of their own; they
may begin to act with a measure of autonomy, becoming less dependent on
the wills of their sponsors and members. NATO supposedly validates these
thoughts.

Organizations, especially big ones with strong traditions, have long lives.
The March of Dimes is an example sometimes cited. Having won the war

36. See Kenneth N. Waltz, “International Structure, National Force, and the Balance of World
Power,” Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 21, No. 2 (1967), p. 219.
37. Glenn H. Snyder, Alliance Politics (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1997), p. 192.
38. Kenneth N. Waltz, “The Emerging Structure of International Politics,” International Security,
Vol. 18, No. 2 (Fall 1993), pp. 75–76.
39. John Roper, “Shaping Strategy without the Threat,” Adephi Paper No. 257 (London: Interna-
tional Institute for Strategic Studies, Winter 1990/91), pp. 80–81.
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against polio, its mission was accomplished. Nevertheless, it cast about for a
new malady to cure or contain. Even though the most appealing ones—cancer,
diseases of the heart and lungs, multiple sclerosis, and cystic �brosis—were
already taken, it did �nd a worthy cause to pursue, the amelioration of birth
defects. One can fairly claim that the March of Dimes enjoys continuity as an
organization, pursuing an end consonant with its original purpose. How can
one make such a claim for NATO?

The question of purpose may not be a very important one; create an organi-
zation and it will �nd something to do.40 Once created, and the more so once
it has become well established, an organization becomes hard to get rid of. A
big organization is managed by large numbers of bureaucrats who develop a
strong interest in its perpetuation. According to Gunther Hellmann and Rein-
hard Wolf, in 1993 NATO headquarters was manned by 2,640 of�cials, most of
whom presumably wanted to keep their jobs.41 The durability of NATO even
as the structure of international politics has changed, and the old purpose of
the organization has disappeared, is interpreted by institutionalists as evidence
strongly arguing for the autonomy and vitality of institutions.

The institutionalist interpretation misses the point. NATO is �rst of all a
treaty made by states. A deeply entrenched international bureaucracy can help
to sustain the organization, but states determine its fate. Liberal institutional-
ists take NATO’s seeming vigor as con�rmation of the importance of interna-
tional institutions and as evidence of their resilience. Realists, noticing that as
an alliance NATO has lost its major function, see it mainly as a means of
maintaining and lengthening America’s grip on the foreign and military poli-
cies of European states. John Kornblum, U.S. senior deputy to the undersecre-
tary of state for European affairs, neatly described NATO’s new role. “The
Alliance,” he wrote, “provides a vehicle for the application of American power
and vision to the security order in Europe.”42 The survival and expansion of
NATO tell us much about American power and in�uence and little about
institutions as multilateral entities. The ability of the United States to extend
the life of a moribund institution nicely illustrates how international institu-
tions are created and maintained by stronger states to serve their perceived or
misperceived interests.

40. Joseph A. Schumpeter, writing of armies, put it this way: “created by wars that required it, the
machine now created the wars it required.” “The Sociology of Imperialism,” in Schumpeter, Imperialism
and Social Classes (New York: Meridian Books, 1955), p. 25 (emphasis in original).
41. Gunther Hellmann and Reinhard Wolf, “Neorealism, Neoliberal Institutionalism, and the
Future of NATO,” Security Studies, Vol. 3, No. 1 (Autumn 1993), p. 20.
42. John Kornblum, “NATO’s Second Half Century—Tasks for an Alliance,” NATO on Track for the
21st Century, Conference Report (The Hague: Netherlands Atlantic Commission, 1994), p. 14.
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The Bush administration saw, and the Clinton administration continued to
see, NATO as the instrument for maintaining America’s domination of the
foreign and military policies of European states. In 1991, U.S. Undersecretary
of State Reginald Bartholomew’s letter to the governments of European mem-
bers of NATO warned against Europe’s formulating independent positions on
defense. France and Germany had thought that a European security and
defense identity might be developed within the EU and that the Western
European Union, formed in 1954, could be revived as the instrument for its
realization. The Bush administration quickly squelched these ideas. The day
after the signing of the Maastricht Treaty in December of 1991, President
George Bush could say with satisfaction that “we are pleased that our Allies
in the Western European Union . . . decided to strengthen that institution as
both NATO’s European pillar and the defense component of the European
Union.”43

The European pillar was to be contained within NATO, and its policies were
to be made in Washington. Weaker states have trouble fashioning institutions
to serve their own ends in their own ways, especially in the security realm.
Think of the defeat of the European Defense Community in 1954, despite
America’s support of it, and the inability of the Western European Union in
the more than four decades of its existence to �nd a signi�cant role inde-
pendent of the United States. Realism reveals what liberal institutionalist
“theory” obscures: namely, that international institutions serve primarily na-
tional rather than international interests.44 Robert Keohane and Lisa Martin,
replying to John Mearsheimer’s criticism of liberal institutionalism, ask: How
are we “to account for the willingness of major states to invest resources in
expanding international institutions if such institutions are lacking in sig-
ni�cance?”45 If the answer were not already obvious, the expansion of NATO
would make it so: to serve what powerful states believe to be their interests.

With the administration’s Bosnian policy in trouble, Clinton needed to show
himself an effective foreign policy leader. With the national heroes Lech Walesa
and Vaclav Havel clamoring for their countries’ inclusion, foreclosing NATO
membership would have handed another issue to the Republican Party in the

43. Mark S. Sheetz, “Correspondence: Debating the Unipolar Moment,” International Security, Vol.
22, No. 3 (Winter 1997/98), p. 170; and Mike Winnerstig, “Rethinking Alliance Dynamics,” paper
presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Washington, D.C., March
18–22, 1997, at p. 23.
44. Cf. Alan S. Milward, The European Rescue of the Nation-State (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1992).
45. Robert O. Keohane and Lisa L. Martin, “The Promise of Institutionalist Theory,” International
Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), p. 40.
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congressional elections of 1994. To tout NATO’s eastward march, President
Clinton gave major speeches in Milwaukee, Cleveland, and Detroit, cities with
signi�cant numbers of East European voters.46 Votes and dollars are the life-
blood of American politics. New members of NATO will be required to im-
prove their military infrastructure and to buy modern weapons. The American
arms industry, expecting to capture its usual large share of a new market, has
lobbied heavily in favor of NATO’s expansion.47

The reasons for expanding NATO are weak. The reasons for opposing
expansion are strong.48 It draws new lines of division in Europe, alienates those
left out, and can �nd no logical stopping place west of Russia. It weakens those
Russians most inclined toward liberal democracy and a market economy. It
strengthens Russians of the opposite inclination. It reduces hope for further
large reductions of nuclear weaponry. It pushes Russia toward China instead
of drawing Russia toward Europe and America. NATO, led by America,
scarcely considered the plight of its defeated adversary. Throughout modern
history, Russia has been rebuffed by the West, isolated and at times sur-
rounded. Many Russians believe that, by expanding, NATO brazenly broke
promises it made in 1990 and 1991 that former WTO members would not be
allowed to join NATO. With good reason, Russians fear that NATO will not
only admit additional old members of the WTO but also former republics of
the Soviet Union. In 1997, NATO held naval exercises with Ukraine in the Black
Sea, with more joint exercises to come, and announced plans to use a military
testing ground in western Ukraine. In June of 1998, Zbigniew Brzezinski went
to Kiev with the message that Ukraine should prepare itself to join NATO by
the year 2010.49 The farther NATO intrudes into the Soviet Union’s old arena,
the more Russia is forced to look to the east rather than to the west.

The expansion of NATO extends its military interests, enlarges its responsi-
bilities, and increases its burdens. Not only do new members require NATO’s
protection, they also heighten its concern over destabilizing events near their

46. James M. Goldgeier, “NATO Expansion: The Anatomy of a Decision,” Washington Quarterly,
Vol. 21, No. 1 (Winter 1998), pp. 94–95. And see his Not Whether but When: The U.S. Decision to
Enlarge NATO (Washington, D.C.: Brookings, 1999).
47. William D. Hartung, “Welfare for Weapons Dealers 1998: The Hidden Costs of NATO Expan-
sion” (New York: New School for Social Research, World Policy Institute, March 1998); and Jeff
Gerth and Tim Weiner, “Arms Makers See Bonanza in Selling NATO Expansion,” New York Times,
June 29, 1997, p. I, 8.
48. See Michael E. Brown, “The Flawed Logic of Expansion,” Survival, Vol. 37, No. 1 (Spring 1995),
pp. 34–52. Michael Mandelbaum, The Dawn of Peace in Europe (New York: Twentieth Century Fund
Press, 1996). Philip Zelikow, “The Masque of Institutions,” Survival, Vol. 38, No. 1 (Spring 1996).
49. J.L. Black, Russia Faces NATO Expansion: Bearing Gifts or Bearing Arms? (Lanham, Md.: Rowman
and Little�eld, 2000), pp. 5–35, 175–201.
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borders. Thus Balkan eruptions become a NATO and not just a European
concern. In the absence of European initiative, Americans believe they must
lead the way because the credibility of NATO is at stake. Balkan operations in
the air and even more so on the ground exacerbate differences of interest
among NATO members and strain the alliance. European members marvel at
the surveillance and communications capabilities of the United States and
stand in awe of the modern military forces at its command. Aware of their
weaknesses, Europeans express determination to modernize their forces and
to develop their ability to deploy them independently. Europe’s reaction to
America’s Balkan operations duplicates its determination to remedy de�cien-
cies revealed in 1991 during the Gulf War, a determination that produced few
results.

Will it be different this time? Perhaps, yet if European states do achieve their
goals of creating a 60,000 strong rapid reaction force and enlarging the role of
the WEU, the tension between a NATO controlled by the United States and a
NATO allowing for independent European action will again be bothersome.
In any event, the prospect of militarily bogging down in the Balkans tests the
alliance and may inde�nitely delay its further expansion. Expansion buys
trouble, and mounting troubles may bring expansion to a halt.

European conditions and Russian opposition work against the eastward
extension of NATO. Pressing in the opposite direction is the momentum of
American expansion. The momentum of expansion has often been hard to
break, a thought borne out by the empires of Republican Rome, of Czarist
Russia, and of Liberal Britain.

One is often reminded that the United States is not just the dominant power
in the world but that it is a liberal dominant power. True, the motivations of
the arti�cers of expansion—President Clinton, National Security Adviser
Anthony Lake, and others—were to nurture democracy in young, fragile,
long-suffering countries. One may wonder, however, why this should be an
American rather than a European task and why a military rather than a
political-economic organization should be seen as the appropriate means for
carrying it out. The task of building democracy is not a military one. The
military security of new NATO members is not in jeopardy; their political
development and economic well-being are. In 1997, U.S. Assistant Secretary of
Defense Franklin D. Kramer told the Czech defense ministry that it was
spending too little on defense.50 Yet investing in defense slows economic
growth. By common calculation, defense spending stimulates economic growth

50. Ibid., p. 72.
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about half as much as direct investment in the economy. In Eastern Europe,
economic not military security is the problem and entering a military alliance
compounds it.

Using the example of NATO to re�ect on the relevance of realism after the
Cold War leads to some important conclusions. The winner of the Cold War
and the sole remaining great power has behaved as unchecked powers have
usually done. In the absence of counterweights, a country’s internal impulses
prevail, whether fueled by liberal or by other urges. The error of realist
predictions that the end of the Cold War would mean the end of NATO arose
not from a failure of realist theory to comprehend international politics, but
from an underestimation of America’s folly. The survival and expansion of
NATO illustrate not the defects but the limitations of structural explanations.
Structures shape and shove; they do not determine the actions of states. A state
that is stronger than any other can decide for itself whether to conform its
policies to structural pressures and whether to avail itself of the opportunities
that structural change offers, with little fear of adverse affects in the short run.

Do liberal institutionalists provide better leverage for explaining NATO’s
survival and expansion? According to Keohane and Martin, realists insist “that
institutions have only marginal effects.”51 On the contrary, realists have noticed
that whether institutions have strong or weak effects depends on what states
intend. Strong states use institutions, as they interpret laws, in ways that suit
them. Thus Susan Strange, in pondering the state’s retreat, observes that
“international organization is above all a tool of national government, an
instrument for the pursuit of national interest by other means.”52

Interestingly, Keohane and Martin, in their effort to refute Mearsheimer ’s
trenchant criticism of institutional theory, in effect agree with him. Having
claimed that his realism is “not well speci�ed,” they note that “institutional
theory conceptualizes institutions both as independent and dependent vari-
ables.”53 Dependent on what?—on “the realities of power and interest.” Insti-
tutions, it turns out, “make a signi�cant difference in conjunction with power
realities.”54 Yes! Liberal institutionalism, as Mearsheimer says, “is no longer a
clear alternative to realism, but has, in fact, been swallowed up by it.”55 Indeed,
it never was an alternative to realism. Institutionalist theory, as Keohane has

51. Keohane and Martin, “The Promise of Institutionalist Theory,” pp. 42, 46.
52. Strange, Retreat of the State, p. xiv; and see pp. 192–193. Cf. Carr, The Twenty Years’ Crisis, p.
107: “international government is, in effect, government by that state which supplies the power
necessary for the purpose of governing.”
53. Keohane and Martin, “The Promise of Institutionalist Theory,” p. 46.
54. Ibid., p. 42.
55. Mearsheimer, “A Realist Reply,” p. 85.
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stressed, has as its core structural realism, which Keohane and Nye sought “to
broaden.”56 The institutional approach starts with structural theory, applies it
to the origins and operations of institutions, and unsurprisingly ends with
realist conclusions.

Alliances illustrate the weaknesses of institutionalism with special clarity.
Institutional theory attributes to institutions causal effects that mostly originate
within states. The case of NATO nicely illustrates this shortcoming. Keohane
has remarked that “alliances are institutions, and both their durability and
strength . . . may depend in part on their institutional characteristics.”57 In part,
I suppose, but one must wonder in how large a part. The Triple Alliance and
the Triple Entente were quite durable. They lasted not because of alliance
institutions, there hardly being any, but because the core members of each
alliance looked outward and saw a pressing threat to their security. Previous
alliances did not lack institutions because states had failed to �gure out how
to construct bureaucracies. Previous alliances lacked institutions because in
the absence of a hegemonic leader, balancing continued within as well
as across alliances. NATO lasted as a military alliance as long as the Soviet
Union appeared to be a direct threat to its members. It survives and expands
now not because of its institutions but mainly because the United States wants
it to.

NATO’s survival also exposes an interesting aspect of balance-of-power
theory. Robert Art has argued forcefully that without NATO and without
American troops in Europe, European states will lapse into a “security com-
petition” among themselves.58 As he emphasizes, this is a realist expectation.
In his view, preserving NATO, and maintaining America’s leading role in it,
are required in order to prevent a security competition that would promote
con�ict within, and impair the institutions of, the European Union. NATO now
is an anomaly; the dampening of intra-alliance tension is the main task left,
and it is a task not for the alliance but for its leader. The secondary task of an
alliance, intra-alliance management, continues to be performed by the United
States even though the primary task, defense against an external enemy, has
disappeared. The point is worth pondering, but I need to say here only that it

56. Keohane and Nye, Power and Interdependence, p. 251; cf. Keohane, “Theory of World Politics,”
in Keohane, Neorealism and Its Critics, p. 193, where he describes his approach as a “modi�ed
structural research program.”
57. Robert O. Keohane, International Institutions and State Power: Essays in International Relations
Theory (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1989), p. 15.
58. Robert J. Art, “Why Western Europe Needs the United States and NATO,” Political Science
Quarterly, Vol. 111, No. 1 (Spring 1996).
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further illustrates the dependence of international institutions on national
decisions. Balancing among states is not inevitable. As in Europe, a hegemonic
power may suppress it. As a high-level European diplomat put it, “it is not
acceptable that the lead nation be European. A European power broker is a
hegemonic power. We can agree on U.S. leadership, but not on one of our
own.”59 Accepting the leadership of a hegemonic power prevents a balance of
power from emerging in Europe, and better the hegemonic power should be
at a distance than next door.

Keohane believes that “avoiding military con�ict in Europe after the Cold
War depends greatly on whether the next decade is characterized by a con-
tinuous pattern of institutionalized cooperation.”60 If one accepts the conclu-
sion, the question remains: What or who sustains the ”pattern of
institutionalized cooperation“? Realists know the answer.

international institutions and national aims
What is true of NATO holds for international institutions generally. The effects
that international institutions may have on national decisions are but one step
removed from the capabilities and intentions of the major state or states that
gave them birth and sustain them. The Bretton Woods system strongly affected
individual states and the conduct of international affairs. But when the United
States found that the system no longer served its interests, the Nixon shocks
of 1971 were administered. International institutions are created by the more
powerful states, and the institutions survive in their original form as long as
they serve the major interests of their creators, or are thought to do so. ”The
nature of institutional arrangements,“ as Stephen Krasner put it, ”is better
explained by the distribution of national power capabilities than by efforts to
solve problems of market failure“61—or, I would add, by anything else.

Either international conventions, treaties, and institutions remain close to the
underlying distribution of national capabilities or they court failure.62 Citing
examples from the past 350 years, Krasner found that in all of the instances ”it
was the value of strong states that dictated rules that were applied in a

59. Quoted in ibid., p. 36.
60. Robert O. Keohane, “The Diplomacy of Structural Change: Multilateral Institutions and State
Strategies,” in Helga Haftendorn and Christian Tuschhoff, eds., America and Europe in an Era of
Change (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1993), p. 53.
61. Stephen D. Krasner, “Global Communications and National Power: Life on the Pareto Frontier,”
World Politics, Vol. 43, No. 1 (April 1991), p. 234.
62. Stephen D. Krasner, Structural Con�ict: The Third World against Global Liberalism (Berkeley:
University of California, 1985), p. 263 and passim.
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discriminating fashion only to the weak.“63 The sovereignty of nations, a
universally recognized international institution, hardly stands in the way of a
strong nation that decides to intervene in a weak one. Thus, according to a
senior of�cial, the Reagan administration ”debated whether we had the right
to dictate the form of another country’s government. The bottom line was yes,
that some rights are more fundamental than the right of nations to noninter-
vention. . . . We don’t have the right to subvert a democracy but we do have
the right against an undemocratic one.“64 Most international law is obeyed
most of the time, but strong states bend or break laws when they choose to.

Balancing Power: Not Today but Tomorrow

With so many of the expectations that realist theory gives rise to con�rmed by
what happened at and after the end of the Cold War, one may wonder why
realism is in bad repute.65 A key proposition derived from realist theory is that
international politics re�ects the distribution of national capabilities, a propo-
sition daily borne out. Another key proposition is that the balancing of power
by some states against others recurs. Realist theory predicts that balances
disrupted will one day be restored. A limitation of the theory, a limitation
common to social science theories, is that it cannot say when. William
Wohlforth argues that though restoration will take place, it will be a long time
coming.66 Of necessity, realist theory is better at saying what will happen than
in saying when it will happen. Theory cannot say when “tomorrow” will come
because international political theory deals with the pressures of structure on
states and not with how states will respond to the pressures. The latter is a
task for theories about how national governments respond to pressures on
them and take advantage of opportunities that may be present. One does,
however, observe balancing tendencies already taking place.

Upon the demise of the Soviet Union, the international political system
became unipolar. In the light of structural theory, unipolarity appears as the
least durable of international con�gurations. This is so for two main reasons.

63. Stephen D. Krasner, “International Political Economy: Abiding Discord,” Review of International
Political Economy, Vol. 1, No. 1 (Spring 1994), p. 16.
64. Quoted in Robert Tucker, Intervention and the Reagan Doctrine (New York: Council on Religious
and International Affairs, 1985), p. 5.
65. Robert Gilpin explains the oddity. See Gilpin, “No One Leaves a Political Realist,” Security
Studies, Vol. 5, No. 3 (Spring 1996), pp. 3–28.
66. William C. Wohlforth, “The Stability of a Unipolar World,” International Security, Vol. 24, No.
1 (Summer 1999), pp. 5–41.
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One is that dominant powers take on too many tasks beyond their own
borders, thus weakening themselves in the long run. Ted Robert Gurr, after
examining 336 polities, reached the same conclusion that Robert Wesson had
reached earlier: ”Imperial decay is . . . primarily a result of the misuse of power
which follows inevitably from its concentration.“67 The other reason for the
short duration of unipolarity is that even if a dominant power behaves with
moderation, restraint, and forbearance, weaker states will worry about its
future behavior. America’s founding fathers warned against the perils of power
in the absence of checks and balances. Is unbalanced power less of a danger
in international than in national politics? Throughout the Cold War, what the
United States and the Soviet Union did, and how they interacted, were domi-
nant factors in international politics. The two countries, however, constrained
each other. Now the United States is alone in the world. As nature abhors a
vacuum, so international politics abhors unbalanced power. Faced with unbal-
anced power, some states try to increase their own strength or they ally with
others to bring the international distribution of power into balance. The reac-
tions of other states to the drive for dominance of Charles V, Hapsburg ruler
of Spain, of Louis XIV and Napoleon I of France, of Wilhelm II and Adolph
Hitler of Germany, illustrate the point.

the behavior of dominant powers
Will the preponderant power of the United States elicit similar reactions?
Unbalanced power, whoever wields it, is a potential danger to others. The
powerful state may, and the United States does, think of itself as acting for the
sake of peace, justice, and well-being in the world. These terms, however, are
de�ned to the liking of the powerful, which may con�ict with the preferences
and interests of others. In international politics, overwhelming power repels
and leads others to try to balance against it. With benign intent, the United
States has behaved and, until its power is brought into balance, will continue
to behave in ways that sometimes frighten others.

For almost half a century, the constancy of the Soviet threat produced a
constancy of American policy. Other countries could rely on the United States
for protection because protecting them seemed to serve American security
interests. Even so, beginning in the 1950s, Western European countries and,

67. Quoted in Ted Robert Gurr, “Persistence and Change in Political Systems, 1800–1971,” Ameri-
can Political Science Review, Vol. 68, No. 4 (December 1974), p. 1504, from Robert G. Wesson, The
Imperial Order (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1967), unpaginated preface. Cf. Paul
Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Con�ict from 1500 to 2000
(New York: Random House, 1987).
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beginning in the 1970s, Japan had increasing doubts about the reliability of the
American nuclear deterrent. As Soviet strength increased, Western European
countries began to wonder whether the United States could be counted on to
use its deterrent on their behalf, thus risking its own cities. When President
Jimmy Carter moved to reduce American troops in South Korea, and later
when the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan and strengthened its forces in the
Far East, Japan developed similar worries.

With the disappearance of the Soviet Union, the United States no longer
faces a major threat to its security. As General Colin Powell said when he was
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: ”I’m running out of demons. I’m running
out of enemies. I’m down to Castro and Kim Il Sung.“68 Constancy of threat
produces constancy of policy; absence of threat permits policy to become
capricious. When few if any vital interests are endangered, a country’s policy
becomes sporadic and self-willed.

The absence of serious threats to American security gives the United
States wide latitude in making foreign policy choices. A dominant power
acts internationally only when the spirit moves it. One example is enough
to show this. When Yugoslavia’s collapse was followed by genocidal war
in successor states, the United States failed to respond until Senator Robert
Dole moved to make Bosnia’s peril an issue in the forthcoming presidential
election; and it acted not for the sake of its own security but to maintain
its leadership position in Europe. American policy was generated not by
external security interests, but by internal political pressure and national
ambition.

Aside from speci�c threats it may pose, unbalanced power leaves weaker
states feeling uneasy and gives them reason to strengthen their positions. The
United States has a long history of intervening in weak states, often with the
intention of bringing democracy to them. American behavior over the past
century in Central America provides little evidence of self-restraint in the
absence of countervailing power. Contemplating the history of the United
States and measuring its capabilities, other countries may well wish for ways
to fend off its benign ministrations. Concentrated power invites distrust be-
cause it is so easily misused. To understand why some states want to bring
power into a semblance of balance is easy, but with power so sharply skewed,
what country or group of countries has the material capability and the political
will to bring the ”unipolar moment“ to an end?

68. ”Cover Story: Communism’s Collapse Poses a Challenge to America’s Military,” U.S. News
and World Report, October 14, 1991, p. 28.
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balancing power in a unipolar world
The expectation that following victory in a great war a new balance of power
will form is �rmly grounded in both history and theory. The last four grand
coalitions (two against Napoleon and one in each of the world wars of the
twentieth century) collapsed once victory was achieved. Victories in major
wars leave the balance of power badly skewed. The winning side emerges as
a dominant coalition. The international equilibrium is broken; theory leads one
to expect its restoration.

Clearly something has changed. Some believe that the United States is so
nice that, despite the dangers of unbalanced power, others do not feel the fear
that would spur them to action. Michael Mastanduno, among others, believes
this to be so, although he ends his article with the thought that ”eventually,
power will check power.“69 Others believe that the leaders of states have
learned that playing the game of power politics is costly and unnecessary. In
fact, the explanation for sluggish balancing is a simple one. In the aftermath
of earlier great wars, the materials for constructing a new balance were readily
at hand. Previous wars left a suf�cient number of great powers standing to
permit a new balance to be rather easily constructed. Theory enables one to
say that a new balance of power will form but not to say how long it will take.
National and international conditions determine that. Those who refer to the
unipolar moment are right. In our perspective, the new balance is emerging
slowly; in historical perspectives, it will come in the blink of an eye.

I ended a 1993 article this way: ”One may hope that America’s internal
preoccupations will produce not an isolationist policy, which has become
impossible, but a forbearance that will give other countries at long last the
chance to deal with their own problems and make their own mistakes. But I
would not bet on it.“70 I should think that few would do so now. Charles
Kegley has said, sensibly, that if the world becomes multipolar once again,
realists will be vindicated.71 Seldom do signs of vindication appear so
promptly.

The candidates for becoming the next great powers, and thus restoring a
balance, are the European Union or Germany leading a coalition, China, Japan,
and in a more distant future, Russia. The countries of the European Union have

69. Michael Mastanduno, “Preserving the Unipolar Moment: Realist Theories and U.S. Grand
Strategy after the Cold War,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 4 (Spring 1997), p. 88. See Josef
Joffe’s interesting analysis of America’s role, ’”Bismarck’ or ’Britain’? Toward an American Grand
Strategy after Bipolarity,” International Security, Vol. 19, No. 4 (Spring 1995).
70. Waltz, “The Emerging Structure of International Politics,” p. 79.
71. Charles W. Kegley, Jr., “The Neoidealist Moment in International Studies? Realist Myths and
the New International Realities,” International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 37, No. 2 (June 1993), p. 149.
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been remarkably successful in integrating their national economies. The
achievement of a large measure of economic integration without a correspond-
ing political unity is an accomplishment without historical precedent. On
questions of foreign and military policy, however, the European Union can act
only with the consent of its members, making bold or risky action impossible.
The European Union has all the tools—population, resources, technology, and
military capabilities—but lacks the organizational ability and the collective will
to use them. As Jacques Delors said when he was president of the European
Commission: ”It will be for the European Council, consisting of heads of state
and government . . . , to agree on the essential interests they share and which
they will agree to defend and promote together.“72 Policies that must be arrived
at by consensus can be carried out only when they are fairly inconsequential.
Inaction as Yugoslavia sank into chaos and war signaled that Europe will not
act to stop wars even among near neighbors. Western Europe was unable to
make its own foreign and military policies when its was an organization of six
or nine states living in fear of the Soviet Union. With less pressure and more
members, it has even less hope of doing so now. Only when the United States
decides on a policy have European countries been able to follow it.

Europe may not remain in its supine position forever, yet signs of funda-
mental change in matters of foreign and military policy are faint. Now as
earlier, European leaders express discontent with Europe’s secondary position,
chafe at America’s making most of the important decisions, and show a desire
to direct their own destiny. French leaders often vent their frustration and pine
for a world, as Foreign Minister Hubert Védrine recently put it, “of several
poles, not just a single one.” President Jacques Chirac and Prime Minister
Lionel Jospin call for a strengthening of such multilateral institutions as the
International Monetary Fund and the United Nations, although how this
would diminish America’s in�uence is not explained. More to the point,
Védrine complains that since President John Kennedy, Americans have talked
of a European pillar for the alliance, a pillar that is never built.73 German and
British leaders now more often express similar discontent. Europe, however,
will not be able to claim a louder voice in alliance affairs unless it builds a
platform for giving it expression. If Europeans ever mean to write a tune to
go with their libretto, they will have to develop the unity in foreign and
military affairs that they are achieving in economic matters. If French and

72. Jacques Delors, “European Integration and Security,” Survival, Vol. 33, No. 1 (March/April
1991), p. 106.
73. Craig R. Whitney, “NATO at 50: With Nations at Odds, Is It a Misalliance?” New York Times,
February 15, 1999, p. A1.
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British leaders decided to merge their nuclear forces to form the nucleus of a
European military organization, the United States and the world will begin to
treat Europe as a major force.

The European Economic Community was formed in 1957 and has grown
incrementally to its present proportions. But where is the incremental route to
a European foreign and military policy to be found? European leaders have
not been able to �nd it or even have tried very hard to do so. In the absence
of radical change, Europe will count for little in international politics for as far
ahead as the eye can see, unless Germany, becoming impatient, decides to lead
a coalition.

international structure and national responses
Throughout modern history, international politics centered on Europe. Two
world wars ended Europe’s dominance. Whether Europe will somehow, some-
day emerge as a great power is a matter for speculation. In the meantime, the
all-but-inevitable movement from unipolarity to multipolarity is taking place
not in Europe but in Asia. The internal development and the external reaction
of China and Japan are steadily raising both countries to the great power
level.74 China will emerge as a great power even without trying very hard so
long as it remains politically united and competent. Strategically, China can
easily raise its nuclear forces to a level of parity with the United States if it has
not already done so.75 China has �ve to seven intercontinental missiles (DF-5s)
able to hit almost any American target and a dozen or more missiles able to
reach the west coast of the United States (DF-4s).76 Liquid fueled, immobile
missiles are vulnerable, but would the United States risk the destruction of,
say, Seattle, San Francisco, and San Diego if China happens to have a few more
DF-4s than the United States thinks or if it should fail to destroy all of them
on the ground? Deterrence is much easier to contrive than most Americans
have surmised. Economically, China’s growth rate, given its present stage of
economic development, can be sustained at 7 to 9 percent for another decade
or more. Even during Asia’s near economic collapse of the 1990s, China’s
growth rate remained approximately in that range. A growth rate of 7 to 9
percent doubles a country’s economy every ten to eight years.

74. The following four pages are adapted from Waltz, “The Emerging Structure of International
Politics.”
75. Nuclear parity is reached when countries have second-strike forces. It does not require
quantitative or qualitative equality of forces. See Waltz, “Nuclear Myths and Political Realities,”
American Political Science Review, Vol. 84, No. 3 (September 1990).
76. David E. Sanger and Erik Eckholm, “Will Beijing’s Nuclear Arsenal Stay Small or Will It
Mushroom?” New York Times, March 15, 1999, p. A1.
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Unlike China, Japan is obviously reluctant to assume the mantle of a great
power. Its reluctance, however, is steadily though slowly waning. Economi-
cally, Japan’s power has grown and spread remarkably. The growth of a
country’s economic capability to the great power level places it at the center
of regional and global affairs. It widens the range of a state’s interests and
increases their importance. The high volume of a country’s external business
thrusts it ever more deeply into world affairs. In a self-help system, the
possession of most but not all of the capabilities of a great power leaves a state
vulnerable to others that have the instruments that the lesser state lacks. Even
though one may believe that fears of nuclear blackmail are misplaced, one
must wonder whether Japan will remain immune to them.

Countries have always competed for wealth and security, and the competi-
tion has often led to con�ict. Historically, states have been sensitive to changing
relations of power among them. Japan is made uneasy now by the steady
growth of China’s military budget. Its nearly 3 million strong army, undergoing
modernization, and the gradual growth of its sea- and air-power projection
capabilities, produce apprehension in all of China’s neighbors and add to the
sense of instability in a region where issues of sovereignty and disputes over
territory abound. The Korean peninsula has more military forces per square
kilometer than any other portion of the globe. Taiwan is an unending source
of tension. Disputes exist between Japan and Russia over the Kurile Islands,
and between Japan and China over the Senkaku or Diaoyu Islands. Cambodia
is a troublesome problem for both Vietnam and China. Half a dozen countries
lay claim to all or some of the Spratly Islands, strategically located and sup-
posedly rich in oil. The presence of China’s ample nuclear forces, combined
with the drawdown of American military forces, can hardly be ignored by
Japan, the less so because economic con�icts with the United States cast doubt
on the reliability of American military guarantees. Reminders of Japan’s de-
pendence and vulnerability multiply in large and small ways. For example, as
rumors about North Korea’s developing nuclear capabilities gained credence,
Japan became acutely aware of its lack of observation satellites. Uncomfortable
dependencies and perceived vulnerabilities have led Japan to acquire greater
military capabilities, even though many Japanese may prefer not to.

Given the expectation of con�ict, and the necessity of taking care of one’s
interests, one may wonder how any state with the economic capability of a
great power can refrain from arming itself with the weapons that have served
so well as the great deterrent. For a country to choose not to become a great
power is a structural anomaly. For that reason, the choice is a dif�cult one to
sustain. Sooner or later, usually sooner, the international status of countries has
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risen in step with their material resources. Countries with great power econo-
mies have become great powers, whether or not reluctantly. Some countries
may strive to become great powers; others may wish to avoid doing so. The
choice, however, is a constrained one. Because of the extent of their interests,
larger units existing in a contentious arena tend to take on systemwide tasks.
Profound change in a country’s international situation produces radical change
in its external behavior. After World War II, the United States broke with its
centuries-long tradition of acting unilaterally and refusing to make long-term
commitments. Japan’s behavior in the past half century re�ects the abrupt
change in its international standing suffered because of its defeat in war. In the
previous half century, after victory over China in 1894–95, Japan pressed for
preeminence in Asia, if not beyond. Does Japan once again aspire to a larger
role internationally? Its concerted regional activity, its seeking and gaining
prominence in such bodies as the IMF and the World Bank, and its obvious
pride in economic and technological achievements indicate that it does. The
behavior of states responds more to external conditions than to internal habit
if external change is profound.

When external conditions press �rmly enough, they shape the behavior of
states. Increasingly, Japan is being pressed to enlarge its conventional forces
and to add nuclear ones to protect its interests. India, Pakistan, China, and
perhaps North Korea have nuclear weapons capable of deterring others from
threatening their vital interests. How long can Japan live alongside other
nuclear states while denying itself similar capabilities? Con�icts and crises are
certain to make Japan aware of the disadvantages of being without the military
instruments that other powers command. Japanese nuclear inhibitions arising
from World War II will not last inde�nitely; one may expect them to expire as
generational memories fade.

Japanese of�cials have indicated that when the protection of America’s
extended deterrent is no longer thought to be suf�ciently reliable, Japan will
equip itself with a nuclear force, whether or not openly. Japan has put itself
politically and technologically in a position to do so. Consistently since the
mid-1950s, the government has de�ned all of its Self-Defense Forces as con-
forming to constitutional requirements. Nuclear weapons purely for defense
would be deemed constitutional should Japan decide to build some.77 As a
secret report of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs put it in 1969: ”For the time

77. Norman D. Levin, “Japan’s Defense Policy: The Internal Debate,” in Harry H. Kendall and
Clara Joewono, eds., Japan, ASEAN, and the United States (Berkeley: Institute of East Asian Studies,
University of California, 1990).
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being, we will maintain the policy of not possessing nuclear weapons. How-
ever, regardless of joining the NPT [Non-Proliferation Treaty] or not, we will
keep the economic and technical potential for the production of nuclear weap-
ons, while seeing to it that Japan will not be interfered with in this regard.“78

In March of 1988, Prime Minister Noboru Takeshita called for a defensive
capability matching Japan’s economic power.79 Only a balanced conventional-
nuclear military capability would meet this requirement. In June of 1994, Prime
Minister Tsutumu Hata mentioned in parliament that Japan had the ability to
make nuclear weapons.80

Where some see Japan as a ”global civilian power“ and believe it likely to
remain one, others see a country that has skillfully used the protection the
United States has afforded and adroitly adopted the means of maintaining its
security to its regional environment.81 Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida in the
early 1950s suggested that Japan should rely on American protection until it
had rebuilt its economy as it gradually prepared to stand on its own feet.82

Japan has laid a �rm foundation for doing so by developing much of its own
weaponry instead of relying on cheaper imports. Remaining months or mo-
ments away from having a nuclear military capability is well designed to
protect the country’s security without unduly alarming its neighbors.

The hostility of China, of both Koreas, and of Russia combines with inevi-
table doubts about the extent to which Japan can rely on the United States to
protect its security.83 In the opinion of Masanori Nishi, a defense of�cial, the
main cause of Japan’s greater “interest in enhanced defense capabilities” is its
belief that America’s interest in “maintaining regional stability is shaky.”84

Whether reluctantly or not, Japan and China will follow each other on the route

78. ”The Capability to Develop Nuclear Weapons Should Be Kept: Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Secret Document in 1969,” Mainichi, August 1, 1994, p. 41, quoted in Selig S. Harrison, “Japan and
Nuclear Weapons,” in Harrison, ed., Japan’s Nuclear Future (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endow-
ment for International Peace, 1996), p. 9.
79. David Arase, “US and ASEAN Perceptions of Japan’s Role in the Asian-Paci�c Region,” in
Kendall and Joewono, Japan, ASEAN, and the United States, p. 276.
80. David E. Sanger, “In Face-Saving Reverse, Japan Disavows Any Nuclear-Arms Expertise,” New
York Times, June 22, 1994, p. 10.
81. Michael J. Green, “State of the Field Report: Research on Japanese Security Policy,” Access Asia
Review, Vol. 2, No. 2 (September 1998), judiciously summarized different interpretations of Japan’s
security policy.
82. Kenneth B. Pyle, The Japanese Question: Power and Purpose in a New Era (Washington, D.C.: AEI
Press, 1992), p. 26.
83. Andrew Hanami, for example, points out that Japan wonders whether the United States
would help defend Hokkaido. Hanami, “Japan and the Military Balance of Power in Northeast
Asia,” Journal of East Asian Affairs, Vol. 7, No. 2 (Summer/Fall 1994), p. 364.
84. Stephanie Strom, “Japan Beginning to Flex Its Military Muscles,” New York Times, April 8, 1999,
p. A4.
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to becoming great powers. China has the greater long-term potential. Japan,
with the world’s second or third largest defense budget and the ability to
produce the most technologically advanced weaponry, is closer to great power
status at the moment.

When Americans speak of preserving the balance of power in East Asia
through their military presence,85 the Chinese understandably take this to
mean that they intend to maintain the strategic hegemony they now enjoy in
the absence of such a balance. When China makes steady but modest efforts to
improve the quality of its inferior forces, Americans see a future threat to their
and others’ interests. Whatever worries the United States has and whatever
threats it feels, Japan has them earlier and feels them more intensely. Japan has
gradually reacted to them. China then worries as Japan improves its airlift and
sealift capabilities and as the United States raises its support level for forces in
South Korea.86 The actions and reactions of China, Japan, and South Korea,
with or without American participation, are creating a new balance of power
in East Asia, which is becoming part of the new balance of power in the world.

Historically, encounters of East and West have often ended in tragedy. Yet,
as we know from happy experience, nuclear weapons moderate the behavior
of their possessors and render them cautious whenever crises threaten to spin
out of control. Fortunately, the changing relations of East to West, and the
changing relations of countries within the East and the West, are taking place
in a nuclear context. The tensions and con�icts that intensify when profound
changes in world politics take place will continue to mar the relations of
nations, while nuclear weapons keep the peace among those who enjoy their
protection.

America’s policy of containing China by keeping 100,000 troops in East Asia
and by providing security guarantees to Japan and South Korea is intended to
keep a new balance of power from forming in Asia. By continuing to keep
100,000 troops in Western Europe, where no military threat is in sight, and by
extending NATO eastward, the United States pursues the same goal in Europe.
The American aspiration to freeze historical development by working to keep
the world unipolar is doomed. In the not very long run, the task will exceed
America’s economic, military, demographic, and political resources; and the
very effort to maintain a hegemonic position is the surest way to undermine

85. Richard Bernstein and Ross H. Munro, The Coming Con�ict with China (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1997); and Andrew J. Nathan and Robert S. Ross, The Great Wall and the Empty Fortress:
China’s Search for Security (New York: W.W. Norton, 1997).
86. Michael J. Green and Benjamin L. Self, “Japan’s Changing China Policy: From Commercial
Liberalism to Reluctant Realism,” Survival, Vol. 38, No. 2 (Summer 1996), p. 43.
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it. The effort to maintain dominance stimulates some countries to work to
overcome it. As theory shows and history con�rms, that is how balances of
power are made. Multipolarity is developing before our eyes. Moreover, it is
emerging in accordance with the balancing imperative.

American leaders seem to believe that America’s preeminent position will
last inde�nitely. The United States would then remain the dominant power
without rivals rising to challenge it—a position without precedent in modern
history. Balancing, of course, is not universal and omnipresent. A dominant
power may suppress balancing as the United States has done in Europe.
Whether or not balancing takes place also depends on the decisions of govern-
ments. Stephanie Neuman’s book, International Relations Theory and the Third
World, abounds in examples of states that failed to mind their own security
interests through internal efforts or external arrangements, and as one would
expect, suffered invasion, loss of autonomy, and dismemberment.87 States are
free to disregard the imperatives of power, but they must expect to pay a price
for doing so. Moreover, relatively weak and divided states may �nd it impos-
sible to concert their efforts to counter a hegemonic state despite ample provo-
cation. This has long been the condition of the Western Hemisphere.

In the Cold War, the United States won a telling victory. Victory in war,
however, often brings lasting enmities. Magnanimity in victory is rare. Winners
of wars, facing few impediments to the exercise of their wills, often act in ways
that create future enemies. Thus Germany, by taking Alsace and most of
Lorraine from France in 1871, earned its lasting enmity; and the Allies’ harsh
treatment of Germany after World War I produced a similar effect. In contrast,
Bismarck persuaded the kaiser not to march his armies along the road to
Vienna after the great victory at Königgrätz in 1866. In the Treaty of Prague,
Prussia took no Austrian territory. Thus Austria, having become Austria-
Hungary, was available as an alliance partner for Germany in 1879. Rather than
learning from history, the United States is repeating past errors by extending
its in�uence over what used to be the province of the vanquished.88 This
alienates Russia and nudges it toward China instead of drawing it toward
Europe and the United States. Despite much talk about the “globalization”
of international politics, American political leaders to a dismaying extent
think of East or West rather than of their interaction. With a history of con�ict

87. Stephanie Neuman, ed., International Relations Theory and the Third World (New York: St.
Martin’s, 1998).
88. Tellingly, John Lewis Gaddis comments that he has never known a time when there was less
support among historians for an announced policy. Gaddis, “History, Grand Strategy, and NATO
Enlargement,” Survival, Vol. 40, No. 1 (Spring 1998), p. 147.
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along a 2,600 mile border, with ethnic minorities sprawling across it, with a
mineral-rich and sparsely populated Siberia facing China’s teeming millions,
Russia and China will �nd it dif�cult to cooperate effectively, but the United
States is doing its best to help them do so. Indeed, the United States has
provided the key to Russian-Chinese relations over the past half century.
Feeling American antagonism and fearing American power, China drew close
to Russia after World War II and remained so until the United States seemed
less, and the Soviet Union more, of a threat to China. The relatively harmoni-
ous relations the United States and China enjoyed during the 1970s began to
sour in the late 1980s when Russian power visibly declined and American
hegemony became imminent. To alienate Russia by expanding NATO, and to
alienate China by lecturing its leaders on how to rule their country, are policies
that only an overwhelmingly powerful country could afford, and only a foolish
one be tempted, to follow. The United States cannot prevent a new balance of
power from forming. It can hasten its coming as it has been earnestly doing.

In this section, the discussion of balancing has been more empirical and
speculative than theoretical. I therefore end with some re�ections on balancing
theory. Structural theory, and the theory of balance of power that follows from
it, do not lead one to expect that states will always or even usually engage in
balancing behavior. Balancing is a strategy for survival, a way of attempting
to maintain a state’s autonomous way of life. To argue that bandwagoning
represents a behavior more common to states than balancing has become a bit
of a fad. Whether states bandwagon more often than they balance is an
interesting question. To believe that an af�rmative answer would refute bal-
ance-of-power theory is, however, to misinterpret the theory and to commit
what one might call “the numerical fallacy”—to draw a qualitative conclusion
from a quantitative result. States try various strategies for survival. Balancing
is one of them; bandwagoning is another. The latter may sometimes seem a
less demanding and a more rewarding strategy than balancing, requiring less
effort and extracting lower costs while promising concrete rewards. Amid the
uncertainties of international politics and the shifting pressures of domestic
politics, states have to make perilous choices. They may hope to avoid war by
appeasing adversaries, a weak form of bandwagoning, rather than by rearming
and realigning to thwart them. Moreover, many states have insuf�cient re-
sources for balancing and little room for maneuver. They have to jump on the
wagon only later to wish they could fall off.

Balancing theory does not predict uniformity of behavior but rather the
strong tendency of major states in the system, or in regional subsystems, to
resort to balancing when they have to. That states try different strategies of
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survival is hardly surprising. The recurrent emergence of balancing behavior,
and the appearance of the patterns the behavior produces, should all the more
be seen as impressive evidence supporting the theory.

Conclusion

Every time peace breaks out, people pop up to proclaim that realism is dead.
That is another way of saying that international politics has been transformed.
The world, however, has not been transformed; the structure of international
politics has simply been remade by the disappearance of the Soviet Union, and
for a time we will live with unipolarity. Moreover, international politics was
not remade by the forces and factors that some believe are creating a new
world order. Those who set the Soviet Union on the path of reform were old
Soviet apparatchiks trying to right the Soviet economy in order to preserve its
position in the world. The revolution in Soviet affairs and the end of the Cold
War were not brought by democracy, interdependence, or international insti-
tutions. Instead the Cold War ended exactly as structural realism led one to
expect. As I wrote some years ago, the Cold War “is �rmly rooted in the
structure of postwar international politics and will last as long as that structure
endures.”89 So it did, and the Cold War ended only when the bipolar structure
of the world disappeared.

Structural change affects the behavior of states and the outcomes their
interactions produce. It does not break the essential continuity of international
politics. The transformation of international politics alone could do that. Trans-
formation, however, awaits the day when the international system is no longer
populated by states that have to help themselves. If the day were here, one
would be able to say who could be relied on to help the disadvantaged or
endangered. Instead, the ominous shadow of the future continues to cast its
pall over interacting states. States’ perennial uncertainty about their fates
presses governments to prefer relative over absolute gains. Without the
shadow, the leaders of states would no longer have to ask themselves how
they will get along tomorrow as well as today. States could combine their
efforts cheerfully and work to maximize collective gain without worrying
about how each might fare in comparison to others.

Occasionally, one �nds the statement that governments in their natural,
anarchic condition act myopically—that is, on calculations of immediate inter-

89. Kenneth N. Waltz, “The Origins of War in Neorealist Theory,” Journal of Interdisciplinary History,
Vol. 18, No. 4 (Spring 1988), p. 628.

Structural Realism after the Cold War 39

VOL I - 158



est—while hoping that the future will take care of itself. Realists are said
to suffer from this optical defect.90 Political leaders may be astigmatic, but
responsible ones who behave realistically do not suffer from myopia. Robert
Axelrod and Robert Keohane believe that World War I might have been
averted if certain states had been able to see how long the future’s shadow
was.91 Yet, as their own discussion shows, the future was what the major
states were obsessively worried about. The war was prompted less by consid-
erations of present security and more by worries about how the balance
might change later. The problems of governments do not arise from their
short time horizons. They see the long shadow of the future, but they
have trouble reading its contours, perhaps because they try to look too far
ahead and see imaginary dangers. In 1914, Germany feared Russia’s rapid
industrial and population growth. France and Britain suffered from the same
fear about Germany, and in addition Britain worried about the rapid growth
of Germany’s navy. In an important sense, World War I was a preventive war
all around. Future fears dominated hopes for short-term gains. States do not
live in the happiest of conditions that Horace in one of his odes imagined for
man:

Happy the man, and happy he alone, who can say,
Tomorrow do thy worst, for I have lived today.92

Robert Axelrod has shown that the ”tit-for-tat“ tactic, and no other, maxi-
mizes collective gain over time. The one condition for success is that the game
be played under the shadow of the future.93 Because states coexist in a self-help
system, they may, however, have to concern themselves not with maximizing
collective gain but with lessening, preserving, or widening the gap in welfare
and strength between themselves and others. The contours of the future’s
shadow look different in hierarchic and anarchic systems. The shadow may
facilitate cooperation in the former; it works against it in the latter. Worries

90. The point is made by Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World
Political Economy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1984), pp. 99, 103, 108.
91. Robert Axelrod and Robert O. Keohane, “Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy: Strategies
and Institutions,” in David Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debate
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1993). For German leaders, they say, “the shadow of the
future seemed so small” (p. 92). Robert Powell shows that “a longer shadow . . . leads to greater
military allocations.” See Powell, “Guns, Butter, and Anarchy,” American Political Science Review,
Vol. 87, No. 1 (March 1993), p. 116; see also p. 117 on the question of the compatibility of liberal
institutionalism and structural realism.
92. My revision.
93. Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984).
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about the future do not make cooperation and institution building among
nations impossible; they do strongly condition their operation and limit their
accomplishment. Liberal institutionalists were right to start their investigations
with structural realism. Until and unless a transformation occurs, it remains
the basic theory of international politics.
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 The False Promise of
 International

 Institutions

 John J. Mearsheimer

 Since the Cold War
 ended, Western policymakers have sought to create security arrangements in Europe,
 as well as in other regions of the globe, that are based on international institutions.

 In doing so, they explicitly reject balance-of-power politics as an organizing concept

 for the post-Cold War world. During the 1992 presidential campaign, for example,

 President Clinton declared that, "in a world where freedom, not tyranny, is on the

 march, the cynical calculus of pure power politics simply does not compute. It is

 ill-suited to a new era." Before taking office, Anthony Lake, the president's national

 security adviser, criticized the Bush administration for viewing the world through a

 "classic balance of power prism," whereas he and Mr. Clinton took a "more 'neo-

 Wilsonian' view."'
 This approach to international politics rests on the belief that institutions are a key

 means of promoting world peace.2 In particular, Western policymakers claim that the
 institutions that "served the West well" before the Soviet Union collapsed must be

 reshaped to encompass Eastern Europe as well.3 "There is no reason," according to
 Secretary of State Warren Christopher, "why our institutions or our aspirations should

 John J. Mearsheimer is a professor in the Political Science Department at the University of Chicago.

 This article emerged from a working paper written for "The Changing Security Environment and
 American National Interests," a project of the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at
 Harvard University. I am grateful to Robert Art, Benjamin Frankel, Markus Fischer, Charles Glaser,
 Hein Goemans, Joseph Grieco, Robert Jervis, Christopher Layne, Eric Lopez, Robert Pape, Ashley
 Tellis, Bradley Thayer, Ivan Toft, Stephen Van Evera, Stephen Walt, and especially Michael Desch
 for their most helpful comments.

 1. Bill Clinton, "American Foreign Policy and the Democratic Ideal," Campaign speech, Pabst
 Theater, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, October 1, 1992; Steven A. Holmes, "Choice for National Security
 Adviser Has a Long-Awaited Chance to Lead," New York Times, January 3, 1993.
 2. The other prominent theme in Western policymaking circles is the importance of spreading
 democracy and capitalism across the globe. Prosperous democracies, so the argument goes, do not
 fight each other. Thus, the aim is to increase the number of stable democracies in the international
 system. This line of argument is not examined here. For conciseness, international institutions are
 henceforth referred to simply as institutions.
 3. Douglas Hurd, "A New System of Security in Europe," Speech to the Diplomatic and Common-

 wealth Writers' Association, London, June 2, 1992. Hurd, the British Foreign Secretary, said in this
 speech: "We have in Western Europe, in the West as a whole, a set of international institutions
 which have proved their worth for one set of problems-the problems for which they were set up,
 and now have to be adapted for another. That is the key, the necessary changes in all these
 institutions are the key to getting the right help, the right reassurance to the countries of central
 and Eastern Europe." Even Margaret Thatcher, with all her reservations about European institu-
 tions, has adopted this theme. She argued days after Iraq invaded Kuwait that, "We must bring
 the new democracies of Eastern Europe into closer association with the institutions of Western
 Europe. . . . The European Community has reconciled antagonisms within Western Europe; it

 Interniationial Secureity, Winter 1994/95 (Vol. 19, No. 3), pp. 5-49
 ? 1995 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
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 stop at [the] old frontiers of the Cold War."4 The institutions he has in mind include
 the European Community (EC), the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the

 Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), and the Western European

 Union (WEU). No single institution is expected to play a dominating role in Europe,
 however; instead, the aim is to create "a framework of complementary, mutually

 reinforcing" institutions.5 "We can promote more durable European security," Christo-

 pher claims, "through interlocking structures, each with complementary roles and

 strengths."6
 No other region of the world has institutions as extensive and as well-developed as

 those in Europe. Consequently, Western policymakers trumpet the importance of creat-

 ing webs of overlapping institutions outside of Europe. Special emphasis is placed on

 Asia, where there are only a few weak institutions, and where fear of Japan, coupled

 with the rise of China and the prospect of a further reduction in the American presence,
 has observers worried about future stability in the region.7

 There has also been a recent wave of academic interest in institutions. Academic

 institutionalists, not surprisingly, consider institutions to be a powerful force for stabil-

 ity.8 Robert Keohane, for example, declares that, "avoiding military conflict in Europe
 after the Cold War depends greatly on whether the next decade is characterized by a

 continuous pattern of institutionalized cooperation."9 Commenting on the aftermath of
 the Soviet collapse and the end of the Cold War, John Ruggie maintains that "there

 seems little doubt that multilateral norms and institutions have helped stabilize their

 international consequences. Indeed, such norms and institutions appear to be playing

 should now help to overcome divisions between East and West in Europe." Margaret Thatcher,
 "Shaping A New Global Community," Speech to the Aspen Institute, Aspen, Colorado, August 5,
 1990.

 4. Warren Christopher, "Toward a More Integrated World," Statement at the Organization for
 Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Ministerial Meeting, Paris, June 8, 1994. Presi-
 dent Clinton and German Chancellor Helmut Kohl share the same view, as Clinton made clear
 when describing his private talks with Kohl in July 1994: "We know from our experience how half

 of Europe was integrated through NATO and other institutions that built stability after World War
 II. At the heart of our discussion today was what we have to do to integrate Europe's other half,
 the new independent nations." Thomas L. Friedman, "Clinton Sees Germany as Main Partner of
 the U.S. in Europe," New York Times, July 12, 1994.
 5. "Interlocking Institutions: The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE),"
 NATO Basic Fact Sheet No. 6 (Brussels, June 1994). Also see Jacques Delors, "European Unification
 and European Security," in European Security after the Cold War, Part 1, Adelphi Paper No. 284
 (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies [IISS], January 1994), pp. 3-14.
 6. Warren Christopher, "The CSCE Vision: European Security Rooted in Shared Values," Statement
 to the Plenary Session of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, Rome, November
 30, 1993.
 7. See Stephen J. Blank, Helsinki in Asia? (Carlisle Barracks, Pa.: Strategic Studies Institute, U.S.
 Army War College, 1993).

 8. Stability is simply the absence of wars and major crises.
 9. Robert 0. Keohane, "The Diplomacy of Structural Change: Multilateral Institutions and State
 Strategies," in Helga Haftendorn and Christian Tuschhoff, eds., America and Europe in an Era of
 Change (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1993), p. 53.
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 a significant role in the management of a broad array of regional and global changes
 in the world system today.'"'I

 This article examines the claim that institutions push states away from war and

 promote peace. I concentrate on assessing the major international relations theories that

 employ institutions as a core concept: liberal institutionalism, collective security, and

 critical theory.11 I begin, however, with a brief review of realism, because of the "insti-
 tutionalist" theories is largely a response to realism, and each directly challenges

 realism's underlying logic.12 Realists and institutionalists particularly disagree about
 whether institutions markedly affect the prospects for international stability. Realists

 say no; institutionalists say yes. Realists maintain that institutions are basically a

 reflection of the distribution of power in the world. They are based on the self-interested

 calculations of the great powers, and they have no independent effect on state behavior.

 Realists therefore believe that institutions are not an important cause of peace. They

 matter only on the margins. Institutionalists directly challenge this view of institutions,

 arguing instead that institutions can alter state preferences and therefore change state
 behavior. Institutions can discourage states from calculating self-interest on the basis of

 how every move affects their relative power positions. Institutions are independent

 variables, and they have the capability to move states away from war.

 Although institutionalists are united in their opposition to realist claims about insti-

 tutions, each institutionalist theory makes a different argument about how institutions

 work to alter state behavior. My goal is to evaluate these three theories to determine

 whether the claim that institutions cause peace is persuasive. That task involves an-
 swering four questions: 1) What are institutions? 2) How do they work to cause peace?

 Specifically, what is the causal logic that underpins each theory? 3) Are these different
 logics that explain how institutions work compelling? 4) Does the evidence support

 these theories?

 My central conclusion is that institutions have minimal influence on state behavior,
 and thus hold little promise for promoting stability in the post-Cold War world. The
 three theories on which the case for institutions is based are all flawed. Each has

 problems in its causal logic, and all three institutionalist theories find little support in

 the historical record.

 The remainder of this article is organized as follows. I begin with a brief definition

 of institutions and a discussion of realism, because each of the institutionalist theories

 takes its bearings from realism. In the main body of the article, I describe and evaluate

 10. John G. Ruggie, "Multilateralism: The Anatomy of an Institution," International Organization,
 Vol. 46, No. 3 (Summer 1992), p. 561.
 11. Prescriptions about how best to maintain peace should rest on general theories about the causes
 of war and peace. This point is true for both academics and policymakers. Although policymakers
 are seldom self-conscious in their use of theory, their views about institutions are nevertheless
 shaped by their implicit preferences for one theory of international relations over another.
 12. Keohane, for example, writes, "Institutionalist thinking has focused its critical fire on realism."
 Robert 0. Keohane, "Institutional Theory and the Realist Challenge After the Cold War," in David
 A. Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debate (New York: Columbia
 University Press, 1993), p. 271.
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 liberal institutionalism, collective security, and critical theory. The concluding section

 considers why institutions are so highly regarded by policymakers and academics,
 when there is so little evidence that they are an important cause of peace.

 What Are Institutions?

 There is no widely-agreed upon definition of institutions in the international relations

 literature.13 The concept is sometimes defined so broadly as to encompass all of inter-
 national relations, which gives it little analytical bite.14 For example, defining institu-
 tions as "recognized patterns of behavior or practice around which expectations

 converge" allows the concept to cover almost every regularized pattern of activity

 between states, from war to tariff bindings negotiated under the General Agreement on
 Tariffs and Trade (GATT), thus rendering it largely meaningless.15 Still, it is possible to
 devise a useful definition that is consistent with how most institutionalist scholars

 employ the concept.
 I define institutions as a set of rules that stipulate the ways in which states should

 cooperate and compete with each other.16 They prescribe acceptable forms of state
 behavior, and proscribe unacceptable kinds of behavior. These rules are negotiated by

 states, and according to many prominent theorists, they entail the mutual acceptance

 of higher norms, which are "standards of behavior defined in terms of rights and
 obligations."17 These rules are typically formalized in international agreements, and are

 13. Regimes and institutions are treated as synonymous concepts in this article. They are also used
 interchangeably in the institutionalist literature. See Robert 0. Keohane, "International Institutions:
 Two Approaches," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 32, No. 4 (December 1988), p. 384; Robert 0.
 Keohane, International Institutions and State Power: Essays in International Relations Theory (Boulder,
 Colo.: Westview Press, 1989), pp. 3-4; and Oran R. Young, International Cooperation: Building Regimes
 for Natiral Resources and the Environment (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1989), chaps. 1 and
 8. The term "multilateralism" is also virtually synonymous with institutions. To quote John Ruggie,
 "the term 'multilateral' is an adjective that modifies the noun 'institution.' Thus, multilateralism
 depicts a generic institutional form in international relations.... [Specifically,] multilateralism is an
 institutional form which coordinates relations among three or more states on the basis of 'gener-
 alized' principles of conduct." Ruggie, "Multilateralism," pp. 570-571.
 14. For discussion of this point, see Arthur A. Stein, Why Nations Cooperate: Circumstance and Choice
 in International Relations (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1990), pp. 25-27. Also see Susan
 Strange, "Cave! Hic Dragones: A Critique of Regime Analysis," in Stephen D. Krasner, ed., Interna-
 tional Regimes, special issue of International Organization, Vol. 36, No. 2 (Spring 1982), pp. 479-496.
 15. Oran R. Young, "Regime Dynamics: The Rise and Fall of International Regimes," in Krasner,
 International Regimes, p. 277.
 16. See Douglass C. North and Robert P. Thomas, "An Economic Theory of the Growth of the
 Western World," The Economic History Review, 2nd series, Vol. 23, No. 1 (April 1970), p. 5.
 17. Krasner, International Regimes, p. 186. Non-realist institutions are often based on higher norms,
 while few, if any, realist institutions are based on norms.The dividing line between norms and rules
 is not sharply defined in the institutionalist literature. See Robert 0. Keohane, After Hegemony:
 Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
 1984), pp. 57-58. For example, one might argue that rules, not just norms, are concerned with rights
 and obligations. The key point, however, is that for many institutionalists, norms, which are core
 beliefs about standards of appropriate state behavior, are the foundation on which more specific
 rules are constructed. This distinction between norms and rules applies in a rather straightforward
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 usually embodied in organizations with their own personnel and budgets.18 Although
 rules are usually incorporated into a formal international organization, it is not the

 organization per se that compels states to obey the rules. Institutions are not a form of

 world government. States themselves must choose to obey the rules they created.
 Institutions, in short, call for the "decentralized cooperation of individual sovereign

 states, without any effective mechanism of command."19

 To answer the three remaining questions about how institutions do or do not work,

 we must examine the different institutionalist theories separately. However, a brief
 discussion of realism is in order first.

 Realism

 Realism paints a rather grim picture of world politics.20 The international system is
 portrayed as a brutal arena where states look for opportunities to take advantage of

 each other, and therefore have little reason to trust each other.21 Daily life is essentially
 a struggle for power, where each state strives not only to be the most powerful actor
 in the system, but also to ensure that no other state achieves that lofty position.

 International relations is not a constant state of war, but it is a state of relentless

 security competition, with the possibility of war always in the background. The inten-

 sity of that competition varies from case to case. Although it might seem counterintui-
 tive, states do frequently cooperate in this competitive world. Nevertheless, cooperation
 among states has its limits, mainly because it is constrained by the dominating logic of

 security competition, which no amount of cooperation can eliminate. Genuine peace,
 or a world where states do not compete for power, is not likely, according to realism.

 way in the subsequent discussion. Both collective security and critical theory challenge the realist
 belief that states behave in a self-interested way, and argue instead for developing norms that
 require states to act more altruistically. Liberal institutionalism, on the other hand, accepts the
 realist view that states act on the basis of self-interest, and concentrates on devising rules that

 facilitate cooperation among states.
 18. International organizations are public agencies established through the cooperative efforts of
 two or more states. These administrative structures have their own budget, personnel, and build-
 ings. John Ruggie defines them as "palpable entities with headquarters and letterheads, voting
 procedures, and generous pension plans." Ruggie, "Multilateralism," p. 573. Once rules are incor-

 porated into an international organization, "they may seem almost coterminous," even though
 they are "distinguishable analytically." Keohane, International Institutions and State Power, p. 5.
 19. Charles Lipson, "Is the Future of Collective Security Like the Past?" in George W. Downs, ed.,
 Collective Security beyond the Cold War (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press), p. 114.
 20. Although realist scholars agree about many aspects of international politics, there are important
 intellectual disagreements among them. Consider Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth Waltz, probably
 the two most influential realists over the past fifty years. Morgenthau maintains that states have
 a will to power, while Waltz begins his theory with the assumption that states merely want to
 survive and are therefore driven to maximize security. See Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among
 Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 5th ed. (New York: Knopf, 1973); and Kenneth N. Waltz,
 Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979). The discussion in this section
 is based on my own thinking about realism, which is closer to Waltz than to Morgenthau.
 21. See Stephen Van Evera, "The Hard Realities of International Politics," Boston Review, Vol. 17,
 No. 6 (November/December 1992), p. 19.
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 This pessimistic view of how the world works can be derived from realism's five
 assumptions about the international system. The first is that the international system is
 anarchic. This does not mean that it is chaotic or riven by disorder.22 It is easy to draw
 that conclusion, since realism depicts a world characterized by security competition and
 war. However, "anarchy" as employed by realists has nothing to do with conflict; rather
 it is an ordering principle, which says that the system comprises independent political

 units (states) that have no central authority above them. Sovereignty, in other words,
 inheres in states, because there is no higher ruling body in the international system.
 There is no "government over governments."23

 The second assumption is that states inherently possess some offensive military
 capability, which gives them the wherewithal to hurt and possibly to destroy each other.
 States are potentially dangerous to each other. A state's military power is usually
 identified with the particular weaponry at its disposal, although even if there were no
 weapons, the individuals of a state could still use their feet and hands to attack the
 population of another state.

 The third assumption is that states can never be certain about the intentions of other
 states. Specifically, no state can be certain another state will not use its offensive military
 capability against the first. This is not to say that states necessarily have malign
 intentions. Another state may be reliably benign, but it is impossible to be certain of
 that judgment because intentions are impossible to divine with 100 percent certainty.
 There are many possible causes of aggression, and no state can be sure that another
 state is not motivated by one of them. Furthermore, intentions can change quickly, so
 a state's intentions can be benign one day and malign the next. Uncertainty is unavoid-
 able when assessing intentions, which simply means that states can never be sure
 that other states do not have offensive intentions to go with their offensive military
 capability.

 The fourth assumption is that the most basic motive driving states is survival. States
 want to maintain their sovereignty. The fifth assumption is that states think strategically
 about how to survive in the international system. States are instrumentally rational.
 Nevertheless, they may miscalculate from time to time because they operate in a world
 of imperfect information, where potential adversaries have incentives to misrepresent
 their own strength or weakness and to conceal their true aims.

 None of these assumptions alone mandates that states will behave competitively. In
 fact, the fundamental assumption dealing with motives says that states merely aim to
 survive, which is a defensive goal.24 When taken together, however, these five assump-

 22. See Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 88-93. Also see Robert J. Art and Robert Jervis,
 eds., International Politics: Anarchy, Force, Imperialism (Boston: Little, Brown, 1973), part 1; and Helen
 Milner, "International Theories of Cooperation among Nations: Strengths and Weaknesses," World
 Politics, Vol. 44, No. 3 (April 1992), p. 468.
 23. Inis L. Claude, Jr., Swords Into Plowshares: The Problems and Progress of International Organization,
 4th ed. (New York: Random House, 1971), p. 14.
 24. Morgenthau, as emphasized, maintains that states have an innate will to power, and are
 therefore inherently offensive in their outlook. The argument here is that states begin with a
 defensive motive, but are forced to think and sometimes act offensively because of the structure
 of the international system.
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 tions can create incentives for states to think and sometimes to behave aggressively.

 Specifically, three main patterns of behavior result.
 First, states in the international system fear each other. They regard each other with

 suspicion, and they worry that war might be in the offing. They anticipate danger. There
 is little room for trust among states. Although the level of fear varies across time and

 space, it can never be reduced to a trivial level.25 The basis of this fear is that in a world

 where states have the capability to offend against each other, and might have the motive

 to do so, any state bent on survival must be at least suspicious of other states and

 reluctant to trust them. Add to this the assumption that there is no central authority

 that a threatened state can turn to for help, and states have even greater incentive to

 fear each other. Moreover, there is no mechanism-other than the possible self-interest
 of third parties-for punishing an aggressor. Because it is often difficult to deter

 potential aggressors, states have ample reason to take steps to be prepared for war.

 The possible consequences of falling victim to aggression further illustrate why fear
 is a potent force in world politics. States do not compete with each other as if interna-

 tional politics were simply an economic marketplace. Political competition among states
 is a much more dangerous business than economic intercourse; it can lead to war, and

 war often means mass killing on the battlefield and even mass murder of civilians. In

 extreme cases, war can even lead to the total destruction of a state. The horrible
 consequences of war sometimes cause states to view each other not just as competitors,

 but as potentially deadly enemies.

 Second, each state in the international system aims to guarantee its own survival.
 Because other states are potential threats, and because there is no higher authority to

 rescue them when danger arises, states cannot depend on others for their security. Each
 state tends to see itself as vulnerable and alone, and therefore it aims to provide for its

 own survival. As Kenneth Waltz puts it, states operate in a "self-help" system. This

 emphasis on self-help does not preclude states from forming alliances.26 But alliances

 are only temporary marriages of convenience, where today's alliance partner might be
 tomorrow's enemy, and today's enemy might be tomorrow's alliance partner. States
 operating in a self-help world should always act according to their own self-interest,
 because it pays to be selfish in a self-help world. This is true in the short term as well

 as the long term, because if a state loses in the short run, it may not be around for the
 long haul.

 Third, states in the international system aim to maximize their relative power posi-

 tions over other states.27 The reason is simple: the greater the military advantage one

 25. This point is illustrated by the reaction of Britain and France to German reunification at the
 end of the Cold War. Despite the fact that these three states had been close allies for almost
 forty-five years, both Britain and France immediately began thinking about the dangers of a united
 Germany. See David Garnham, "European Defense Cooperation: The 1990s and Beyond," in Dale
 L. Smith and James Lee Ray, eds., The 1992 Project and the Future of Integration In Europe (Armonk,
 N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe, 1993), pp. 203-205; and Margaret Thatcher, The Downing Street Years (New York:
 HarperCollins, 1993), chaps. 25-26.
 26. See Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1987).
 27. There is disagreement among realists on this point. Some realists argue that states are princi-
 pally interested in maintaining the existing balance of power, not maximizing relative power. For
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 state has over other states, the more secure it is. Every state would like to be the most

 formidable military power in the system because this is the best way to guarantee
 survival in a world that can be very dangerous. This logic creates strong incentives for
 states to take advantage of one another, including going to war if the circumstances are
 right and victory seems likely. The aim is to acquire more military power at the expense

 of potential rivals. The ideal outcome would be to end up as the hegemon in the system.

 Survival would then be almost guaranteed.
 All states are influenced by this logic, which means not only that they look for

 opportunities to take advantage of one another, but also that they work to insure that
 other states do not take advantage of them.28 States are, in other words, both offen-
 sively-oriented and defensively-oriented. They think about conquest themselves, and
 they balance against aggressors; this inexorably leads to a world of constant security
 competition, with the possibility of war always in the background. Peace, if one defines
 that concept as a state of tranquility or mutual concord, is not likely to break out in

 this world.

 COOPERATION IN A REALIST WORLD

 Although realism envisions a world that is fundamentally competitive, cooperation

 between states does occur. It is sometimes difficult to achieve, however, and always
 difficult to sustain. Two factors inhibit cooperation: relative-gains considerations, and

 concern about cheating.29
 States contemplating cooperation must consider how the profits or gains will be

 distributed among them. They can think about the division in two different ways. They
 can think in terms of absolute gains, which means each side focuses on maximizing its

 own profit, and cares little about how much the other side gains or loses in the deal.
 Each side cares about the other only to the extent that the other side's behavior affects
 its own prospects for achieving maximum profits. Alternately, states can think in terms

 of relative gains, which means each side not only considers its individual gain, but also
 how well it does compared to the other side.

 Because states in a realist world are concerned about the balance of power, they must

 be motivated primarily by relative gains concerns when considering cooperation. While
 each state wants to maximize its absolute gains, it is more important to make sure that
 it does better, or at least no worse, than the other state in any agreement. However,

 cooperation is more difficult to achieve when states are attuned to relative-gains logic,
 rather than absolute-gains logic. This is because states concerned about absolute gains

 examples of this "defensive realism," which contrasts with my "offensive realism," see: Joseph M.
 Grieco, "Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal Institu-
 tionalism," International Organization, Vol. 42, No. 3 (Summer 1988), pp. 498-500; Jack L. Snyder,
 Myths of Emnpire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
 1991), pp. 10-13; and Waltz, Theony of International Politics, pp. 126-127. Also see Fareed Zakaria,
 "Realism and Domestic Politics: A Review Essay," International Security, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Summer
 1992), pp. 190-196. Morgenthau is also an offensive realist. This disagreement notwithstanding, all
 realists do believe that states care greatly about the relative balance of power.
 28. See Walt, Origins of Alliances.
 29. See Grieco, "Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation."
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 need only make sure that the pie is expanding and that they are getting at least some

 portion of the increase, while states that worry about relative gains must care also about
 how the pie is divided, which complicates cooperative efforts.

 Concerns about cheating also hinder cooperation. States are often reluctant to enter
 into cooperative agreements for fear that the other side will cheat on the agreement and

 gain a relative advantage. There is a "special peril of defection" in the military realm,
 because the nature of military weaponry allows for rapid shifts in the balance of power.

 Such a development could create a window of opportunity for the cheating state to
 inflict a decisive defeat on the victim state.30

 These barriers to cooperation notwithstanding, states do cooperate in a realist world.

 For example, balance-of-power logic often causes states to form alliances and cooperate

 against common enemies. States sometimes cooperate to gang up on a third state, as
 the Germans and the Soviets did against Poland in 1939.31 Rivals as well as allies
 cooperate. After all, deals can be struck that roughly reflect the distribution of power,

 and satisfy concerns about cheating. The various arms control agreements signed by
 the superpowers during the Cold War illustrate this point.

 The bottom line, however, is that cooperation takes place in a world that is competi-

 tive at its core-one where states have powerful incentives to take advantage of other

 states. This point is graphically highlighted by European politics in the forty years
 before World War I. There was much cooperation among the great powers during this
 period, but that did not stop them from going to war in 1914.32

 INSTITUTIONS IN A REALIST WORLD

 Realists also recognize that states sometimes operate through institutions. However,

 they believe that tho;e rules reflect state calculations of self-interest based primarily on

 the international distribution of power. The most powerful states in the system create

 and shape institutions so that they can maintain their share of world power, or even
 increase it. In this view, institutions are essentially "arenas for acting out power rela-

 tionships."33 For realists, the causes of war and peace are mainly a function of the
 balance of power, and institutions largely mirror the distribution of power in the system.
 In short, the balance of power is the independent variable that explains war; institutions

 are merely an intervening variable in the process.
 NATO provides a good example of realist thinking about institutions. NATO is an

 institution, and it certainly played a role in preventing World War III and helping the

 30. Lipson, "International Cooperation," p. 14.
 31. Randall L. Schweller, "Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In,"
 International Security, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Summer 1994), pp. 72-107.
 32. See John Maynard Keynes, The Economic Consequences of the Peace (New York: Penguin Books,
 1988), chap. 2; and J.M. Roberts, Europe, 1880-1945 (London: Longman, 1970), pp. 239-241. There
 was also significant cooperation between the United States and the Soviet Union during World
 War II, but that cooperation did not prevent the outbreak of the Cold War shortly after Germany
 and Japan were defeated.
 33. Tony Evans and Peter Wilson, "Regime Theory and the English School of International Rela-

 tions: A Comparison," Millenniitm: Joturnal of International Sttudies, Vol. 21, No. 3 (Winter 1992),
 p. 330.
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 West win the Cold War. Nevertheless, NATO was basically a manifestation of the bipolar
 distribution of power in Europe during the Cold War, and it was that balance of power,
 not NATO per se, that provided the key to maintaining stability on the continent. NATO
 was essentially an American tool for managing power in the face of the Soviet threat.
 Now, with the collapse of the Soviet Union, realists argue that NATO must either
 disappear or reconstitute itself on the basis of the new distribution of power in Europe.34
 NATO cannot remain as it was during the Cold War.

 Varieties of Institutionalist Theories

 There are three institutionalist theories, and each offers a different argument about how
 institutions push states away from war and help foster stability35 Liberal institutional-
 ism is the least ambitious of the three theories. It does not directly address the important
 question of how to prevent war, but focuses instead on explaining why economic and
 environmental cooperation among states is more likely than realists recognize. In-
 creased cooperation in those realms is presumed to reduce the likelihood of war,
 although liberal institutionalists do not explain how. The theory is predicated on the
 belief that cheating is the main inhibitor of international cooperation, and that institu-
 tions provide the key to overcoming that problem. The aim is to create rules that
 constrain states, but not to challenge the fundamental realist claim that states are
 self-interested actors.

 Collective security directly confronts the issue of how to prevent war. The theory
 starts with the assumption that force will continue to matter in world politics, and that
 states will have to guard against potential aggressors. However, the threat of war can
 be greatly reduced, according to the theory, by challenging realist thinking about state
 behavior, and substituting in its place three anti-realist norms. First, states should reject
 the idea of using force to change the status quo. Second, to deal with states that violate
 that norm and threaten (or start) a war, responsible states must not act on the basis of
 their own narrow self-interest. Rather, they must suppress the temptation to respond
 in whatever way would maximize their individual gains, and instead automatically join
 together to present the aggressor with the threat of overwhelming force. Third, states
 must trust each other to renounce aggression and to mean that renunciation. They must
 also be confident that other states will come to their rescue, should they become the
 target of aggression.

 Critical theory is the most ambitious of the theories, as its ultimate aim is to transform
 the fundamental nature of international politics and to create a world where there is
 not just increased cooperation among states, but the possibility of genuine peace. Like
 collective security, but unlike liberal institutionalism, critical theory directly challenges

 34. See Gunther Hellmann and Reinhard Wolf, "Neorealism, Neoliberal Institutionalism, and the
 Future of NATO," Security Studies, Vol. 3, No. 1 (Autumn 1993), pp. 3-43.
 35. Despite these differences among institutionalist theories, proponents of each theory occasion-
 ally make favorable reference to the other theories, and thus seem to recognize that all three
 theories are part of an institutionalist body of literature that takes anti-realism as its main point of
 reference. See, for example: Charles A. Kupchan and Clifford A. Kupchan, "Concerts, Collective
 Security, and the Future of Europe," International Security, Vol. 16, No. 1 (Summer 1991), pp. 114-
 161; and Ruggie, "Multilateralism," pp. 561-598.
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 realist thinking about the self-interested behavior of states. The theory is predicated on

 the assumption that ideas and discourse-how we think and talk about international

 politics-are the driving forces behind state behavior. It utterly rejects realism's claim

 that state behavior is largely a function of the given structure of the external world. For

 critical theorists, ideas shape the material world in important ways, and thus the way

 to revolutionize international politics is to change drastically the way individuals think

 and talk about world politics. Intellectuals, especially the critical theorists themselves,

 are believed to play a key role in that process.

 LIBERAL INSTITUTIONALISM

 Liberal institutionalism does not directly address the question of whether institutions

 cause peace, but instead focuses on the less ambitious goal of explaining cooperation

 in cases where state interests are not fundamentally opposed.36 Specifically, the theory

 looks at cases where states are having difficulty cooperating because they have "mixed"

 interests; in other words, each side has incentives both to cooperate and not to cooper-

 ate.37 Each side can benefit from cooperation, however, which liberal institutionalists
 define as "goal-directed behavior that entails mutual policy adjustments so that all sides

 end up better off than they would otherwise be."38 The theory is of little relevance in
 situations where states' interests are fundamentally conflictual and neither side thinks
 it has much to gain from cooperation. In these circumstances, states aim to gain

 advantage over each other. They think in terms of winning and losing, and this
 invariably leads to intense security competition, and sometimes war. But liberal insti-

 tutionalism does not deal directly with these situations, and thus says little about how
 to resolve or even ameliorate them.

 Therefore, the theory largely ignores security issues and concentrates instead on

 economic and, to a lesser extent, environmental issues.39 In fact, the theory is built on
 the assumption that international politics can be divided into two realms-security and

 36. Among the key liberal institutionalist works are: Robert Axelrod and Robert 0. Keohane,
 "Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy: Strategies and Institutions," World Politics, Vol. 38, No. 1
 (October 1985), pp. 226-254; Keohane, After Hegemony; Keohane, "International Institutions: Two
 Approaches," pp. 379-396; Keohane, International Institutions and State Power, chap. 1; Charles
 Lipson, "International Cooperation in Economic and Security Affairs," World Politics, Vol. 37, No.
 1 (October 1984), pp. 1-23; Lisa L. Martin, "Institutions and Cooperation: Sanctions During the
 Falkland Islands Conflict," International Security, Vol. 16, No. 4 (Spring 1992), pp. 143-178; Lisa L.
 Martin, Coercive Cooperation: Explaining Multilateral Economic Sanctions (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
 University Press, 1992); Kenneth A. Oye, "Explaining Cooperation Under Anarchy: Hypotheses
 and Strategies," World Politics, Vol. 38, No. 1 (October 1985), pp. 1-24; and Stein, Why Nations
 Cooperate.
 37. Stein, Why Nations Cooperate, chap. 2. Also see Keohane, After Hegemony, pp. 6-7, 12-13, 67-69.
 38. Milner, "International Theories of Cooperation," p. 468.

 39. For examples of the theory at work in the environmental realm, see Peter M. Haas, Robert 0.
 Keohane, and Marc A. Levy, eds., Institutions for the Earth: Sources of Effective International Environ-
 mental Protection (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1993), especially chaps. 1 and 9. Some of the most
 important work on institutions and the environment has been done by Oran Young. See, for
 example, Young, International Cooperation. The rest of my discussion concentrates on economic, not
 environmental issues, for conciseness, and also because the key theoretical works in the liberal
 institutionalist literature focus 6n economic rather than environmental matters.
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 political economy-and that liberal institutionalism mainly applies to the latter, but not

 the former. This theme is clearly articulated by Charles Lipson, who writes that "sig-

 nificantly different institutional arrangements are associated with international eco-

 nomic and security issues."40 Moreover, the likelihood of cooperation is markedly
 different within these two realms: when economic relations are at stake, "cooperation

 can be sustained among several self-interested states," whereas the prospects for coop-

 eration are "more impoverished . .. in security affairs."41 Thus, the theory's proponents
 pay little attention to the security realm, where questions about war and peace are of
 central importance.

 Nevertheless, there are good reasons to examine liberal institutionalism closely

 Liberal institutionalists sometimes assert that institutions are an important cause of
 international stability. Moreover, one might argue that if the theory shows a strong

 causal connection between institutions and economic cooperation, it would be relatively

 easy to take the next step and link cooperation with peace.42 Some proponents of the
 theory maintain that institutions contribute to international stability; this suggests that

 they believe it is easy to connect cooperation and stability.43 I doubt this claim, mainly
 because proponents of the theory define cooperation so narrowly as to avoid military

 issues. Let us assume, however, that liberal institutionalists are attempting to take a

 giant step toward developing a theory that explains how institutions push states away

 from war.

 CAUSAL LOGIC. Liberal institutionalists claim to accept realism's root assumptions

 while arguing that cooperation is nevertheless easier to achieve than realists recognize.
 Robert Keohane, for example, writes in After Hegemony that he is "adopting the realist

 model of rational egoism." He continues: "I propose to show, on the basis of their own

 assumptions, that the characteristic pessimism of realism does not necessarily follow. I
 seek to demonstrate that realist assumptions about world politics are consistent with

 the formation of institutionalized arrangements . . . which promote cooperation."44 In
 particular, liberal institutionalists emphasize that states "dwell in perpetual anarchy,"
 and must therefore act as rational egoists in what is a self-help world.45

 40. Lipson, "International Cooperation," pp. 2, 12. Also see Axelrod and Keohane, "Achieving
 Cooperation Under Anarchy," pp. 232-233; and Keohane, After Hegemony, pp. 39-41.
 41. Lipson, "International Cooperation," p. 18.

 42. I have suggested a possible line of argument in John J. Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future:
 Instability in Europe After the Cold War," International Security, Vol. 15, No. 1 (Summer 1990),
 pp. 42-44. Also, Charles Glaser makes the connection between cooperation and peace in "Realists
 as Optimists: Cooperation as Self-Help," International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95), pp.
 50-90.
 43. Liberal institutionalists assume that cooperation is a positive goal, although they recognize it
 has a downside as well. See Keohane, After Hegemony, pp. 10-11, 247-257; and Keohane, "Interna-
 tional Institutions: Two Approaches," p. 393. The virtues and vices of cooperation are not explored
 in any detail in the liberal institutionalist literature.

 44. Keohane, After Hegemony, p. 67; also see p. 29. Similarly, Arthur Stein claims that, "Despite the
 different conclusions that they draw about the cooperative or conflictual nature of international
 politics, realism and liberalism share core assumptions." Stein, Why Nations Cooperate, p. 8.
 45. Oye, "Explaining Cooperation Under Anarchy," p. 1.
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 According to liberal institutionalists, the principal obstacle to cooperation among

 states with mutual interests is the threat of cheating.46 The famous "prisoners' di-
 lemma," which is the analytical centerpiece of most of the liberal institutionalist litera-

 ture, captures the essence of the problem that states must solve to achieve cooperation.47
 Each of two states can either cheat or cooperate with the other. Each side wants to

 maximize its own gain, but does not care about the size of the other side's gain; each

 side cares about the other side only so far as the other side's chosen strategy affects its

 own prospects for maximizing gain. The most attractive strategy for each state is to

 cheat and hope the other state pursues a cooperative strategy. In other words, a state's
 ideal outcome is to "sucker" the other side into thinking it is going to cooperate, and

 then cheat. But both sides understand this logic, and therefore both sides will try to

 cheat the other. Consequently, both sides will end up worse off than if they had
 cooperated, since mutual cheating leads to the worst possible outcome. Even though

 mutual cooperation is not as attractive as suckering the other side, it is certainly better

 than the outcome when both sides cheat.

 The key to solving this dilemma is for each side to convince the other that they have

 a collective interest in making what appear to be short-term sacrifices (the gain that
 might result from successful cheating) for the sake of long-term benefits (the substantial

 payoff from mutual long-term cooperation). This means convincing states to accept the
 second-best outcome, which is mutual collaboration. The principal obstacle to reaching
 this cooperative outcome will be fear of getting suckered, should the other side cheat.

 This, in a nutshell, is the problem that institutions must solve.

 To deal with this problem of "political market failure," institutions must deter

 cheaters and protect victims.48 Three messages must be sent to potential cheaters: you
 will be caught, you will be punished immediately, and you will jeopardize future

 cooperative efforts. Potential victims, on the other hand, need early warning of cheating

 to avoid serious injury, and need the means to punish cheaters.

 Liberal institutionalists do not aim to deal with cheaters and victims by changing

 fundamental norms of state behavior. Nor do they suggest transforming the anarchical
 nature of the inter'national system. They accept the assumption that states operate in
 an anarchic environment and behave in a self-interested manner.49 In this regard, their
 approach is less ambitious than collective security and critical theory, which aim to alter

 46. Cheating is basically a "breach of promise." Oye, "Explaining Cooperation Under Anarchy,"
 p. 1. It usually implies unobserved non-compliance, although there can be observed cheating as
 well. Defection is a synonym for cheating in the institutionalist literature.
 47. The centrality of the prisoners' dilemma and cheating to the liberal institutionalist literature is

 clearly reflected in virtually all the works cited in footnote 36. As Helen Milner notes in her review
 essay on this literature: "The focus is primarily on the role of regimes [institutions] in solving the
 defection [cheating] problem." Milner, "International Theories of Cooperation," p. 475.
 48. The phrase is from Keohane, After Hegemony, p. 85.
 49. Kenneth Oye, for example, writes in the introduction to an issue of World Politics containing
 a number of liberal institutionalist essays: "Our focus is on non-altruistic cooperation among states
 dwelling in international anarchy." Oye, "Explaining Cooperation Under Anarchy," p. 2. Also see
 Keohane, "International Institutions: Two. Approaches," pp. 380-381; and Keohane, International
 Institutions and State Power, p. 3.
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 important international norms. Liberal institutionalists instead concentrate on showing

 how rules can work to counter the cheating problem, even while states seek to maximize

 their own welfare. They argue that institutions can change a state's calculations about

 how to maximize gains. Specifically, rules can get states to make the short-term sacrifices

 needed to resolve the prisoners' dilemma and thus to realize long-term gains. Institu-

 tions, in short, can produce cooperation.

 Rules can ideally be employed to make four major changes in "the contractual

 environment."50 First, rules can increase the number of transactions between particular
 states over time.51 This institutionalized iteration discourages cheating in three ways. It
 raises the costs of cheating by creating the prospect of future gains through cooperation,

 thereby invoking "the shadow of the future" to deter cheating today. A state caught
 cheating would jeopardize its prospects of benefiting from future cooperation, since the
 victim would probably retaliate. In addition, iteration gives the victim the opportunity

 to pay back the cheater: it allows for reciprocation, the tit-for-tat strategy, which works

 to punish cheaters and not allow them to get away with their transgression. Finally, it

 rewards states that develop a reputation for faithful adherence to agreements, and

 punishes states that acquire a reputation for cheating.52
 Second, rules can tie together interactions between states in different issue areas.

 Issue-linkage aims to create greater interdependence between states, who will then be
 reluctant to cheat in one issue area for fear that the victim-and perhaps other states

 as well-will retaliate in another issue area. It discourages cheating in much the same
 way as iteration: it raises the costs of cheating and provides a way for the victim to

 retaliate against the cheater.

 Third, a structure of rules can increase the amount of information available to partici-

 pants in cooperative agreements so that close monitoring is possible. Raising the level

 of information discourages cheating in two ways: it increases the likelihood that cheat-

 ers will be caught, and more importantly, it provides victims with early warning of
 cheatCing, thereby enabling them to take protective measures before they are badly hurt.

 Fourth, rules can reduce the transaction costs of individual agreements.53 When insti-
 tutions perform the tasks described above, states can devote less effort to negotiating

 and monitoring cooperative agreements, and to hedging against possible defections. By
 increasing the efficiency of international cooperation, institutions make it more
 profitable and thus more attractive for self-interested states.

 Liberal institutionalism is generally thought to be of limited utility in the security

 realm, because fear of cheating is considered a much greater obstacle to cooperation

 50. Haas, Keohane, and Levy, Institutions for the Earth, p. 11. For general discussions of how rules
 work, which inform my subsequent discussion of the matter, see Keohane, After Hegemony, chaps.
 5-6; Martin, "Institutions and Cooperation," pp. 143-178; and Milner, "International Theories of
 Cooperation," pp. 474-478.
 51. See Axelrod and Keohane, "Achieving Cooperation Under Anarchy," pp. 248-250; Lipson,
 "International Cooperation," pp. 4-18.
 52. Lipson, "International Cooperation," p. 5.

 53. See Keohane, After Hegemony, pp. 89-92.
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 when military issues are at stake.54 There is the constant threat that betrayal will result

 in a devastating military defeat. This threat of "swift, decisive defection" is simply not

 present when dealing with international economics. Given that "the costs of betrayal"

 are potentially much graver in the military than the economic sphere, states will be

 very reluctant to accept the "one step backward, two steps forward" logic which

 underpins the tit-for-tat strategy of conditional cooperation. One step backward in the

 security realm might mean destruction, in which case there will be no next step-back-

 ward or forward.55

 FLAWS IN THE CAUSAL LOGIC. There is an important theoretical failing in the liberal

 institutionalist logic, even as it applies to economic issues. The theory is correct as far

 as it goes: cheating can be a serious barrier to cooperation. It ignores, however, the other
 major obstacle to cooperation: relative-gains concerns. As Joseph Grieco has shown,

 liberal institutionalists assume that states are not concerned about relative gains, but

 focus exclusively on absolute gains.56 Keohane acknowledged this problem in 1993:
 "Grieco has made a significant contribution by focusing attention on the issue of relative

 gains, a subject that has been underemphasized, especially by liberal or neoliberal

 commentators on the world economy."57
 This oversight is revealed by the assumed order of preference in the prisoners'

 dilemma game: each state cares about how its opponent's strategy will affect its own

 (absolute) gains, but not about how much one side gains relative to the other. In other
 words, each side simply wants to get the best deal for itself, and does not pay attention

 to how well the other side fares in the process.58 Nevertheless, liberal institutionalists

 54. This point is clearly articulated in Lipson, "International Cooperation," especially pp. 12-18.
 The subsequent quotations in this paragraph are from ibid. Also see Axelrod and Keohane,
 "Achieving Cooperation Under Anarchy," pp. 232-233.

 55. See Roger B. Parks, "What if 'Fools Die'? A Comment on Axelrod," Letter to American Political
 Science Review, Vol. 79, No. 4 (December 1985), pp. 1173-1174.
 56. See Grieco, "Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation." Other works by Grieco bearing on the
 subject include: Joseph M. Grieco, "Realist Theory and the Problem of International Cooperation:
 Analysis with an Amended Prisoner's Dilemma Model," The Journal of Politics, Vol. 50, No. 3
 (August 1988), pp. 600-624; Grieco, Cooperation among Nations: Europe, America, and Non-Tariff
 Barriers to Trade (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1990); and Grieco, "Understanding the
 Problem of International Cooperation: The Limits of Neoliberal Institutionalism and the Future of
 Realist Theory," in Baldwin, Neorealism and Neoliberalism, pp. 301-338. The telling effect of Grieco's
 criticism is reflected in ibid., which is essentially organized around the relative gains vs. absolute
 gains debate, an issue given little attention before Grieco raised it in his widely cited 1988 article.
 The matter was briefly discussed by two other scholars before Grieco. See Joanne Gowa, "Anarchy,
 Egoism, and Third Images: The Evolution of Cooperation and International Relations," International
 Organization, Vol. 40, No. 1 (Winter 1986), pp. 172-179; and Oran R. Young, "International Regimes:
 Toward a New Theory of Institutions," World Politics, Vol. 39, No. 1 (October 1986), pp. 118-119.
 57. Robert 0. Keohane, "Institutional Theory and the Realist Challenge," in Baldwin, Neorealisin
 and Neoliberalism, p. 283. When liberal institutionalists developed their theory in the mid-1980s,
 they did not explicitly assume that states pursue absolute gains. There is actually little evidence
 that they thought much about the distinction between relative gains and absolute gains. However,
 the assumption that states pursue absolute but not relative gains is implicit in their writings.
 58. Lipson writes: "The Prisoner's Dilemma, in its simplest form, involves two players. Each is
 assumed to be a self-interested, self-reliant maximizer of his own utility, an assumption that clearly
 parallels the Realist conception of sovereign states in international politics." Lipson, "International
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 cannot ignore relative-gains considerations, because they assume that states are self-in-
 terested actors in an anarchic system, and they recognize that military power matters
 to states. A theory that explicitly accepts realism's core assumptions-and liberal insti-
 tutionalism does that-must confront the issue of relative gains if it hopes to develop

 a sound explanation for why states cooperate.

 One might expect liberal institutionalists to offer the counterargument that relative-

 gains logic applies only to the security realm, while absolute-gains logic applies to the
 economic realm. Given that they are mainly concerned with explaining economic and
 environmental cooperation, leaving relative-gains concerns out of the theory does not

 matter.

 There are two problems with this argument. First, if cheating were the only significant

 obstacle to cooperation, liberal institutionalists could argue that their theory applies to
 the economic, but not the military realm. In fact, they do make that argument. However,

 once relative-gains considerations are factored into the equation, it becomes impossible
 to maintain the neat dividing line between economic and military issues, mainly

 because military might is significantly dependent on economic might. The relative size

 of a state's economy has profound consequences for its standing in the international

 balance of military power. Therefore, relative-gains concerns must be taken into account

 for security reasons when looking at the economic as well as military domain. The neat

 dividing line that liberal institutionalists employ to specify when their theory applies
 has little utility when one accepts that states worry about relative gains.59

 Second, there are non-realist (i.e., non-security) logics that might explain why states
 worry about relative gains. Strategic trade theory, for example, provides a straightfor-

 ward economic logic for why states should care about relative gains.60 It argues that
 states should help their own firms gain comparative advantage over the firms of rival
 states, because that is the best way to insure national economic prosperity. There is also

 a psychological logic, which portrays individuals as caring about how well they do (or
 their gtate does) in a cooperative agreement, not for material reasons, but because it is
 human nature to compare one's progress with that of others.61

 Another possible liberal institutionalist counterargument is that solving the cheating

 problem renders the relative-gains problem irrelevant. If states cannot cheat each other,

 they need not fear each other, and therefore, states would not have to worry about
 relative power. The problem with this argument, however, is that even if the cheating

 problem were solved, states would still have to worry about relative gains because gaps

 Cooperation," p. 2. Realists, however, do not accept this conception of international politics and,
 not surprisingly, have questioned the relevance of the prisoners' dilemma (at least in its common

 form) for explaining much of international relations. See Gowa, "Anarchy, Egoism, and Third
 Images"; Grieco, "Realist Theory and the Problem of International Cooperation"; and Stephen D.
 Krasner, "Global Communications and National Power: Life on the Pareto Frontier," World Politics,
 Vol. 43, No. 3 (April 1991), pp. 336-366.
 59. My thinking on this matter has been markedly influenced by Sean Lynn-Jones, in his June 19,
 1994, correspondence with me.

 60. For a short discussion of strategic trade theory, see Robert Gilpin, The Political Economy of
 International Relations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1987), pp. 215-221. The most
 commonly cited reference on the subject is Paul R. Krugman, ed., Strategic Trade Policy and the New
 International Economics (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1986).
 61. See Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984), pp. 110-113.
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 in gains can be translated into military advantage that can be used for coercion or

 aggression. And in the international system, states sometimes have conflicting interests

 that lead to aggression.

 There is also empirical evidence that relative-gains considerations mattered during

 the Cold War even in economic relations among the advanced industrialized democra-

 cies in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). One

 would not expect realist logic about relative gains to be influential in this case: the

 United States was a superpower with little to fear militarily from the other OECD states,

 and those states were unlikely to use a relative-gains advantage to threaten the United

 States.62 Furthermore, the OECD states were important American allies during the Cold
 War, and thus the United States benefited strategically when they gained substantially
 in size and strength.

 Nonetheless, relative gains appear to have mattered in economic relations among the

 advanced industrial states. Consider three prominent studies. Stephen Krasner consid-

 ered efforts at cooperation in different sectors of the international communications

 industry. He found that states were remarkably unconcerned about cheating but deeply

 worried about relative gains, which led him to conclude that liberal institutionalism "is

 not relevant for global communications." Grieco examined American and EC efforts to

 implement, under the auspices of GATT, a number of agreements relating to non-tariff

 barriers to trade. He found that the level of success was not a function of concerns

 about cheating but was influenced primarily by concern about the distribution of gains.

 Similarly, Michael Mastanduno found that concern about relative gains, not about
 cheating, was an important factor in shaping American policy towards Japan in three

 cases: the FSX fighter aircraft, satellites, and high-definition television.63
 I am not suggesting that relative-gains considerations make cooperation impossible;

 my point is simply that they can pose a serious impediment to cooperation and must

 therefore be taken into account when developing a theory of cooperation among states.

 This point is apparently now recognized by liberal institutionalists. Keohane, for exam-

 ple, acknowledges that he "did make a major mistake by underemphasizing distributive

 issues and the complexities they create for international cooperation."64
 CAN LIBERAL INSTITUTIONALISM BE REPAIRED? Liberal institutionalists must ad-

 dress two questions if they are to repair their theory First, can institutions facilitate

 62. Grieco maintains in Cooperation among Nations that realist logic should apply here. Robert
 Powell, however, points out that "in the context of negotiations between the European Community
 and the United States . . . it is difficult to attribute any concern for relative gains to the effects that
 a relative loss may have on the probability of survival." Robert Powell, "Absolute and Relative
 Gains in International Relations Theory," American Political Science Review, Vol. 85, No. 4 (December
 1991), p. 1319, footnote 26. I agree with Powell. It is clear from Grieco's response to Powell that
 Grieco includes non-military logics like strategic trade theory in the realist tent, whereas Powell
 and I do not. See Grieco's contribution to "The Relative-Gains Problem for International Relations,"
 American Political Science Review, Vol. 87, No. 3 (September 1993), pp. 733-735.
 63. Krasner, "Global Communications and National Power," pp. 336-366; Grieco, Cooperation
 among Nations; and Michael Mastanduno, "Do Relative Gains Matter? America's Response to

 Japanese Industrial Policy," International Security, Vol. 16, No. 1 (Summer 1991), pp. 73-113. Also
 see Jonathan B. Tucker, "Partners and Rivals: A Model of International Collaboration in Advanced
 Technology," International Organization, Vol. 45, No. 1 (Winter 1991), pp. 83-120.
 64. Keohane, "Institutional Theory and the Realist Challenge," p. 292.
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 cooperation when states seriously care about relative gains, or do institutions only
 matter when states can ignore relative-gains considerations and focus instead on abso-

 lute gains? I find no evidence that liberal institutionalists believe that institutions

 facilitate cooperation when states care deeply about relative gains. They apparently
 concede that their theory only applies when relative-gains considerations matter little

 or hardly at all.65 Thus the second question: when do states not worry about relative
 gains? The answer to this question would ultimately define the realm in which liberal
 institutionalism applies.

 Liberal institutionalists have not addressed this important question in a systematic

 fashion, so any assessment of their efforts to repair the theory must be preliminary.
 What exists are a lengthy response by Keohane to Grieco's original work on relative

 gains, and two studies responding to Grieco's writings by Robert Powell and Duncan

 Snidal, which Keohane and other liberal institutionalists point to as exemplars of how
 to think about the relative-gains problem.66

 Powell and Snidal offer different arguments about when relative-gains considerations
 are slight. Nevertheless, both are essentially realist arguments.67 Neither study discusses
 how institutions might facilitate cooperation, and both explanations are built around
 familiar realist concepts.

 At the root of Powell's argument is the well-known offense-defense balance made

 famous by Robert Jervis, George Quester, Jack Snyder, and Stephen Van Evera.68 Powell
 maintains that relative-gains considerations matter little, and that states act in accord-

 ance with liberal institutionalism when the threat of aggressive war is low and "the use
 of force is no longer at issue."69 That situation obtains when the cost of aggression is
 high, which is, in turn, a function of the "constraints imposed by the underlying
 technology of war."70 In other words, when the prevailing military weaponry favors

 65. For example, Keohane wrote after becoming aware of Grieco's argument about relative gains:
 "Under specified conditions-where mutual interests are low and relative gains are therefore
 particularly important to states-neoliberal theory expects neorealism to explain elements of state
 behavior." Keohane, International Institutions and State Power, pp. 15-16.
 66. Keohane, "Institutional Theory and the Realist Challenge," pp. 269-300; Powell, "Absolute and
 Relative Gains," pp. 1303-1320; and Duncan Snidal, "Relative Gains and the Pattern of Interna-
 tional Cooperation," American Political Science Review, Vol. 85, No. 3 (September 1991), pp. 701-726.
 Also see Powell, "Anarchy in International Relations Theory: The Neorealist-Neoliberal Debate,"
 International Organization, Vol. 48, No. 2 (Spring 1994), pp. 313-344; Snidal, "International Coop-
 eration among Relative Gains Maximizers," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 35, No. 4 (December
 1991), pp. 387-402; and Powell and Snidal's contributions to "The Relative-Gains Problem for
 International Cooperation," pp. 735-742.
 67. On this point, see Sean Lynn-Jones, "Comments on Grieco, 'Realist Theory and the Relative
 Gains Problem for International Cooperation: Developments in the Debate and the Prospects for
 Future Research'," unpublished memorandum, December 10, 1992.
 68. Robert Jervis, "Cooperation under the Security Dilemma," World Politics, Vol. 30, No. 2 (January
 1978), pp. 167-214; George H. Quester, Offense and Defense in the International System (New York:
 John Wiley, 1977); Jack Snyder, The Ideology of the Offensive: Military Decision Making and the Disasters
 of 1914 (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1984); and Stephen Van Evera, "The Cult of the
 Offensive and the Origins of the First World War," International Security, Vol. 9, No. 1 (Summer
 1984), pp. 58-107.
 69. Powell, "Absolute and Relative Gains," p. 1314; also see p. 1311.
 70. Ibid., p. 1312. Powell does not use the term "offense-defense" balance in his article.
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 the offense, then the cost of war is low, and relative-gains considerations will be intense.
 Institutions can do little to facilitate cooperation in such circumstances. However, when
 defensive technology dominates, the cost of initiating aggression is high and the rela-
 tive-gains problem is subdued, which allows institutions to cause cooperation.

 Snidal maintains that relative-gains concerns might not matter much to states even
 if they face a serious threat of war. The root concept in his argument is the distribution

 of power in the international system.71 Specifically, he maintains that in a multipolar
 system where more than a small number of states have roughly equal power, states will

 not worry much about relative gains. Increasing the number of states in the system

 decreases concern for relative gains. "The reason is that more actors enhance the

 possibilities of protecting oneself through forming coalitions; and, generally, the less
 well united one's potential enemies, the safer one is."72 However, he concedes that "the
 relative gains hypothesis . . . has important consequences for two-actor situations and,

 where there are small numbers or important asymmetries among larger numbers, it
 may modify conclusions obtained from the absolute gains model."73

 I draw three conclusions from this discussion of the liberal institutionalists' efforts

 to deal with the relative-gains problem. First, even if one accepts Powell and Snidal's
 arguments about when states largely ignore relative-gains concerns, those conditions

 are rather uncommon in the real world. Powell would look for a world where defensive
 military technologies dominate. However, it is very difficult to distinguish between

 offensive and defensive weapons, and Powell provides no help on this point.74 Nuclear
 weapons are an exception; they are defensive weapons in situations of mutual assured

 destruction.75 Still, the presence of massive numbers of nuclear weapons in the arsenals
 of the superpowers during the Cold War did not stop them from engaging in an intense
 security competition where relative-gains considerations mattered greatly Very impor-
 tantly, Powell provides no historical examples to illustrate his central argument. Snidal

 71. Although Snidal's basic arguments about distribution of power fit squarely in the realist
 tradition (in fact, Grieco made them in abbreviated form in "Anarchy and the Limits of Coopera-
 tion," p. 506), the formal model he develops rests on the non-realist assumption that "gains from
 cooperation are proportional to the size of the involved states and are shared equally between
 them." Snidal, "Relative Gains," p. 715. This assumption essentially eliminates the possibility of
 gaps in gains and thus erases the relative-gains problem. For discussion of this matter, see Grieco's
 contribution to "The Relative-Gains Problem for International Cooperation," pp. 729-733.
 72. Snidal, "Relative Gains," p. 716.
 73. Ibid., p. 702.
 74. There is general agreement that defensive weapons make conquest difficult and costly, while
 offensive weapons make conquest cheap and easy. However, there is no recognized set of criteria
 for assigning specific weapons either offensive or defensive status. See Marion Boggs, Attempts to
 Define and Limit "Aggressive" Armament in Diplomacy and Strategy (Columbia: University of Mis-
 souri, 1941); Jack Levy, "The Offensive/Defensive Balance of Military Technology: A Theoretical
 and Historical Analysis," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 28, No. 2 (June 1984), pp. 219-238;
 John J. Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1983), pp. 25-
 27; and Jonathan Shimshoni, "Technology, Military Advantage, and World War I: A Case for
 Military Entrepreneurship," International Security, Vol. 15, No. 3 (Winter 1990/1991), pp. 187-215.
 75. See Shai Feldman, Israeli Nuclear Deterrence: A Strategy for the 1980s (New York: Columbia
 University Press, 1982), pp. 45-49; Charles L. Glaser, Analyzing Strategic Nuclear Policy (Princeton,
 N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990); Jervis, "Cooperation under the Security Dilemma"; and
 Stephen Van Evera, Causes of War, Vol. II: National Misperception and the Origins of War, forthcoming),
 chap. 13.
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 would look for a multipolar world with large numbers of roughly equal-sized great

 powers. However, historically we find multipolar systems with small numbers of great

 powers-usually five or six-and very often significant power asymmetries within

 them. Snidal offers no historical examples of multipolar systems in which the great

 powers largely ignored relative-gains considerations.76
 Second, liberal institutionalism itself has little new to say about when states worry

 about relative gains. Proponents of the theory have instead chosen to rely on two realist

 explanations to answer that question: the offense-defense balance and the distribution

 of power in the system. Thus, liberal institutionalism can hardly be called a theoretical

 alternative to realism, but instead should be seen as subordinate to it.77
 Third, even in circumstances where realist logic about relative gains does not apply,

 non-military logics like strategic trade theory might cause states to think in terms of
 relative gains. Liberal institutionalist theory should directly confront those logics.

 PROBLEMS WITH THE EMPIRICAL RECORD. Although there is much evidence of coop-

 eration among states, this alone does not constitute support for liberal institutionalism.

 What is needed is evidence of cooperation that would not have occurred in the absence

 of institutions because of fear of cheating, or its actual presence. But scholars have
 provided little evidence of cooperation of that sort, nor of cooperation failing because

 of cheating. Moreover, as discussed above, there is considerable evidence that states

 worry much about relative gains not only in security matters, but in the economic realm
 as well.

 This dearth of empirical support for liberal institutionalism is acknowledged by
 proponents of that theory78 The empirical record is not completely blank, however, but
 the few historical cases that liberal institutionalists have studied provide scant support
 for the theory Consider two prominent examples.

 76. Keohane actually discusses the prospects for stability in post-Cold War Europe in his response
 to Grieco; see Keohane, "Institutional Theory and the Realist Challenge," pp. 284-291. Surprisingly,
 his optimistic assessment pays no attention to either Powell or Snidal's arguments, although earlier
 in that response, he relies on their arguments to "delimit the scope of both realist and institution-
 alist arguments." See ibid., p. 276.
 77. Liberal institutionalists have not always been clear about the relationship between their theory
 and realism. For example, Keohane makes the modest claim in After Hegemony (p. 14) that his
 theory is a "modification of Realism. Realist theories.... need to be supplemented, though not
 replaced." He made a somewhat bolder claim a few years later, writing that, "despite [certain]
 affinities with neorealism, neoliberal institutionalism should be regarded as a distinct school of
 thought." Keohane, International Institutions and State Power, p. 8. In that same piece, however, he
 makes the very bold argument that "we must understand that neoliberal institutionalism is not
 simply an alternative to neorealism, but, in fact, claims to subsume it." Ibid., p. 15.
 78. For example, Lisa Martin writes that "scholars working in the. realist tradition maintain a
 well-founded skepticism about the empirical impact of institutional factors on state behavior. This
 skepticism is grounded in a lack of studies that show precisely how and when institutions have
 constrained state decision-making." According to Oran Young, "One of the more surprising fea-
 tures of the emerging literature on regimes [institutions] is the relative absence of sustained
 discussions of the significance of . . . institutions, as determinants of collective outcomes at the
 international level." Martin, "Institutions and Cooperation," p. 144; Young, International Coopera-
 tion, p. 206.
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 Keohane looked at the performance of the International Energy Agency (IEA) in

 1974-81, a period that included the 1979 oil crisis.79 This case does not appear to lend
 the theory much support. First, Keohane concedes that the IEA failed outright when

 put to the test in 1979: "regime-oriented efforts at cooperation do not always succeed,

 as the fiasco of IEA actions in 1979 illustrates."80 He claims, however, that in 1980 the
 IEA had a minor success "under relatively favorable conditions" in responding to the

 outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War. Although he admits it is difficult to specify how much

 the IEA mattered in the 1980 case, he notes that "it seems clear that 'it [the IEA] leaned

 in the right direction'," a claim that hardly constitutes strong support for the theory.81

 Second, it does not appear from Keohane's analysis that either fear of cheating or actual

 cheating hindered cooperation in the 1979 case, as the theory would predict. Third,

 Keohane chose the IEA case precisely because it involved relations among advanced

 Western democracies with market economies, where the prospects for cooperation were

 excellent.82 The modest impact of institutions in this case is thus all the more damning
 to the theory

 Lisa Martin examined the role that the European Community (EC) played during the

 Falklands War in helping Britain coax its reluctant allies to continue economic sanc-

 tions against Argentina after military action started.83 She concludes that the EC
 helped Britain win its allies' cooperation by lowering transaction costs and facilitating

 issue linkage. Specifically, Britain made concessions on the EC budget and the Com-
 mon Agricultural Policy (CAP); Britain's allies agreed in return to keep sanctions on

 Argentina.

 This case, too, is less than a ringing endorsement for liberal institutionalism. First,

 British efforts to maintain EC sanctions against Argentina were not impeded by fears

 of possible cheating, which the theory identifies as the central impediment to coopera-
 tion. So this case does not present an important test of liberal institutionalism, and thus

 the cooperative outcome does not tell us much about the theory's explanatory power.

 Second, it was relatively easy for Britain and her allies to strike a deal in this case.
 Neither side's core interests were threatened, and neither side had to make significant

 sacrifices to reach an agreement. Forging an accord to continue sanctions was not a

 difficult undertaking. A stronger test for liberal institutionalism would require states to

 cooperate when doing so entailed significant costs and risks. Third, the EC was not
 essential to an agreement. Issues could have been linked without the EC, and although

 the EC may have lowered transaction costs somewhat, there is no reason to think these

 79. Keohane, After Hegemony, chap. 10.
 80. Ibid., p. 16.
 81. Ibid., p. 236. A U.S. Department of Energy review of the IEA's performance in the 1980 crisis
 concluded that it had "failed to fulfill its promise." Ethan B. Kapstein, The Insecure Alliance: Energy
 Crises aid Western Politics Since 1944 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 198.
 82. Keohane, After Hegemony, p. 7.
 83. Martin, "Institutions and Cooperation." Martin looks closely at three other cases in Coercive
 Cooperation to determine the effect of institutions on cooperation. I have concentrated on the
 Falklands War case, however, because it is, by her own admission, her strongest case. See ibid.,
 p. 96.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 08:26:16 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL I - 182



 International Security 19:3 | 26

 costs were a serious impediment to striking a deal.84 It is noteworthy that Britain and
 America were able to cooperate during the Falklands War, even though the United

 States did not belong to the EC.
 There is also evidence that directly challenges liberal institutionalism in issue areas

 where one would expect the theory to operate successfully. The studies discussed above
 by Grieco, Krasner, and Mastanduno test the institutionalist argument in a number of
 different political economy cases, and each finds the theory has little explanatory power.

 More empirical work is needed before a final judgment is rendered on the explanatory
 power of liberal institutionalism. Nevertheless, the evidence gathered so far is unprom-
 ising at best.

 In summary, liberal institutionalism does not provide a sound basis for under-
 standing international relations and promoting stability in the post-Cold War world. It
 makes modest claims about the impact of institutions, and steers clear of war and peace

 issues, focusing instead on the less ambitious task of explaining economic cooperation.

 Furthermore, the theory's causal logic is flawed, as proponents of the theory now admit.

 Having overlooked the relative-gains problem, they are now attempting to repair the
 theory, but their initial efforts are not promising. Finally, the available empirical evi-
 dence provides little support for the theory

 COLLECTIVE SECURITY

 The theory of collective security deals directly with the issue of how to cause peace.85
 It recognizes that military power is a central fact of life in international politics, and is
 likely to remain so for the foreseeable future. The key to enhancing stability in this

 world of armed states is the proper management of military power. As Inis Claude

 notes, "the problem of power is here to stay; it is, realistically, not a problem to be

 84. Martin does not claim that agreement would not have been possible without the EC. Indeed,
 she appears to concede that even without the EC, Britain still could have fashioned "separate
 bilateral agreements with each EEC member in order to gain its cooperation, [although] this would
 have involved much higher transaction costs." Martin, "Institutions and Cooperation," pp. 174-
 175. However, transaction costs among the advanced industrial democracies are not very high in
 an era of rapid communications and permanent diplomatic establishments.
 85. The works that best articulate the case for collective security are: Inis L. Claude, Jr., Power And
 International Relations (New York: Random House, 1966), chaps. 4-5; Claude, Swords Into Plowshares,
 chap. 12; and Kupchan and Kupchan, "Concerts and Collective Security." Also see Inis L. Claude,
 Jr., "Collective Security After the Cold War," in Gary L. Guertner, ed., Collective Security In Europe
 and Asia (Carlisle Barracks, Pa.: Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, 1992), pp. 7-27;
 and Downs, Collective Security beyond the Cold War. The best critiques of collective security include:
 Richard K. Betts, "Systems for Peace or Causes of War? Collective Security, Arms Control, and the
 New Europe," International Security, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Summer 1992), pp. 5-43; Josef Joffe, "Collective
 Security and the Future of Europe: Failed Dreams and Dead Ends," Survival, Vol. 34, No. 1 (Spring
 1992), pp. 36-50; Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, pp. 293-306, 407-418; and Arnold Wolfers,
 Discord And Collaboration: Essays on International Politics (Baltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins Press,
 1962), chap. 12. For a very useful source on collective security, see Maurice Bourquin, ed., Collective
 Security, A Record of the Seventh and Eighth International Studies Conferences (Paris: International
 Institute of Intellectual Cooperation, 1936).
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 eliminated but a problem to be managed."86 For advocates of collective security, insti-

 tutions are the key to managing power successfully.

 Although the theory emphasizes the continuing importance of military force, it is

 explicitly anti-realist. Its proponents express a distaste for balance-of-power logic and
 traditional alliances, as well as a desire to create a world where those realist concepts
 have no role to play.87

 In the early twentieth century, Woodrow Wilson and others developed the theory of

 collective security, which formed the basis for the League of Nations. Despite the
 well-known failings of that particular institution, the theory's popularity remains high.
 In fact, there has been much interest in collective security in the aftermath of the Cold

 War.88 Claude notes, "Whatever their failures, the Wilsonians clearly succeeded in
 establishing the conviction that collective security represents a brand of international
 morality vastly superior to that incorporated in the balance of power system."89

 Curiously, however, it is difficult to find scholarly work that makes the case for

 collective security without simultaneously expressing major reservations about the

 theory, and without expressing grave doubts that collective security could ever be
 realized in practice. Consider the writings of Claude, who is sympathetic to collective

 security, and has produced some of the most important work on the subject. He wrote
 in Power and International Relations, "I would regard the epithet unrealistic as fairly

 applicable to the theory of collective security." In Swords into Plowshares, he maintained
 that for "men involved in ... establishing a collective security system ... their devotion
 to the ideal has been more a manifestation of their yearning for peace and order as an

 end than as an expression of conviction that the theory of collective security provides

 a workable and acceptable means to that end." Finally, Claude wrote in 1992, "I reached

 the conclusion some thirty years ago that . . . the implementation of collective security
 theory is not a possibility to be taken seriously"90

 86. Claude, Power And International Relations, p. 6.
 87. Consider, for example, how Woodrow Wilson describes pre-World War I Europe: "The day we
 left behind us was a day of alliances. It was a day of balances of power. It was a day of 'every
 nation take care of itself or make a partnership with some other nation or group of nations to hold
 the peace of the world steady or to dominate the weaker portions of the world'." Quoted in Claude,
 Power and International Relations, p. 81.
 88. Some examples of recent interest in collective security include: Malcolm Chalmers, "Beyond
 the Alliance System: The Case for a European Security Organization," World Policy Journal, Vol. 7,
 No. 2 (Spring 1990), pp. 215-250; Downs, Collective Security beyond the Cold War; Gregory Flynn
 and David J. Sheffer, "Limited Collective Security," Foreign Policy, No. 80 (Fall 1980), pp. 77-101;
 Kupchan and Kupchan, "Concerts and Collective Security"; Gene M. Lyons, "A New Collective
 Security: The United Nations and International Peace," The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 17, No. 2
 (Spring 1994), pp. 173-199; Richard H. Ullman, Securing Europe (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univer-
 sity Press, 1991); and Brian Urquhart, "Beyond the Sheriff's Posse," Survival, Vol. 32, No. 3
 (May/June 1990), pp. 196-205.

 89. Claude, Power And International Relations, p. 116. Also see Wolfers, Discord And Collaboration,
 p. 197.
 90. Claude, Power And International Relations, pp. 203-204; Claude, Swords Into Plowshares, p. 283;
 and Claude, "Collective Security After the Cold War," p. 9. The Kupchans, who are also sympa-
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 CAUSAL LOGIC. Collective security starts with the assumption that states behave

 according to the dictates of realism.91 The aim, however, is to move beyond the self-help
 world of realism where states fear each other and are motivated by balance-of-power

 considerations, even though the theory assumes that military power will remain a fact

 of life in the international system. For advocates of collective security, institutions are

 the key to accomplishing this ambitious task. Specifically, the goal is to convince states

 to base their behavior on three profoundly anti-realist norms.
 First, states must renounce the use of military force to alter the status quo. They must

 not launch wars of aggression, but instead must agree to settle all disputes peaceably

 Collective security allows for changes in the status quo, but those changes must come

 via negotiation, not at the end of a rifle barrel. The theory, as Claude notes, "depends

 upon a positive commitment to the value of world peace by the great mass of states."92
 The theory nevertheless recognizes that some states may not accept this norm: if there

 were universal subscription to the norm, there would be no need for a collective security

 system to deal with troublemakers, since there would be none.93 However, the over-
 whelming majority of states must renounce wars of conquest, or else the system would

 collapse.

 It is difficult to stipulate how many aggressors a collective security system can handle

 at once before it comes undone. The answer depends on the particular circumstances

 facing the system, such as: the number of great powers, the distribution of power among
 them, geography, and whether the aggressors are minor or major powers. The upper
 limit for aggressive major powers is probably two at any one time, but even then, the

 system is likely to have difficulty dealing with them. Some collective security systems
 might even have trouble fighting two minor powers at the same time, since minor

 powers today are often well-armed. Fighting simultaneous wars against Iraq and North
 Korea, for example, would be a very demanding task, although the great powers would

 wiia them. Ideally, a collective security system would confront only one aggressor at a
 time, and not too often at that. Claude sums up the matter nicely: "Collective security

 thetic to collective security (see "Concerts and Collective Security"), apparently share Claude's
 doubts about the theory. After detailing the strengths (pp. 125-137) and flaws (pp. 138-140) of
 collective security, they abandon the theory and advocate a concert system for Europe (pp. 140-
 161), which, as discussed below, is fundamentally different from collective security.
 91. My thinking about the logic underpinning collective security has been significantly influenced
 by Bradley A. Thayer, "A Theory of Security Structures," unpublished manuscript, University of
 Chicago, July 1994.
 92. Claude, Swords Into Plowshares, p. 250.
 93. Collective security is often criticized on the grounds that "it is feasible only when it is also
 unnecessary." In other words, collective security requires that "all members are willing to accept
 the political status quo," but if that is the case, collective security would be unnecessary since no
 state, by definition, would cause trouble. Charles L. Glaser, "Why NATO is Still Best: Future
 Security Arrangements for Europe," International Security, Vol. 18, No. 1 (Summer 1993), p. 28. Also
 see Joffe, "Collective Security and the Future of Europe," pp. 44, 46; and Kupchan and Kupchan,
 "Concerts and Collective Security," p. 124. This criticism is unfair, however, because the very
 purpose of a collective security system is to deal with aggressors. If states could be guaranteed
 that no other state would ever launch an aggressive war, there would be no need for collective
 security. The theory recognizes that such a guarantee is not possible.
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 assumes the lonely aggressor; the violator of the world's peace may be allowed an

 accomplice or two, but in principle the evil-doer is supposed to find himself virtually
 isolated in confrontation with the massive forces of the international posse comitatus."94

 Second, "responsible" states must not think in terms of narrow self-interest when
 they act against lonely aggressors, but must instead choose to equate their national
 interest with the broader interests of the international community. Specifically, states
 must believe that their national interest is inextricably bound up with the national

 interest of other states, so that an attack on any state is considered an attack on every

 state.95 Thus, when a troublemaker appears in the system, all of the responsible states
 must automatically and collectively confront the aggressor with overwhelming military

 power. The aim is "to create automatic obligations of a collective character."96
 States in a self-help world calculate each move on the basis of how it will affect the

 balance of power. This narrow sense of self-interest means that states are likely to

 remain on the sidelines if vital interests are not threatened.97 This kind of behavior is
 unacceptable in a collective security world, where there must instead be "a legally
 binding and codified commitment on the part of all members to respond to aggression

 whenever and wherever it might occur."98 A collective security system allows states
 little freedom of action. The practical effect of this comprehensive system of mutual

 assistance is that lonely aggressors are quickly confronted with a coalition of over-
 whelming military strength. For both deterrence and warfighting purposes, this "pre-
 ponderant power" is far superior to the "minimum winning coalitions" that a

 troublemaker faces in a balance-of-power world.99 Once it becomes clear that aggression
 does not pay, even states reluctant to accept the first norm (the renunciation of aggres-
 sion) will be more inclined to accept it.

 Third, states must trust each other. States must not only act in accordance with the

 first two norms, but they must trust that other states will do likewise. If states fear each

 other, as they do in a realist world, collective security cannot work. States, Claude

 94. Claude, Power And International Relations, p. 196.
 95. Woodrow Wilson said in 1916, "We are participants, whether we would or not, in the life of
 the world. The interests of all nations are our own also. We are partners with the rest. What affects

 mankind is inevitably our affair as well as the affair of the nations of Europe and of Asia." Quoted
 in August Heckscher, ed., The Politics of Woodrow Wilson: Selections from His Speeches and Writings
 (New York: Harper, 1956), p. 258.
 96. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, p. 296.
 97. A state not at risk might fail to come to the aid of a threatened state because the risks and
 costs of going to war are too high, or because it has an interest in letting the combatants wear each
 other down, thus improving its own strategic position. A state not directly at risk might even join
 forces with the aggressor against the threatened state, so as to gain some of the spoils of victory.
 98. Kupchan and Kupchan, "Concerts and Collective Security," p. 119.
 99. Traditional alliances have no place in a collective security system. Woodrow Wilson is particu-
 larly eloquent on this point: "I am proposing that all nations henceforth avoid entangling alliances
 which would draw them into a competition of power, catch them in a net of intrigue and selfish
 rivalry, and disturb their own affairs with influences intruded from without. There is no entangling

 alliance in a concert of power. When all unite to act in the same sense and with the same purpose,
 all act in the common interest and are free to live their own lives under a common protection."
 Quoted in Frederick L. Schuman, International Politics: An Introduction to the Western State System
 (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1933),'p. 254.
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 emphasizes, must "be willing to entrust their destinies to collective security. Confidence
 is the quintessential condition of the success of the system; states must be prepared to

 rely upon its effectiveness and impartiality."100
 Trust is actually the most important of the three norms because it underpins the first

 two. Specifically, states must be very confident that almost all the other states in the

 system will sincerely renounce aggression, and will not change their minds at a later
 date. States also have to be confident that when an aggressor targets them, none of the

 other responsible states will get cold feet and fail to confront the troublemaker. This

 element of certainty is of great importance in a collective security system because if it

 fails to work, at least some of those states that have ignored the balance of power and

 eschewed alliances are going to be vulnerable to attack.

 This discussion of trust raises an additional point about the problems a collective

 security system faces when it confronts multiple aggressors. The previous discussion

 focused mainly on the logistical difficulties of dealing with more than one troublemaker.
 However, the presence of multiple aggressors also raises the question of whether most

 states in the system are deeply committed to peace, and therefore, whether it makes

 sense to trust collective security. The more troublemakers there are in the system, the

 more doubts responsible states are likely to have about their investment in collective

 security. This same logic applies to suggestions that collective security can get by
 without requiring that all states join the system. Some argue that one or more states

 can remain on the sidelines, provided the member states can still confront any trouble-
 makers with overwhelming military force.101 Although these free-riders are assumed to
 be non-aggressors, there is no guarantee that they will not later turn to conquest, in
 which case their free ride might have allowed them to improve significantly their

 relative power position. This free-rider problem, like the multiple-aggressor problem,
 is likely to undermine the responsible states' trust in collective security and thus to
 cause its failure.

 FLAWS IN THE CAUSAL LOGIC. There are two major flaws in collective security the-

 ory, and both concern the all-important component of trust. Collective security is an
 incomplete theory because it does not provide a satisfactory explanation for how states

 overcome their fears and learn to trust one another. Realists maintain that states fear

 one another because they operate in an anarchic world, have offensive military capa-
 bilities, and can never be certain about other states' intentions. Collective security is

 largely silent about the first two realist assumptions, as the theory says little about either

 anarchy or offensive capability.102 However, it has something to say about intentions,

 100. Claude, Swords Into Plowshares, p. 255. Also see Claude, Power And International Relations,
 p. 197.
 101. See Thomas R. Cusack and Richard J. Stoll, "Collective Security and State Survival in the
 Interstate System," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 38, No. 1 (March 1994), pp. 33-59; and
 George W. Downs and Keisuke lida, "Assessing the Theoretical Case against Collective Security,"
 in Downs, Collective Security beyond the Cold War, pp. 17-39.
 102. Advocates of collective security usually favor widespread arms reductions, but they also
 recognize that states must maintain a significant offensive capability so that they can challenge an
 aggressor. For this reason, some scholars suggest that collective security might undermine stability.
 See Glaser, "Why NATO is Still Best," pp. 30-33.
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 because the theory's first two norms call for states not to aggress, but only to defend.

 States, in other words, should only have benign intentions when contemplating the use
 of military force.

 However, the theory recognizes that one or more states might reject the norms that
 underpin collective security and behave aggressively The very purpose of a collective

 security system, after all, is to deal with states that have aggressive intentions. In effect,
 collective security admits that no state can ever be completely certain about another

 state's intentions, which brings us back to a realist world where states have little choice
 but to fear each other.

 There is a second reason why states are not likely to place their trust in a collective

 security system: it has a set of demanding requirements-I count nine-that are likely
 to thwart efforts to confront an aggressor with preponderant power. Collective security,
 as Claude notes, "assumes the satisfaction of an extraordinarily complex network of
 requirements."103

 First, for collective security to work, states must be able to distinguish clearly between
 aggressor and victim, and then move against the aggressor. However, it is sometimes
 difficult in a crisis to determine who is the troublemaker and who is the victim.104
 Debates still rage about which European great power, if any, bears responsibility for
 starting World War I. Similar disputes have followed most other wars.

 Second, the theory assumes that all aggression is wrong. But there are occasionally
 cases where conquest is probably warranted. For example, there are good reasons to
 applaud the 1979 Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia, since it drove the murderous Pol
 Pot from power.

 Third, some states are especially friendly for historical or ideological reasons. Should

 a state with close friends be labeled an aggressor in a collective security system, its
 friends are probably going to be reluctant to join the coalition against it. For example,
 it is difficult to imagine the United States using military force against Britain or Israel,
 even if they were branded aggressors by the international community.

 Fourth, historical enmity between states can also complicate collective security ef-

 forts. Consider that a European collective security system would have to depend
 heavily on Germany and Russia, the two most powerful states on the continent, to
 maintain order. However, the idea of Germany, which wrought murder and destruction

 across Europe in 1939-45, and Russia, which was the core of the Soviet empire, main-

 taining order in Europe is sure to meet significant resistance from other European states.
 Fifth, even if states agree to act automatically and collectively to meet aggression,

 there would surely be difficulty determining how to distribute the burden. States will
 have strong incentives to pass the buck and get other states to pay the heavy price of

 confronting an aggressor.105 During World War I, for example, Britain, France, and

 103. Claude, Swords Into Plowshares, p. 250.
 104. See Bourquin, Collective Security, pp. 295-338.
 105. See Mancur Olson, Jr., and Richard Zeckhauser, "An Economic Theory of Alliances," Reviezv
 of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 48, No. 3 (August 1966), pp. 266-279; and Barry R. Posen, The Sources
 of Military Doctrine: France, Britain, and Germany between the World Wars (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
 University Press, 1984).
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 Russia each tried to get its allies to pay the blood price of defeating Germany on the

 battlefield.106 Rampant buck-passing might undermine efforts to produce the prepon-
 derant military power necessary to make collective security work.

 Sixth, it is difficult to guarantee a rapid response to aggression in a collective security

 system. Planning beforehand is problematic because "it is impossible to know what the

 alignment of states will be if there is an armed conflict."107 There are also significant
 coordination problems associated with assembling a large coalition of states to fight a

 war. Rapid response becomes even more problematic if the responsible states must deal
 with more than one aggressor. It took more than six months for the United States to

 put together a coalition to liberate Kuwait from Saddam Hussein. As impressive as the

 American effort was, threatened states are not likely to have much faith in a security
 system that tells them help is likely to come, but will only arrive months after they
 have been conquered.

 Seventh, states are likely to be reluctant to join a collective security effort because the

 system effectively transforms every local conflict into an international conflict. States
 that see conflict around the globe will surely be tempted to cordon off the troubled area

 and prevent further escalation, as the West has done in the former Yugoslavia.108
 Collective security, however, calls for escalation, even though it is intended for peaceful
 purposes.

 Eighth, the notion that states must automatically respond to aggression impinges in

 fundamental ways on state sovereignty, and will therefore be difficult to sell. States,
 especially democracies, are likely to guard jealously their freedom to debate whether
 or not to fight an aggressor. War is a deadly business, especially if great powers are
 involved, and few countries want to commit themselves in advance to paying a huge

 blood price when their own self-interests are not directly involved.

 Ninth, there is some contradiction concerning attitudes towards force that raises

 doubts about whether responsible states would actually come to the rescue of a threat-

 ened state. Collective security theory is predicated on the belief that war is a truly
 horrible enterprise, and therefore states should renounce aggression. At the same time,

 the theory mandates that states must be ready and willing to use force to thwart

 troublemakers. However, responsible states find war so repellent that they would

 renounce it; this raises doubts about their willingness to go to war to stop aggression.
 Indeed, most advocates of collective security prefer "creative diplomacy and economic
 sanctions" to military force when dealing with an aggressor state.109

 In sum, states have abundant reasons to doubt that collective security will work as

 advertised when the chips are down and aggression seems likely. Should it fail, potential

 106. David French, British Strategy and War Aims, 1914-1916 (London: Allen and Unwin, 1986).
 107. G.E Hudson, "Collective Security and Military Alliances," in Herbert Butterfield and Martin
 Wight, eds., Diplomatic Investigations: Essays in the Theory of International Politics (Cambridge, Mass.:
 Harvard University Press, 1966), p. 177.
 108. For an example of this line of thinking, see Stephen M. Walt, "Collective Security and
 Revolutionary Change: Promoting Peace in the Former Soviet Union," in Downs, Collective Security
 beyond the Cold War, pp. 169-195.
 109. Robert C. Johansen, "Lessons For Collective Security," World Policy Journal, Vol. 8, No. 3
 (Summer 1991), p. 562.
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 victims are likely to be in deep trouble if they have ignored balance-of-power consid-
 erations and placed their faith in collective security. Recognizing this, states are not
 likely to place their fate in the hands of other states, but will prefer instead the realist
 logic of self-help.

 PROBLEMS WITH THE EMPIRICAL RECORD. The historical record provides little sup-

 port for collective security, a point acknowledged by the theory's proponents. The great

 powers have seriously considered implementing collective security three times in this

 century: after both World Wars, and after the Cold War. The League of Nations, which

 was established after World War I, was a serious attempt to make collective security

 work.110 It had some minor successes during the 1920s. For example, League mediation
 resolved the Aaland Islands dispute between Finland and Sweden in 1920, and pressure

 from the League forced Greek, Italian, and Yugoslav troops out of Albania one year

 later. The League was much less successful in handling several other conflicts during

 the 1920s, however: it did not prevent or stop the Greco-Turkish War of 1920-22, or the

 Russo-Polish War of 1920, and France refused to allow the League to consider its

 occupation of the Ruhr in January 1923, going so far as to threaten withdrawal from
 the League if it intervened in the crisis. The League had a mixed record during the

 1920s, even though that decade was relatively pacific, and no great power was then

 bent on aggression.

 The international system became increasingly unstable during the 1930s, and the

 League was seriously tested on six occasions: 1) the Japanese invasion of Manchuria in

 1931; 2) the Chaco War of 1932-35; 3) Japan's 1937 invasion of China; 4) Italy's aggres-

 sion against Ethiopia in 1935; 5) the German occupation of the Rhineland in March

 1936; and 6) the Soviet invasion of Finland in 1939. The League failed each test, and

 was effectively useless by the late 1930s, when the great powers were making the critical

 decisions that led to World War II.

 The United Nations was established in the waning days of World War II to provide

 collective security around the globe. However, the Soviet-American competition fol-
 lowed on the heels of that war, and the United Nations was therefore never seriously
 tested as a collective security apparatus during the Cold War.111

 Since the Cold War ended, there has been much talk in the West about building a

 collective security system.112 The success of the American-led coalition that pushed Iraq
 out of Kuwait led some experts to conclude that the UN might finally be ready to

 operate as a collective security institution. In Europe, experts have discussed the

 possibility of turning NATO, or possibly the CSCE, into a collective security system for

 the continent. It is too early for conclusive judgments as to whether any of these ideas

 about collective security will be realized. However, almost all the evidence to date

 110. The standard history of the League is EP. Walters, A History Of The Leagute Of Nations, 2 vols.
 (London: Oxford University Press, 1952).

 111. See Ernst B. Haas, "Types of Collective Security: An Examination of Operational Concepts,"
 American Political Science Review, Vol. 49, No. 1 (March 1955), pp. 40-62; and Kenneth W. Thompson,
 "Collective Security Reexamined," American Political Science Review, Vol. 47, No. 3 (September 1953),
 pp. 753-772.

 112. See the sources cited in footnote 88.
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 points to failure. Iraq was an unusual case, and no effort is underway to reform the
 UN so that it can perform true collective security missions.113 Moreover, the failure of
 the United States and its European allies either to prevent or to stop the wars in the
 former Yugoslavia, coupled with NATO's January 1994 decision not to expand its
 membership eastward, does not bode well for establishing a collective security system
 in post-Cold War Europe.114

 FALLBACK POSITIONS. Given the limits of collective security, some of its proponents

 argue that two less ambitious forms of the theory might be realizable: peacekeeping
 and concerts. Although they are portrayed as the "budget" version of collective security,
 some experts think that peacekeeping and concerts might still be a powerful force for
 international stability.115

 Peacekeeping, as William Durch notes, "evolved as an alternative to the collective
 security that the UN was designed to provide but could not."116 However, peacekeeping
 is not a watered-down version of collective security. It is, instead, a much less ambitious
 alternative strategy for promoting stability Peacekeeping entails third party interven-
 tion in minor-power civil wars or disputes between minor powers, for the purpose of
 either preventing war from breaking out or stopping it once it has begun. This inter-
 vention can only be accomplished with the consent of the disputants, and third parties
 cannot use force to affect the behavior of the parties in dispute. Peacekeeping operations
 must be "expressly non-threatening and impartial.'"117 In essence, peacekeeping is
 mainly useful for helping implement cease-fires in wars involving minor powers.
 However, the UN's record in performing even that quite limited task is at best mixed.

 Peacekeeping has no role to play in disputes between great powers. Moreover, it

 forbids the use of coercion, which is essental to a collective security system. Its mission
 is a far cry from the ambitious goals of collective security. Peacekeeping by the UN or

 113. See Adam Roberts, "The United Nations and International Security," Survival, Vol. 35, No. 2
 (Summer 1993), pp. 3-30; and Claude, "Collective Security After the Cold War," pp. 15-27. For a
 critical discussion of the performance of the United States and the United Nations in the Gulf War,
 see Johansen, "Lessons For Collective Security."
 114. There is still discussion about extending NATO eastward to include Poland, Hungary, and
 the two Czechoslovakian remnant states. Russia is deeply opposed to such a move, however, and
 therefore NATO is not likely to expand eastward in any meaningful way. Regardless, even if those
 four states joined NATO, the remnant states of the former Soviet Union would still be excluded,
 and their inclusion would be necessary to transform NATO into an effective collective security
 system for Europe. For an argument that NATO should not be transformed into a collective security
 system, see Glaser, "Why NATO is Still Best," pp. 26-33.
 115. Regarding peacekeeping, see Mats R. Berdal, Whither UN Peacekeeping? Adelphi Paper No.
 281 (London: IISS, October 1993), pp. 3-4, 75-77. Concerning concerts, see Kupchan and Kupchan,
 "Concerts and Collective Security," pp. 151-161; Richard Rosecrance, "A Concert of Powers,"
 Foreign Affairs, Vol. 71, No. 2 (Spring 1992), pp. 64-82; and Philip Zelikow, "The New Concert of
 Europe," Survival, Vol. 34, No. 2 (Summer 1992), pp. 12-30.
 116. William J. Durch, "Building on Sand: UN Peacekeeping in the Western Sahara," International
 Security, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Spring 1993), p. 151. Also see Berdal, Whither UN Peacekeeping?; and William
 J. Durch, ed., The Evolution of UN Peacekeeping: Case Studies and Comparative Analysis (New York:
 St. Martins, 1993).
 117. Berdal, Whither UN Peacekeeping? p. 3.
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 by regional organizations like the Organization of African Unity (OAU) can enhance

 the prospects for world peace only on the margins.118

 Concerts are sometimes described as an "attenuated form of collective security," or

 a "reasonable hybrid version of collective security."119 Charles and Clifford Kupchan
 maintain that "collective security organizations can take many different institutional

 forms along a continuum ranging from ideal collective security to concerts.'"120 How-
 ever, the claim that concerts are a less ambitious version of collective security is

 incorrect.121 Concerts essentially reflect the balance of power, and are thus largely
 consistent with realism, whereas collective security, as explained above, is a fundamen-
 tally anti-realist theory. Concerts and collective security systems, therefore, reflect dif-

 ferent and ultimately incompatible logics. As Quincy Wright reminds us, "The

 fundamental assumptions of the two systems are different. A government cannot at the

 same time behave according to the Machiavellian assumptions of the balance of power
 and the Wilsonian assumptions of international organization."122

 A concert is an arrangement in which great powers that have no incentive to

 challenge each other militarily agree on a set of rules to coordinate their actions with
 each other, as well as with the minor powers in the system, often in the establishment
 of spheres of influence. A concert is a great power condominium that reflects the

 underlying balance of power among its members. The coordinated balancing that takes
 place inside a concert does not violate great power self-interest. In fact, when those

 great powers have a dispute, self-interest determines each side's policy and the concert

 may collapse as a result.

 Concerts are most likely to emerge in the wake of great power wars in which a

 potential hegemon has been defeated, and power is distributed roughly equally among

 the victors.123 Four factors account for this phenomenon. First, the great powers would
 not have much to gain militarily by attacking each other, given the rough balance of

 118. For a discussion of the limitations of regional organizations as conflict managers, see S. Neil
 MacFarlane and Thomas G. Weiss, "Regional Organizations and Regional Security," Security Stud-
 ies, Vol. 2, No. 1 (Autumn 1992), pp. 6-37.
 119. Kupchan and Kupchan, "Concerts and Collective Security," p. 120; Betts, "Systems for Peace
 or Causes of War?" p. 27. Also see Downs, Collective Security beyond the Cold War.
 120. Kupchan and Kupchan, "Concerts and Collective Security," p. 119.
 121. I cannot find evidence that Woodrow Wilson, Inis Claude, or Arnold Wolfers considered
 concerts to be a limited form of collective security. It appears that the first serious efforts to link
 collective security with concerts were made in post-Cold War writings on collective security,
 especially Kupchan and Kupchan, "Concerts and Collective Security."
 122. Quincy Wright, A Study Of War, Vol. 2 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1942), p. 781.
 Charles Lipson provides an example of how institutionalists try to combine these two incompatible
 theories. He writes: "Thus, the [post-1815] Concert is a kind of beacon to advocates of collective
 security . . . not only because it succeeded but because it did so . . . without transforming the
 self-interested behavior of states." Lipson, "Future of Collective Security," p. 119. However, a
 system based on the self-interested behavior of states is antithetical to collective security, and
 therefore, it is difficult to understand how such a system could be considered a "kind of beacon
 to advocates of collective security." For another example of this problem, see Kupchan and
 Kupchan, "Concerts and Collective Security," p. 116.

 123. See Robert Jervis, "From Balance to Concert: A Study of International Security Cooperation,"
 World Politics, Vol. 38, No. 1 (October 1985), pp. 58-79.
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 power among them. Second, the victorious powers are likely to have a significant

 interest in maintaining the status quo, mainly because they are in control and the

 potential hegemon has been subdued. Third, hegemonic wars are very costly, so the

 great powers are likely to be war-weary, and deeply interested in avoiding another

 costly war. Fourth, the victorious great powers worked together to win the war, so the

 notion of collective action is likely to appeal to them, and carry over into the early

 postwar years.

 Concerts usually last only a few years. The balance of power changes. Defeated
 powers rise from the ashes. Victorious powers squabble among themselves, especially

 about how to deal with minor powers. States become less sensitive to the costs of war

 as time passes.

 The Concert of Europe, which was established after Napoleonic France had finally

 been subdued, is the only case of a successful concert.124 Not surprisingly, it is some-
 times held up as a model for the post-Cold War world. The Concert worked fairly well

 from 1815 to 1823, although the great powers did occasionally clash over their dealings

 with minor powers. After 1823, however, the Concert was unable to function effectively

 as a coordinating device for the great powers. "The concert existed in an abortive form"

 until its final collapse as the Crimean War began in 1854.125 During its heyday, the
 Concert of Europe reflected the balance of power; states were not compelled to behave

 in ways that weakened their relative power position. "Maintaining a balance of power,"

 as Richard Betts notes, "remained an important object of the nineteenth-century Concert
 regime."126

 In sum, the theory of collective security directly addresses the issue of how to push

 states away from war and promote peace, and it recognizes that military power plays

 a central role in international politics. But the theory has several important flaws. It is
 built on the foundational norm that states should trust each other, but it does not

 satisfactorily explain how this is possible in an anarchic world where states have

 milita'ry power and uncertain intentions. Furthermore, the historical record provides
 little support for the theory. The single case of an operative collective security system
 was the League of Nations, and it was a spectacular failure. Although peacekeeping

 and concerts are sometimes described as limited but promising versions of collective

 security, they are of marginal value in promoting peace. Moreover, both peacekeeping

 124. Among the best works on the Concert of Europe are: Richard Elrod, "The Concert of Europe:
 A Fresh Look at an International System," World Politics, Vol. 28, No. 2 (January 1976), pp. 156-174;
 Edward V. Gulick, Europe's Classical Balance of Power: A Case Histony of the Theory and Practice of One
 of the Great Concepts of European Statecraft (New York: Norton, 1955); Jervis, "From Balance To
 Concert"; Harold Nicolson, The Congress of Vienna: A Study in Allied Unity, 1812-1822 (New York:
 Harcourt, Brace, 1946); Paul W. Schroeder, Austria, Great Britain, and the Crimean War: The Destruc-
 tion of the European Concert (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1972); Harold Temperley, The
 Foreign Policy of Canning, 1822-1827: England, the Neo-Holy Alliance, and the New World, 2nd ed.
 (London: Thomas Nelson, 1966); and Charles K. Webster, The Foreign Policy of Castlereagh: Britain
 and the European Alliance, 1815-1822, 2nd ed. (London: G. Bell, 1934).
 125. The phrase is from Gulick, Europe's Classical Balance of Power, p. 22.
 126. Betts, "Systems for Peace or Causes of War?" p. 27. The Kupchans readily accept that power
 politics is part of the warp and woof of daily life in a concert system. See "Concerts and Collective
 Security," pp. 116, 120, 141-144.
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 and concerts work according to different logics than collective security. In fact, concerts,
 like alliances, basically reflect the balance of power, and are thus consistent with a realist

 view of institutions.

 CRITICAL THEORY

 Critical theorists127 directly address the question of how to bring about peace, and they
 make bold claims about the prospects for changing state behavior.128 Specifically, they
 aim to transform the international system into a "world society," where states are

 guided by "norms of trust and sharing." Their goal is to relegate security competition

 and war to the scrap heap of history, and create instead a genuine "peace system."129
 Critical theorists take ideas very seriously. In fact, they believe that discourse, or how

 we think and talk about the world, largely shapes practice. Roughly put, ideas are the

 127. Critical theory is an approach to studying the human condition that is not tied to a particular
 discipline. In fact, critical theory was well-developed and employed widely in other disciplines

 before it began to penetrate the international relations field in the early 1980s. This article does not
 focus on critical theory per se, but examines the scholarly literature where critical theory is applied
 to international relations. I treat those works as a coherent whole, although there are differences,
 especially of emphasis, among them. For a general discussion of critical theory, see David Held,
 Introduction to Critical Theony: Horkheimer to Habermas (Berkeley: University of California Press,
 1980); and Pauline M. Rosenau, Post-Modernism And The Social Sciences: Insights, Inroads, and
 Intrmsions (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1992). Also see Pauline Rosenau, "Once
 Again Into the Fray: International Relations Confronts the Humanities," Millennium: Journlal of
 International Studies, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Spring 1990), pp. 83-110.
 128. Among the key works applying critical theory to international relations are: Richard K. Ashley,
 "The Poverty of Neorealism," International Organization, Vol. 38, No. 2 (Spring 1984), pp. 225-286;
 Ashley, "The Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space: Toward a Critical Social Theory of International
 Politics," Alternatives, Vol. 12, No. 4 (October 1987), pp. 403-434; Robert W. Cox, "Gramsci, He-
 gemony and International Relations: An Essay in Method," Millennium: Journal of International
 Studies, Vol. 12, No. 2 (Summer 1983), pp. 162-175; Cox, "Social Forces, States and World Orders:
 Beyond International Relations Theory," Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 10, No. 2
 (Summer 1981), pp. 126-155; Cox, "Towards A Post-Hegemonic Conceptualization of World Order:
 Reflections on the Relevancy of Ibn Khaldun," in James N. Rosenau, and Ernst-Otto Czempiel,
 eds., Governance Without Government: Order and Change in World Politics (New York: Cambridge
 University Press, 1992), pp. 132-159; Rey Koslowski and Friedrich V. Kratochwil, "Understanding
 Change in International Politics: The Soviet Empire's Demise and the International System,"
 International Organization, Vol. 48, No. 2 (Spring 1994), pp. 215-247; Friedrich Kratochwil and John
 G. Ruggie, "International Organization: A State of the Art on an Art of the State," International
 Organization, Vol. 40, No. 4 (Autumn 1986), pp. 753-775; Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation
 in the World Polity: Toward a Neorealist Synthesis," World Politics, Vol. 35, No. 2 (January 1983),
 pp. 261-285; Ruggie, "Territoriality And Beyond: Problematizing Modernity in International Rela-
 tions," International Organization, Vol. 47, No. 1 (Winter 1993), pp. 139-174; Alexander Wendt, "The
 Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations Theory," International Organization, Vol. 41, No.
 3 (Summer 1987), pp. 335-370; Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction
 of Power Politics," International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 2 (Spring 1992), pp. 391-425; and Wendt,
 "Collective Identity Formation and the International State," American Political Science Review, Vol.
 88, No. 2 (June 1994), pp. 384-396. I use the label "critical theory" to describe this body of literature;
 other labels are sometimes used, among them constructivism, reflectivism, post-modernism, and
 post-structuralism.
 129. The quotations in this paragraph are from Ashley, "Poverty of Neorealism," p. 285; and
 Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It," p. 431.
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 driving force of history. Furthermore, they recognize that realism has long been the

 dominant theory of international politics, and therefore, according to their account of

 reality, has had substantial influence on state behavior. But critical theorists intend to

 change that situation by challenging realism and undermining it. Richard Ashley
 graphically describes their intentions: "Let us then play havoc with neorealist concepts

 and claims. Let us neither admire nor ignore the orrery of errors, but let us instead
 fracture the orbs, crack them open, crack them and see what possibilities they have

 enclosed. And then, when we are done, let us not cast away the residue. Let us instead
 sweep it into a jar, shine up the glass, and place it high on the bookshelf with other

 specimens of past mistakes."130 With realism shattered, the way would presumably be
 open to a more peaceful world.

 Critical theory is well-suited for challenging realism because critical theory is, by its
 very nature, concerned with criticizing "hegemonic" ideas like realism, not laying out

 alternative futures. The central aim is "to seek out the contradictions within the existing

 order, since it is from these contradictions that change could emerge." 131 It is called
 "/critical" theory for good reason. Very significantly, however, critical theory per se has

 little to say about the future shape of international politics. In fact, critical theory

 emphasizes that, "It is impossible to predict the future."132 Robert Cox explains this
 point: "Critical awareness of potentiality for change must be distinguished from utopian

 planning, i.e., the laying out of the design of a future society that is to be the end goal

 of change. Critical understanding focuses on the process of change rather than on its

 ends; it concentrates on the possibilities of launching a social movement rather than on
 what that movement might achieve."133

 Nevertheless, international relations scholars who use critical theory to challenge and

 subvert realism certainly expect to create a more harmonious and peaceful international
 system. But the theory itself says little about either the desirability or feasibility of

 achieving that particular end.
 CAUSAL LOGIC. Institutions are at the core of critical theory, as its central aim is to

 alter the constitutive and regulative norms of the international system so that states

 stop thinking and acting according to realism. Specifically, critical theorists hope to
 create "pluralistic security communities," where states behave according to the same

 norms or institutions that underpin collective security.134 States would renounce the use

 130. Ashley, "Poverty of Neorealism," p. 286.
 131. Robert W. Cox, Production, Power, and World Order: Social Forces in the Making of World History
 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1987), p. 393.
 132. Cox, "Post-Hegemonic Conceptualization," p. 139.
 133. Cox, Production, Power, and World Order, p. 393. The young Karl Marx summed up this
 approach in 1844: "the advantage of the new trend [is] that we do not attempt dogmatically to
 prefigure the future, but want to find the new world only through criticism of the old." Karl Marx,
 "For a Ruthless Criticism of Everything Existing," in Robert C. Tucker, ed., The Marx-Engels Reader,
 2nd ed. (New York: Norton, 1978), p. 13. Marx's early writings have markedly influenced critical
 theory. See, for example, Ashley, "Poverty of Neorealism," pp. 226-230; and Cox, "Social Forces,"
 p. 133. Critical theorists, however, disparage Marx's later writings, which lay out a structural
 theory of politics that has much in common with realism.

 134. Emanuel Adler, "Arms Control, Disarmament, and National Security: A Thirty Year Retro-
 spective and a New Set of Anticipations," Daedalus, Vol. 120, No. 1 (Winter 1991), pp. 11-18; Ashley,
 "Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space," pp. 428, 430; and Richard Ned Lebow, "The Long Peace, the

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 08:26:16 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL I - 195



 False Promise of International Institutions | 39

 of military force, and there would instead be "a generally shared expectation of peaceful
 change." 35 Furthermore, states would "identify positively with one another so that the
 security of each is perceived as the responsibility of all." 136 States would not think in
 terms of self-help or self-interest, but would instead define their interests in terms of

 the international community. In this new world, "national interests are international

 interests."137
 Critical theorists have a more ambitious agenda than proponents of collective secu-

 rity. Critical theorists aim to create a world in which all states consider war an unac-

 ceptable practice, and are not likely to change their minds about the matter. There do

 not appear to be any troublemaker states in a pluralistic security community, as there

 might be in a collective security system. In fact, military power seems to be largely

 irrelevant in the critical theorists' post-realist world, which has the earmarks of a true
 "/peace system."138

 For critical theorists, the key to achieving a "postmodern international system" is to

 alter state identity radically, or more specifically, to transform how states think-about

 themselves and their relationship with other states.139 In the jargon of the theory,
 "intersubjective understandings and expectations" matter greatly.140 In practice, this
 means that states must stop thinking of themselves as solitary egoists, and instead

 develop a powerful communitarian ethos.141 Critical theorists aim to create an inter-
 national system characterized not by anarchy, but by community. States must stop

 thinking of themselves as separate and exclusive-i.e., sovereign-actors, and instead

 see themselves as mutually conditioned parts of a larger whole.142 States, or more
 precisely, their inhabitants and leaders, should be made to care about concepts like
 "rectitude," "rights," and "obligations." In short, they should have a powerful sense of

 responsibility to the broader international community.

 End of the Cold War, and the Failure of Realism," International Organization, Vol. 48, No. 2 (Spring
 1994), pp. 269-277. Wendt uses the term "cooperative security system" in place of "pluralistic
 security community." See "Anarchy Is What States Make of It," pp. 400-401. Karl Deutsch invented
 the concept of a pluralistic security community. See Karl W. Deutsch, et al., Political Community
 and the North Atlantic Area: International Organization in the Light of Historical Experience (Princeton,
 N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1957), pp. 5-9.
 135. Ashley, "Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space," p. 430. Also see Adler, "Arms Control, Disarma-
 ment, and National Security," p. 11.
 136. Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It," p. 400.
 137. Ibid.
 138. This outcome is fully consistent with Deutsch's definition of a pluralistic security community:
 "there is real assurance that the members of that community will not fight each other physically,
 but will settle their disputes in some other way. If the entire world were integrated as a security
 community, wars would be automatically eliminated." Deutsch, Political Community, p. 5.
 139. John G. Ruggie, "International Structure and International Transformation: Space, Time, and
 Method," in Ernst-Otto Czempiel and James N. Rosenau, eds., Global Changes and Theoretical
 Challenges: Approaches to World Politics for the 1990s (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1989), p. 30.
 140. Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It," p. 397.
 141. "Critical social scientific approaches," as Ashley notes, "are inherently communitarian." See
 Ashley, "Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space," p. 403; also see pp. 404-407.
 142. In a recent article, Alexander Wendt discusses the "emergence of 'international states,' which
 would constitute a structural transformation of the Westphalian states system." Wendt, "Collective
 Identity Formation," p. 385.
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 A realist might argue that this goal is desirable in principle, but not realizable in

 practice, because the structure of the international system forces states to behave as

 egoists. Anarchy, offensive capabilities, and uncertain intentions combine to leave states

 with little choice but to compete aggressively with each other. For realists, trying to

 infuse states with communitarian norms is a hopeless cause.

 Critical theory, however, directly challenges the realist claim that structural factors

 are the main determinants of state behavior. In contrast to realism, critical theory

 assumes that ideas and discourse are the driving forces that shape the world, although
 it recognizes that structural factors have some, albeit minor, influence.143 How individu-
 als think about and talk about the world matters greatly for determining how states

 act in the international system. Ideas matter so much, according to critical theorists,
 because the world is socially constructed by individual human beings whose behavior
 is mediated by their thoughts; these thoughts, in turn, are shared by the members of a

 larger culture. Individuals bear responsibility for shaping the world they inhabit. The

 world around them is not a given that forces itself upon them. On the contrary, critical

 theorists argue that ideational forces or "institutions often can change environments."144
 Markus Fischer sums up this crucial point: "In essence, critical theory holds that social

 reality is constituted by intersubjective consciousness based on language and that

 human beings are free to change their world by a collective act of will."1145
 Robert Cox's description of the state illustrates how this process of thinking about

 the world determines how it is structured. "The state," he writes, "has no physical
 existence, like a building or a lamp-post; but it is nevertheless a real entity. It is a real

 entity because everyone acts as though it were."146 Alexander Wendt's discussion of
 anarchy provides another good example: "Structure," he writes, "has no existence or
 causal powers apart from process."147 States, in fact, can think about anarchy in a
 number of different ways. "Anarchy is what states make of it." Moreover, "self-help

 and power politics are institutions . . . not essential features of anarchy."
 ThiN discussion of how critical theorists think about the state and anarchy points up

 the fact that realism and critical theory have fundamentally different epistemologies

 143. It is important to emphasize that critical theorists do not make a case for pure idealism, where
 realist structure has little bearing on state behavior. Their argument is much more sophisticated,
 as they maintain that structure and discourse are inextricably linked together and constantly
 interact in a dialectical fashion. Structure, they emphasize, both enables and constrains individual
 behavior. Nevertheless, the key point for critical theorists is that structure is ultimately shaped and
 reshaped by discourse. In other words, structure may shape our thinking about the world, but
 structure is ultimately shaped by our discourse. Structure is not an independent material force that
 shapes how we think and talk about the world. Social reality, in the end, is ultimately a construction
 of our minds.
 144. Koslowski and Kratochwil, "Understanding Change," p. 226.
 145. Markus Fischer, "Feudal Europe, 800-1300: Communal Discourse and Conflictual Practices,"
 International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 2 (Spring 1992), p. 430.
 146. Cox, "Post-Hegemonic Conceptualization," p. 133.
 147. Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It," p. 395. The subsequent quotations in this
 paragraph are from ibid. Also see Richard K. Ashley, "Untying the Sovereign State: A Double
 Reading of the Anarchy Problematique," Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 17, No. 2
 (Summer 1988), pp. 227-262.
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 and ontologies, which are the most basic levels at which theories can be compared.148
 Realists maintain that there is an objective and knowable world, which is separate from

 the observing individual. Critical theorists, on the other hand, "see subject and object

 in the historical world as a reciprocally interrelated whole," and they deny the possi-

 bility of objective knowledge.149 Where realists see a fixed and knowable world, critical
 theorists see the possibility of endless interpretations of the world before them. For

 critical theorists, "there are no constants, no fixed meanings, no secure grounds, no

 profound secrets, no final structures or limits of history . . . there is only interpreta-

 tion.... History itself is grasped as a series of interpretations imposed upon interpre-

 tation-none primary, all arbitrary."'50

 Nevertheless, critical theorists readily acknowledge that realism has been the domi-

 nant interpretation of international politics for almost seven hundred years. "Realism
 is a name for a discourse of power and rule in modern global life."151 Still, critical theory
 allows for change, and there is no reason, according to the theory anyway, why a

 communitarian discourse of peace and harmony cannot supplant the realist distourse

 of security competition and war. In fact, change is always possible with critical theory

 because it allows for an unlimited number of discourses, and it makes no judgment

 about the merit or staying power of any particular one. Also, critical theory makes no

 judgment about whether human beings are "hard-wired" to be good or bad, but instead

 treats people as infinitely changeable. The key to how they think and behave is the

 particular "software program" that individuals carry around in their heads, and those
 can be changed. In essence, critical theorists hope to replace the widely used realist
 software package with new software that emphasizes communitarian norms. Once that
 switch has been made, states will cooperate with each other and world politics will be

 more peaceful.

 Most critical theorists do not see ideas and discourses forming at the grass roots and
 then percolating up to the elites of society. Rather, theirs is a top-down theory, whereby

 elites play the key role in transforming language and discourse about international
 relations. Experts, especially scholars, determine the flow of ideas about world politics.

 It is especially useful, however, if this intellectual vanguard consists of individuals from
 different states. These transnational elites, which are sometimes referred to as "epistemic

 communities," are well-suited for formulating and spreading the communitarian ideals
 that critical theorists hope will replace realism.152

 Finally, it is worth noting that critical theorists are likely to be quite intolerant of
 other discourses about international politics, especially realism.153 Four factors combine

 148. See Cox, "Post-Hegemonic Conceptualization," pp. 132-139; Kratochwil and Ruggie, "Inter-
 national Organization," pp. 763-775; Yosef Lapid, "The Third Debate: On the Prospects of Inter-
 national Theory in a Post-Positivist Era," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 3 (September
 1989), pp. 235-254; Wendt, "The Agent-Structure Problem," pp. 335-370.
 149. Cox, "Post-Hegemonic Conceptualization," p. 135.
 150. Ashley, "Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space," pp. 408-409.
 151. Ibid., p. 422.
 152. See Adler, "Arms Control"; and Peter M. Haas, ed., Knowledge, Power, and International Policy
 Coordination, special issue of International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 1 (Winter 1992).
 153. For example, see Ashley, "Poverty of Neorealism," passim.
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 to account for this situation. The theory is based on the belief that ideas matter greatly

 for shaping international politics. Also, it recognizes that particular theories triumph in

 the marketplace of ideas, and the result is hegemonic discourse. Moreover, although

 the theory itself does not distinguish between good and bad ideas, critical theorists
 themselves certainly make that distinction. Furthermore, critical theorists have no
 historical guarantee that hegemonic discourse will move toward ideas about world

 politics that they consider sound. Realism, for example, has been the dominant dis-
 course in the international arena for many centuries. Therefore, it makes sense for

 critical theorists to try to eliminate ideas they do not like, thus maximizing the prospects

 that their favorite discourse will triumph. Realist thinking, in this view, is not only

 dangerous, but is the main obstacle critical theorists face in their effort to establish a
 new and more peaceful hegemonic discourse.154

 FLAWS IN THE CAUSAL LOGIC. The main goal of critical theorists is to change state

 behavior in fundamental ways, to move beyond a world of security competition and

 war and establish a pluralistic security community. However, their explanation of how

 change occurs is at best incomplete, and at worst, internally contradictory.155
 Critical theory maintains that state behavior changes when discourse changes. But

 that argument leaves open the obvious and crucially important question: what deter-

 mines why some discourses become dominant and others lose out in the marketplace
 of ideas? What is the mechanism that governs the rise and fall of discourses? This

 general question, in turn, leads to three more specific questions: 1) Why has realism
 been the hegemonic discourse in world politics for so long? 2) Why is the time ripe for
 its unseating? 3) Why is realism likely to be replaced by a more peaceful communitarian

 discourse?

 Critical theory provides few insights on why discourses rise and fall. Thomas Risse-
 Kappen writes, "Research on. . . 'epistemic communities' of knowledge-based transna-
 tional networks has failed so far to specify the conditions under which specific ideas

 are selfected and influence policies while others fall by the wayside." 156 Not surprisingly,
 critical theorists say little about why realism has been the dominant discourse, and why
 its foundations are now so shaky. They certainly do not offer a well-defined argument

 that deals with this important issue. Therefore, it is difficult to judge the fate of realism
 through the lens of critical theory.

 Nevertheless, critical theorists occasionally point to particular factors that might lead

 to changes in international relations discourse. In such cases, however, they usually end

 up arguing that changes in the material world drive changes in discourse. For example,
 when Ashley makes surmises about the future of realism, he claims that "a crucial issue
 is whether or not changing historical conditions have disabled longstanding realist

 154. Lebow, for example, writes that "Contemporary realists' . . . theories and some of the policy
 recommendations based on them may now stand in the way of the better world we all seek."
 Lebow, "The Long Peace," p. 277.
 155. My thinking on this matter has been markedly influenced by Hein Goemans.
 156. Thomas Risse-Kappen, "Ideas Do Not Float Freely: Transnational Coalitions, Domestic Struc-
 tures, and the End of the Cold War," International Organization, Vol. 48, No. 2 (Spring 1994), p. 187.
 Also see Koslowski and Kratochwil, "Understanding Change," p. 225.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 08:26:16 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL I - 199



 False Promise of International Institutions | 43

 rituals of power." Specifically, he asks whether "developments in late capitalist society;"

 like the "fiscal crisis of the state," and the "internationalization of capital," coupled with

 "the presence of vastly destructive and highly automated nuclear arsenals [has] de-
 prived statesmen of the latitude for competent performance of realist rituals of

 power?" 157 Similarly, Cox argues that fundamental change occurs when there is a
 "disjuncture" between "the stock of ideas people have about the nature of the world

 and the practical problems that challenge them." He then writes, "Some of us think the

 erstwhile dominant mental construct of neorealism is inadequate to confront the chal-
 lenges of global politics today."158

 It would be understandable if realists made such arguments, since they believe there

 is an objective reality that largely determines which discourse will be dominant. Critical

 theorists, however, emphasize that the world is socially constructed, and not shaped in

 fundamental ways by objective factors. Anarchy, after all, is what we make of it. Yet

 when critical theorists attempt to explain why realism may be losing its hegemonic

 position, they too point to objective factors as the ultimate cause of change. Discourse,
 so it appears, turns out not to be determinative, but mainly a reflection of developments

 in the objective world. In short, it seems that when critical theorists who study inter-

 national politics offer glimpses of their thinking about the causes of change in the real
 world, they make arguments that directly contradict their own theory, but which appear

 to be compatible with the theory they are challenging.159
 There is another problem with the application of critical theory to international

 relations. Although critical theorists hope to replace realism with a discourse that

 emphasizes harmony and peace, critical theory per se emphasizes that it is impossible
 to know the future. Critical theory, according to its own logic, can be used to undermine

 realism and produce change, but it cannot serve as the basis for predicting which

 discourse will replace realism, because the theory says little about the direction change

 takes. In fact, Cox argues that although "utopian expectations may be an element in

 stimulating people to act ... such expectations are almost never realized in practice." 160

 157. Ashley, "Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space," pp. 426-427.
 158. Cox, "Post-Hegemonic Conceptualization," p. 138. Also see Cox, "Social Forces," pp. 138-149.
 For other examples, see Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation," pp. 281-286; and Wendt, "Col-
 lective Identity Formation," pp. 389-390.

 159. Cox is apparently aware of this problem. After spending eleven pages outlining various
 objective factors that might shape a new world order, he notes, "It would, of course, be logically
 inadmissible, as well as imprudent, to base predictions of future world order upon the foregoing
 considerations." Cox, "Social Forces," p. 149, emphasis added. Nevertheless, he then emphasizes
 in the next few sentences how important those objective considerations are for understanding
 future world order prospects. He writes: "Their utility is rather in drawing attention to factors
 which could incline an emerging world order in one direction or another. The social forces
 generated by changing production processes are the starting point for thinking about possible
 futures. These forces may combine in different configurations, and as an exercise one could
 consider the hypothetical configurations most likely to lead to three different outcomes as to the
 future of the state system. The focus on these three outcomes is not, of course, to imply that no
 other outcomes or configurations of social forces are possible." In other words, Cox does rely
 heavily on objective factors to explain possible future world orders.
 160. Cox, Production, Power, And World Order, p. 393.
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 Thus, in a sense, the communitarian discourse championed by critical theorists is

 wishful thinking, not an outcome linked to the theory itself. Indeed, critical theory

 cannot guarantee that the new discourse will not be more malignant than the discourse

 it replaces. Nothing in the theory guarantees, for example, that a fascist discourse far

 more violent than realism will not emerge as the new hegemonic discourse.

 PROBLEMS WITH THE EMPIRICAL RECORD. Critical theorists have offered little em-

 pirical support for their theory.161 It is still possible to sketch the broad outlines of their
 account of the past. They appear to concede that realism was the dominant discourse
 from about the start of the late medieval period in 1300 to at least 1989, and that states

 and other political entities behaved according to realist dictates during these seven

 centuries. However, some critical theorists suggest that both the discourse and practice
 of international politics during the preceding five centuries of the feudal era or central
 medieval period (800-1300) was not dominated by realism and, therefore, cannot be

 explained by it.162 They believe that European political units of the feudal era did not
 think and therefore did not act in the exclusive and selfish manner assumed by realism,

 but instead adopted a more communitarian discourse, which guided their actions.

 Power politics, so the argument goes, had little relevance in these five hundred years.

 Furthermore, most critical theorists see the end of the Cold War as an important

 watershed in world politics. A few go so far as to argue that "the revolutions of 1989

 transformed the international system by changing the rules governing superpower

 conflict and, thereby, the norms underpinning the international system." 163 Realism,
 they claim, is no longer the hegemonic discourse. "The end of the Cold War . . .

 undermined neorealist theory." 164 Other critical theorists are more tentative in their
 judgment about whether the end of the Cold War has led to a fundamental transfor-
 mation of international politics.165 For these more cautious critical theorists, the revolu-
 tions of 1989 have created opportunities for change, but that change has not yet been

 realized.

 Thr'ee points are in order regarding the critical theorists' interpretation of history.
 First, one cannot help but be struck by the sheer continuity of realist behavior in the

 critical theorists' own account of the past. Seven centuries of security competition and
 war represents an impressive span of time, especially when you consider the tremen-

 161. Wendt, for example, acknowledges that, "Relatively little empirical research has been explic-
 itly informed by structuration [critical] theory, which might illustrate its implications for the
 explanation of state action." Wendt, "The Agent-Structure Problem," p. 362.
 162. Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation," pp. 273-279. Also see Robert W. Cox, "Postscript
 1985," in Robert 0. Keohane, ed., Neorealism and Its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press,
 1986), pp. 244-245.

 163. Koslowski and Kratochwil, "Understanding Change," p. 215. Also see LeboA, "The Long
 Peace"; Risse-Kappen, "Ideas Do Not Float Freely"; and Janice Gross Stein, "Political Learning By
 Doing: Gorbachev As Uncommitted Thinker and Motivated Learner," International Organization,
 Vol. 48, No. 2 (Spring 1994), pp. 155-183. All four of these articles are published together as a
 symposium on "The End of the Cold War and Theories of International Relations," in the Spring
 1994 International Organization.
 164. Koslowski and Kratochwil, "Understanding Change," p. 217.
 165. See, for example, Ruggie, "Territoriality and Beyond," pp. 173-174; Wendt, "Anarchy Is What
 States Make of It," p. 422; and Wendt, "Collective Identity Formation," p. 393.
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 dous political and economic changes that have taken place across the world during that

 lengthy period. Realism is obviously a human software package with deep-seated

 appeal, although critical theorists do not explain its attraction.

 Second, a close look at the international politics of the feudal era reveals scant support
 for the claims of critical theorists; Markus Fischer has done a detailed study of that

 period, and he finds "that feudal discourse was indeed distinct, prescribing unity,
 functional cooperation, sharing, and lawfulness."166 More importantly, however, he also
 finds "that while feudal actors observed these norms for the most part on the level of

 form, they in essence behaved like modern states." Specifically, they "strove for exclu-

 sive territorial control, protected themselves by military means, subjugated each other,

 balanced against power, formed alliances and spheres of influence, and resolved their

 conflicts by the use and threat of force."167 Realism, not critical theory, appears best to
 explain international politics in the five centuries of the feudal era.

 Third, there are good reasons to doubt that the demise of the Cold War means that

 the millennium is here. It is true that the great powers have been rather tame in their

 behavior towards each other over the past five years. But that is usually the case after

 great-power wars. Moreover, although the Cold War ended in 1989, the Cold War order

 that it spawned is taking much longer to collapse, which makes it difficult to determine

 what kind of order or disorder will replace it. For example, Russian troops remained

 in Germany until mid-1994, seriously impinging on German sovereignty, and the United

 States still maintains a substantial military presence in Germany. Five years is much too
 short a period to determine whether international relations has been fundamentally

 transformed by the end of the Cold War, especially given that the "old" order of realist

 discourse has been in place for at least twelve centuries.

 A close look at the sources of this purported revolutionary change in world politics
 provides further cause for skepticism. For critical theorists, "the Cold War was funda-

 mentally a discursive, not a material, structure." 168 Thus, if the United States and the
 Soviet Union had decided earlier in the Cold War that they were no longer enemies, it
 would have been over sooner.169 Mikhail Gorbachev, critical theorists argue, played the
 central role in ending the Cold War. He challenged traditional Soviet thinking about
 national security, and championed ideas about international security that sounded like

 they had been scripted by critical theorists.170 In fact, critical theorists argue that
 Gorbachev's "new thinking" was shaped by a "transnational liberal internationalist

 community [epistemic community] comprising the U.S. arms control community, West-

 ern European scholars and center-left policy makers, as well as Soviet institutchiks." 171
 These new ideas led Gorbachev to end the Soviet Union's "imperial relationship with

 166. Fischer, "Feudal Europe," p. 428. Also see the subsequent exchange between Fischer and
 Rodney Hall and Friedrich Kratochwil in International Organization, Vol. 47, No. 3 (Summer 1993),
 pp. 479-500.
 167. Fischer, "Feudal Europe," p. 428.
 168. Wendt, "Collective Identity Formation," p. 389.
 169. This sentence is a paraphrase of Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It," p. 397.
 170. See Koslowski and Kratochwil, "Understanding Change," p. 233.
 171. Risse-Kappen, "Ideas Do Not Float Freely," p. 213. Also see ibid., pp. 195-214; and Stein,

 "Political Learning By Doing," pp. 175-180.
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 Eastern Europe," which led to a fundamental change in "the norms of bloc politics and
 thereby the rules governing superpower relations."172 In essence, "the changed practices
 of one of the major actors . . . [had] system-wide repercussions."173 Both superpowers
 "repudiated the notion of international relations as a self-help system and . . . tran-

 scended the consequences of anarchy as depicted by realism."174
 Gorbachev surely played the key role in ending the Cold War, but there are good

 reasons to doubt that his actions fundamentally transformed international politics. His
 decision to shut down the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe can very well be explained
 by realism. By the mid-1980s, the Soviet Union was suffering an economic and political
 crisis at home that made the costs of empire prohibitive, especially since nuclear
 weapons provided the Soviets with a cheap and effective means of defense. Many
 empires collapsed and many states broke apart before 1989, and many of them sought
 to give to dire necessity the appearance of virtue. But the basic nature of international

 politics remained unchanged. It is not clear why the collapse of the Soviet Union is a

 special case.

 Furthermore, now that Gorbachev is out of office and has little political influence in
 Russia, the Russians have abandoned his "new thinking."175 In fact, they now have an
 offensively-oriented military doctrine that emphasizes first use of nuclear weapons.

 More importantly, since the end of 1992, the Russians have been acting like a traditional
 great power toward their neighbors. The former Soviet Union seems to be an arena for

 power politics, and Boris Yeltsin's Russia appears to be fully engaged in that enter-
 prise.176

 Regarding the more modest claim that the end of the Cold War presents an oppor-

 tunity to move to a world where states are guided by norms of trust and sharing,

 perhaps this is true. But since critical theorists acknowledge that their theory cannot
 predict the future, why should we believe their claim, especially when it means choos-
 ing against realism, a theory that has at least 1200 years of staying power?

 Critical theorists have ambitious aims. However, critical theory also has important

 flaws, and therefore it will likely remain in realism's shadow. Specifically, critical theory
 is concerned with affecting fundamental change in state behavior, but it says little about

 172. Koslowski and Kratochwil, "Understanding Change," pp. 228, 239.
 173. Ibid., p. 227.
 174. Lebow, "The Long Peace," p. 276.
 175. See Charles Dick, "The Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation," in Jane's Intelligence
 Review, Special Report No. 1, January 1994, pp. 1-5; Michael C. Desch, "Why the Soviet Military
 Supported Gorbachev and Why the Russian Military Might Only Support Yeltsin for a Price,"
 Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 16, No. 4 (December 1993), pp. 467-474; and Stephen Foye, "Up-
 dating Russian Civil-Military Relations," RFE/RL Research Report, Vol. 2, No. 46 (November 19,
 1993), pp. 44-50.
 176. See, for example, Thomas Goltz, "Letter from Eurasia: The Hidden Russian Hand," Foreign
 Policy, No. 92, pp. 92-116; Steven E. Miller, "Russian National Interests," in Robert D. Blackwill
 and Sergei A. Karaganov, eds., Damage Limitation or Crisis? Russia and the Outside World, CSIA
 Studies in International Security No. 5 (Washington, D.C.: Brassey's, 1994), pp. 77-106; Alexei K.
 Pushkov, "Russia and America: The Honeymoon's Over," Foreign Policy, No. 93 (Winter 1993-1994),
 pp. 77-90; and Bruce D. Porter and Carol R. Saivetz, "The Once and Future Empire: Russia and
 the 'Near Abroad'," Washington Quarterly, Vol. 17, No. 3 (Summer 1994), pp. 75-90.
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 how it comes about. Critical theorists do occasionally point to particular causes of

 change, but when they do, they make arguments that are inconsistent with the theory
 itself. Finally, there is little empirical evidence to support the claims of critical theorists,

 and much to contradict them.

 Conclusion

 Many policymakers as well as academics believe that institutions hold great promise

 for promoting international peace. This optimistic assessment of institutions is not

 warranted, however, mainly because the three institutionalist theories which underpin

 it are flawed. There are serious problems with the causal logic of each theory, and little

 empirical evidence for any of them. What is most impressive about institutions, in fact,
 is how little independent effect they seem to have had on state behavior.

 We have an important paradox here: although the world does not work the way
 institutionalist theories say it does or should, those theories remain highly infldential
 in both the academic and policy worlds. Given the limited impact of institutions on

 state behavior, one would expect considerable skepticism, even cynicism, when institu-

 tions are described as a major force for peace. Instead, they are still routinely described

 in promising terms by scholars and governing elites.

 It is beyond the scope of this paper to attempt a detailed explanation of this paradox.

 Nevertheless, I would like to close with some speculative comments about this puzzle,
 focusing on the American context.

 The attraction of institutionalist theories for both policymakers and scholars is ex-
 plained, I believe, not by their intrinsic value, but by their relationship to realism, and

 especially to core elements of American political ideology. Realism has long been and
 continues to be an influential theory in the United States.177 Leading realist thinkers
 such as George Kennan and Henry Kissinger, for example, occupied key policymaking
 positions during the Cold War. The impact of realism in the academic world is amply

 demonstrated in the institutionalist literature, where discussions of realism are perva-
 sive.178 Yet despite its influence, Americans who think seriously about foreign policy
 issues tend to dislike realism intensely, mainly because it clashes with their basic values.

 The theory stands opposed to how most Americans prefer to think about themselves
 and the wider world.179

 177. See Michael J. Smith, Realist Thought from Weber to Kissinger (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State
 University Press, 1986), chap. 1.
 178. Summing up the autobiographical essays of 34 international relations scholars, Joseph Kruzel
 notes that "Hans Morgenthau is more frequently cited than any other name in these memoirs."

 Joseph Kruzel, "Reflections on the Journeys," in Joseph Kruzel and James N. Rosenau, eds., Journeys
 through World Politics: Autobiographical Reflections of Thirty-four Academic Travelers (Lexington, Mass.:
 Lexington Books, 1989), p. 505. Although "Morgenthau is often cited, many of the references in
 these pages are negative in tone. He seems to have inspired his critics even more than his

 supporters." Ibid.
 179. See Keith L. Shimko, "Realism, Neorealism, and American Liberalism," Review of Politics, Vol.
 54, No. 2 (Spring 1992), pp. 281-301.
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 There are four principal reasons why American elites, as well as the American public,

 tend to regard realism with hostility. First, realism is a pessimistic theory. It depicts a
 world of stark and harsh competition, and it holds out little promise of making that

 world more benign. Realists, as Hans Morgenthau wrote, are resigned to the fact that

 "there is no escape from the evil of power, regardless of what one does."'80 Such

 pessimism, of course, runs up against the deep-seated American belief that with time
 and effort, reasonable individuals can solve important social problems. Americans
 regard progress as both desirable and possible in politics, and they are therefore

 uncomfortable with realism's claim that security competition and war will persist

 despite our best efforts to eliminate them.181
 Second, realism treats war as an inevitable, and indeed sometimes necessary, form

 of state activity. For realists, war is an extension of politics by other means. Realists are
 very cautious in their prescriptions about the use of force: wars should not be fought

 for idealistic purposes, but instead for balance-of-power reasons. Most Americans,

 however, tend to think of war as a hideous enterprise that should ultimately be

 abolished. For the time being, however, it can only justifiably be used for lofty moral

 goals, like "making the world safe for democracy"; it is morally incorrect to fight wars
 to change or preserve the balance of power. This makes the realist conception of warfare

 anathema to many Americans.

 Third, as an analytical matter, realism does not distinguish between "good" states

 and "bad" states, but essentially treats them like billiard balls of varying size. In realist
 theory, all states are forced to seek the same goal: maximum relative power.182 A purely
 realist interpretation of the Cold War, for example, allows for no meaningful difference

 in the motives behind American and Soviet behavior during that conflict. According to

 the theory, both sides must have been driven by concerns about the balance of power,

 and must have done what was necessary to try to achieve a favorable balance. Most

 180. Hans J. Morgenthau, Scientific Man vs. Power Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
 1974), p. 201. Nevertheless, Keith Shimko convincingly argues that the shift within realism, away
 from Morgenthau's belief that states are motivated by an unalterable will to power, and toward
 Waltz's view that states are motivated by the desire for security, provides "a residual, though
 subdued optimism, or at least a possible basis for optimism [about international politics]. The
 extent to which this optimism is stressed or suppressed varies, but it is there if one wants it to
 be." Shimko, "Realism, Neorealism, and American Liberalism," p. 297. Realists like Stephen Van
 Evera, for example, point out that although states operate in a dangerous world, they can take
 steps to dampen security competition and minimize the danger of war. See Van Evera, Causes of
 War.

 181. See Reinhold Niebuhr, The Children of Light and The Children of Darkness: A Vindication of
 Democracy and a Critique of Its Traditional Defense (New York: Charles Scribner's, 1944), especially
 pp. 153-190. See also Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics of
 Civil-Military Relations (New York: Vintage Books, 1964).
 182. It should be emphasized that many realists have strong moral preferences and are driven by
 deep moral convictions. Realism is not a normative theory, however, and it provides no criteria
 for moral judgment. Instead, realism merely seeks to explain how the world works. Virtually all
 realists would prefer a world without security competition and war, but they believe that goal is
 unrealistic given the structure of the international system. See, for example, Robert G. Gilpin, "The
 Richness of the Tradition of Political Realism," in Keohane, Neorealism and Its Critics, p. 321.
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 Americans would recoil at such a description of the Cold War, because they believe the

 United States was motivated by good intentions while the Soviet Union was not.183
 Fourth, America has a rich history of thumbing its nose at realism. For its first 140

 years of existence, geography and the British navy allowed the United States to avoid
 serious involvement in the power politics of Europe. America had an isolationist foreign

 policy for most of this period, and its rhetoric explicitly emphasized the evils of

 entangling alliances and balancing behavior. Even as the United States finally entered
 its first European war in 1917, Woodrow Wilson railed against realist thinking. America

 has a long tradition of anti-realist rhetoric, which continues to influence us today.

 Given that realism is largely alien to American culture, there is a powerful demand
 in the United States for alternative ways of looking at the world, and especially for

 theories that square with basic American values. Institutionalist theories nicely meet

 these requirements, and that is the main source of their appeal to policymakers and

 scholars. Whatever else one might say about these theories, they have one undeniable

 advantage in the eyes of their supporters: they are not realism. Not only do institution-

 alist theories offer an alternative to realism, but they explicitly seek to undermine it.

 Moreover, institutionalists offer arguments that reflect basic American values. For ex-

 ample, they are optimistic about the possibility of greatly reducing, if not eliminating,
 security competition among states and creating a more peaceful world. They certainly

 do not accept the realist stricture that war is politics by other means. Institutionalists,
 in short, purvey a message that Americans long to hear.

 There is, however, a downside for policymakers who rely on institutionalist theories:

 these theories do not accurately describe the world, hence policies based on them are
 bound to fail. The international system strongly shapes the behavior of states, limiting

 the amount of damage that false faith in institutional theories can cause. The constraints

 of the system notwithstanding, however, states still have considerable freedom of

 action, and their policy choices can succeed or fail in protecting American national

 interests and the interests of vulnerable people around the globe. The failure of the

 League of Nations to address German and Japanese aggression in the 1930s is a case

 in point. The failure of institutions to prevent or stop the war in Bosnia offers a more

 recent example. These cases illustrate that institutions have mattered rather little in the

 past; they also suggest that the false belief that institutions matter has mattered more,
 and has had pernicious effects. Unfortunately, misplaced reliance on institutional solu-

 tions is likely to lead to more failures in the future.

 183. Realism's treatment of states as billiard balls of different sizes tends to raise the hackles of
 comparative politics scholars, who believe that domestic political and economic factors matter
 greatly for explaining foreign policy behavior.
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ANALYTICAL ESSAYS: EVALUATION,

SYNTHESIS, REFLECTIONS

The Struggle for Autonomy: A Realist
Structural Theory of International Relations

Richard J. Harknett

University of Cincinnati

and

Hasan B. Yalcin

Istanbul Sabahattin Zaim University

Structural theories have advanced our understanding of International
Relations (IR). This article contends that the two leading structural real-
ist frameworks, however, rely too heavily on an ascribed unit motivation
and core dynamic that are not derived from structure. This ultimately
weakens both theories’ explanatory potential. This article offers a
refinement called structural autonomy that explains IR through a focus
on a self-reliant pursuit of autonomy and the particular distribution of
capabilities found across the system.

This article offers a new variant to the two leading structural realist frameworks
associated most prominently with the thinking of Kenneth Waltz (1979) and
John Mearsheimer (2001). This refinement of structural realism is based on the
assessment that both defensive and offensive realism, while advancing structural
reasoning, rely too heavily on an ascribed unit level motivation that is not
derived from structure. Both Waltz and Mearsheimer were correct to orient the
study of International Relations (IR) toward the importance of structural analy-
sis, but neither has delivered fully on the explanatory promise that structuralism
offers.1 Thus, unlike most critical interpretations that seek full rejection of defen-
sive and offensive realism, this article seeks to build upon their strengths and
refine their weaknesses within a new framework of structural autonomy—a struc-
tural theory that finds its conceptual roots in realist IR thought. A theory of
structural autonomy promises a richer explanatory frame that can better address
the distinct dynamics that flow from different power structures.

1This article suggests that both offensive and defensive realisms, because of internal inconsistency, ultimately
produce partial explanations. In offering an emphasis on structure as the locus of explanation, this article heads in
the opposite direction of recent structurally oriented theorizing in IR, which is inclined toward more hybridization
of already existing hybrid frameworks. Neo-classical realists with their multi-causal and multi-level frameworks are
increasing the number of factors across the realist paradigm. This is a degenerative process from a structuralist per-
spective. For some examples, see Walt (1987), Schweller (1994), Van Evera (1999). For the most recent attempt to
synthesize already synthetic theories of offensive and defensive realism, see Fiammenghi (2011).
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The article proceeds in four main parts: First, briefly, the core hybrid nature
of offensive and defensive realism is explored to reveal where they fall short in
structural reasoning.2 Second, discussion of structure and units leads to the
introduction of the two new core concepts of autonomy and self-reliance. Third,
the fundamental logic of structural autonomy is outlined, so that in the final sec-
tion the implications of structural autonomy and how it reorients thinking about
international politics can be considered.

On Defensive and Offensive Motivations

Structuralism, in principle, provides the opportunity of understanding human
identity, motivation, and behavior by tracing their roots to the environment in
which they are all located. It is based on a belief in the shaping power of
conditions over agency. Instead of the essentialist focus3 on ‘‘who we are’’ or the
intentionalist emphasis4 on ‘‘what we want,’’ structuralism is about ‘‘what we
have.’’5 It is our possessions in an environment that is constituted by the distri-
bution of our possessions that influence ‘‘who we are,’’ ‘‘what we want,’’ and
‘‘what we do.’’

In the two most prominent realist-based attempts to explain IR from a struc-
tural level, Kenneth Waltz and John Mearsheimer focused attention correctly on
two key elements of structure in the international system—its anarchic nature
and the distribution of capabilities. From a structural perspective, how capabili-
ties are distributed across an environment lacking centralized authority should
reveal why IR flows as it does. Such a focus should provide us an expectation
about the key actors within the system and their behaviors. As Hans Morgenthau
(1993:7) himself suggested, it is what is possible and not what is desirable that
drives behavior.

However, the explanatory locus of both Waltz and Mearsheimer falls short of
this structural principle in that both defensive and offensive realism ascribe to
states a base desire to either maximize security or maximize power that is
removed from the conditioning effect of the specific distribution of power within
which states must react. The unit level desire to survive pursued through consis-
tent maximizing behavior overwhelms, from an explanatory logic, the particular
conditions in which states seeking survival exist. If the distribution of power is
structurally conditioning the behavior of states, should not the behavior of states
vary based on the relative capabilities they possess? What is possible for the Uni-
ted States differs from what is possible for Kuwait, which shifts over time as well.
The relative position of the United States in the world of 1796 when George
Washington advised against entangling alliances differed substantively from the
world in 1949 when the United States signed the North Atlantic Treaty.

2We classify these two theoretical frameworks as hybrid rather than structural because of three reasons on two
different levels: First, they assume that states wish to survive. This is an independent assumption on the unit level
about state desire rather than being a structurally determined orientation. Second, when they attempt to justify that
assumption through the logic of the structure, they misinterpret the international environment as a self-help sys-
tem, which implies an unnecessary threat dimension that would require a fundamental survival motivation. Third,
they define the ways of survival in two different forms as offensive and defensive behaviors, which are not structur-
ally determined. Mainly because of the existence of independent assumptions on the unit level, these theories
include multiple levels and multiple causes of state behavior.

3Constructivist theorizing is one recent example of essentialism in IR (see Ruggie 1998; Wendt 1999). Demo-
cratic Peace Theory represents a recent turn to essentialism in the liberal school (see Doyle 1983; Russett 1993,
1995; Owen 1994).

4Neo-classical realism is an example of recent intentionalist theorizing (see, for instance, Walt 1987; Wohlforth
1987, 1999; Snyder 1991; Schweller 1994). For an example in liberal theorizing, see Moravcsik (1997).

5Structuralism is criticized for its lack of detailed descriptive accuracy. However, unit-level focus on identities
and interests that come at the expense of a focus on environmental conditioning tend to a descriptive richness that
lacks a comprehensive explanation of the causes of social behavior.
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And yet for Waltz, we assume that both the United States and Kuwait are con-
sistently maximizing their security, and thus, their behaviors are explained via
this consistent motivation. For Mearsheimer, behavior is explained as a result of
power maximization. According to both, the base motivation of all states is to
survive. And herein lies the core flaw in defensive and offensive realism. The sur-
vival motivation is said to extend from the anarchical nature of international pol-
itics. Because there is no central authority, states live in a system of self-help. But
help from what? Both Waltz and Mearsheimer devise a rendering of anarchy that
presumes a threat from which states need assistance to the extent that ultimately
questions their survival. This logic de-links the two structural variables of anarchy
and the distribution of power. There are particular distributions of power that
are not threatening at the level of survival to particular states depending on their
relative position in the international system. If the distribution of power matters
explanatory-wise, it must be allowed to structurally condition state behavior.
Structural theory must allow for the prospect that if conditions do not threaten
survival, behavior should not be based primarily on a survival instinct. States can-
not decide a priori whether maximizing security or power is their best strategy.
Despite what they might wish to achieve, states must take the distribution of
power and their relative systemic position into consideration. Therefore, a struc-
tural theory of international politics should pay sufficient attention to both anar-
chy and the distribution of power, rather than attributing an unsustainable
threat dimension to the concept of anarchy or making fixed unit-level assump-
tions about what states want divorced from the conditions in which they find
themselves.

On Realist Structure and Realist Units

So, how can a realist’s viewpoint better leverage structuralism? On what founda-
tion can analysis of international politics rest if we do not a priori ascribe to states
a motivation to seek maximum power or security? The answer lies in granting
the explanatory weight to a structure in which anarchy and the distribution of
power interact iteratively in establishing the conditions under which the primary
agents of international politics act. It also requires use of the most primitive
assumption that can be derived from that dynamic structure as a fundamental
motivation applied systemically to all units.

The Overwhelming Structure

A theory of structural autonomy rests on four base assumptions about the notion
of structure: First, structure is the overruling element of international politics.6

Second, it is composed of two elements: anarchy and the distribution of power.7

6In line with Waltzian definitions, structural autonomy assumes that systems are composed of structure and
interacting units and consider structure as the set of core conditions that fundamentally shape the behavior and
identity of the interacting units. It is a constraint that sets the stage for opportunity and defines limitations. Struc-
ture is the condition across which a range of interaction becomes possible. The two core conditions are a base orga-
nizing principle and a distribution of capabilities, which is measured systemically (be it a global or regional system).
Concepts such as context and process should not be confused with the concept of structure. Structure is the stage-
setting arrangement of units in a system, not an interaction-level process variable. For a realist example of process-
level description of structure, see Snyder (1996).

7Structural autonomy adopts the materialist base assumptions found in past realist theories concerning the com-
position of structure. As such, the term ‘‘distribution of power’’ is understood to reflect the systemic (global or
regional) relative measure of unit capabilities to act. Unit capacity includes a unit’s population, political organiza-
tion, military potential for offensive and defensive operations, economic infrastructure (both of which leverage geo-
graphic location, technology advancement, natural resource control, and reliable access to capital and other assets
necessary to support military and economic developments). Structural explanation rests on how the relative spread
of those unit capabilities shapes unit behavior, not the unit capabilities themselves.
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Third, structure is so overwhelming that as the most fundamental factor it shapes
not only behaviors but also identity and orientations of the units. Fourth, struc-
ture is a conditional environment (continuously active) that creates an impera-
tive of responsiveness among its units.8

First, structure is the overwhelming factor of international politics. This
assumption is quite straightforward. It is based on a specific worldview that
claims that human behavior is shaped by structural factors. It is the starting point
of any structural analysis. Without a belief in the capacity of structure to shape
and transform agency behavior, there would be no need to develop structural
theories. So any structural theory has to start by recognizing the overruling force
of structure. Since structure is composed of both an anarchical ordering princi-
ple and a shifting distribution of capabilities, it both shapes agent behavior and
is iteratively modified by that behavior as the distribution of capabilities changes.
What vary are the particular strategies units will pursue in relation to the specific
distribution of power they find themselves in.

As suggested above, the second assumption is that the structure of international
politics is composed of two elements: anarchy and the distribution of power.
Although this assumption is, too, quite straightforward in structural theories of IR
in principle, theorists, in practice, emphasize one structural element over the
other. In the case of balance of power theories, for instance, outcomes of anarchy
are emphasized over the outcomes of the distribution of power, while hegemonic
stability theorists tend to neglect the outcomes of anarchy on state behavior by
depicting an international environment as defined by a hegemonic distribution of
power (Gilpin 1981; Wohlforth 1987, 1999, 2002). In balance of power theories,
the distribution of power and the relative positions of actors in this distribution
play only a minor role in shaping state behavior—states are expected to balance
regardless of their relative capacity to do so. For example, states are expected to
balance emergent hegemons as a survival strategy even though they do not have
the capability to do so as in the case of unipolarity. The inability of predicting and
explaining unipolarity is directly related to the overemphasis of the survival moti-
vation at the expense of the distribution of power variable (Waltz 2000; Krautham-
mer 1990 ⁄ 91; Huntington 1999; Layne 1993). On the other side, for hegemonic
stability theorists, the distribution of power explains all state behavior without
resorting to the influence of anarchy. States jump on bandwagons even in an
anarchic system without considering the risks of bandwagoning for their auton-
omy in an anarchic environment (Wohlforth 2002). Alternatively, structural
autonomy theory rests on an understanding of the interplay between the distribu-
tion of power and anarchy. Units act in accordance with both anarchy and the dis-
tribution of power. They do not a priori favor one over the other.

Third, structure shapes not only behaviors but also identities and orientations
of agents. In offensive and defensive realist theories, state identities and motiva-
tions are defined and assumed independently from the shaping power of struc-
tural factors. States are taken to have a specific motivation whatever the
constraints and opportunities of structural conditions. Structure does not affect the
survival motivation in neorealist theories of IR, which assume that even if there is no direct
threat to state survival, it is a survival instinct that is driving action. In contrast, in
the structural autonomy theory developed here, units rearrange not only their
behaviors, but also their identities and motivations in response to the distribu-
tion of power. A structural autonomy theory holds the assumption that structure
is the most fundamental source of actors’ identities and motivations. Units do
not decide who they are and what they want without their knowledge of the
international structure, which is composed of anarchy and the distribution of

8Structure is not an ‘‘event’’ to which units react, but the defined stage upon which they must play out their
existence and upon which they interact with each other.
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power. Great Power status, for instance, is a form of identity that flows not solely
from where a unit’s capabilities land across the distribution of power, but
through a relative successful self-reliant struggle for autonomy in response to the
anarchical condition of international politics. The identity of Great Power status
carries with it behavioral expectations that are not found in units whose capabili-
ties are much lower and whose struggle for autonomy is highly constrained. The
inaction of the United States in the Rwandan genocide of the 1990s mattered
not only on the ground in Rwanda, but in how international and regional orga-
nizations and other states responded to the emerging killing. The inaction of Fiji
did not have consequence. More importantly, the fact that the United States was
a Great Power that did not act in 1994 created a precedent that impacted
international calculations as the military forces of Libyan leader Muammar
Gaddafi neared the rebellious city of Benghazi in 2011. Its self-identity as a Great
Power in a specific structural distribution set against its past inaction helped
shape the United States’ promotion of a multilateral NATO-led intervention
even though on the face of it, a massacre in Benghazi would not have affected
US survival. Assessed in the context of a desire to sustain the autonomy of a
Great Power, such leadership is more understandable. Of course, the strategies
the Libyan government adopted after the intervention reflected its reaction to its
relative place in the distribution of power at the time, which did bring into play
the threat to its autonomy at the extreme base level of survival.

The final assumption about structure that underlies the logic of structural
autonomy is that structure is an ever-present and continuously active environ-
ment. This assumption is strongly related to the previous one, which holds that
structure shapes not only behaviors but also identities and motivations. Structure
has an influence on all these sources of decision making. It is not a factor that
shapes once and does nothing in other stages. Structure, as the overarching con-
ditional environment, creates the identities and orientations of the agents in it
and reshapes those orientations actively.

The Realistic Reasoning and Responsive Agent

What can we draw from previous realist writings in terms of assumptions to be
ascribed to these units that conform to the expectations of a structural theory?
Two base-interrelated assumptions are made—that these actors are reasoning
and responsive. Without making an assumption about the nature of agents
within a system, the application of structural theory is impossible. For any social
theory, we need to identify at least with what kind of actors we are dealing. How-
ever, that assumption should be held in a minimized form. It should not exceed
the boundaries of structural factors, for the locus of explanatory power rests with
the structural dynamics that shape the agent’s behavior and identity, not the
qualities of the agents themselves. For instance, in a sociological study, the very
existence of human agency and its minimal properties need to be recognized.
The important thing is keeping that assumption in a comprehensive and primi-
tive form, which will not conflict with the shaping power of structure. Otherwise,
without an agent that responds to the structural conditioning, the theory cannot
be applied. Therefore, a structural theory should try to and actually has to hold
a minimized assumption about the agents.

From this perspective, assuming the reasoning and responsive nature of actors
within an international structure is justifiable, because it is an assumption that is
both comprehensive and primitive.9 Essentialist theories hold a belief that

9Both offensive and defensive realists assume states to be units wishing to survive. Survival, as a state motivation,
is a consequentialist assumption that specifies a direction for state behavior and interests, but it does not in reality
cover all units in the system at all times. So, it is both specific and biased.
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human beings or human organizations act because of their essential characteris-
tics. So an answer given about the identity of any agent is believed to explain its
behaviors. Intentionalist theories hold a belief that we can assign specific inten-
tions for human agencies, and these assumptions of human intention help us in
building theories to explain human behavior. In contrast to essentialism and
intentionalism, a theory of structural autonomy sets aside unit-level identities
and interests for the sake of a broader explanatory power. The theory, for exam-
ple, is not deriving explanation from some assumption about human nature as
classic realists, such as Hans Morgenthau prescribed.

It does not hold a biased belief about the desires of the units’ orientation toward
a future action. It is not fixed to a specific form of motivation for some specific
actors derived independently from structural formation. It tries to encompass the
most fundamental properties shared by all actors in the system. Lastly, it is not a con-
sequentialist assumption as in the case of intentionalist theories, but is a conditional-
ist one in accordance with structural requirements.10 It is based not on outcomes,
but on conditions. Within the theoretical framework of structural autonomy, reason-
ing and responsive actors form their identities, motivations, and actions, not from a
desire that is independent from the structure but because of structural condition-
ing. They respond to the structural conditions with their available capabilities. We
assume units are not blind calculators, but reasoning processors.

Thus, the reasoning and the responsive characteristics of units should not be
interpreted as a classical rational choice assumption. Even though reasoning and
responsiveness can be considered as a loose rationality assumption, it is not a classi-
cal rational choice assumption because of its responsive and inconsequentialist
characteristics.11 Units are assumed as focusing and responding to the conditions
not only on the behavioral level, but also on the motivational level. Reason is not
an instrument of already-given and unchanging motivations but can rearrange the
motivations according to the circumstances. International actors do not follow
their goals blindly at the expense of anything else. This is not a consequentialist
assumption, which focuses on the determinism of agency; on the contrary, it is an
assumption based on the sources of motivation and behavior. In this form, for
example, states are assumed to be aware of the conditions of the international
structure and as defining and redefining their interests not according to their indi-
vidual desires but according to the requirements of the international environment.

A structural theory should consider the reflectiveness and responsiveness of
agency in structural conditions in which agents act because of their conditioned
reasoning.12 We assume that reasoning actors rearrange their motivations and
interests according to their reflections about the international environment.
They hold complicated evaluations of the world in which they act and rearrange
their immediate interests according to where their capabilities place them on
the distribution of power, globally. They reason and respond to the structural
conditions. They might have specific desires to attain but in cases where those
desires do not fit into the power context in which they find themselves, we can
assume they have the capacity to re-evaluate and re-describe their interests.13

10This study is based on a classification of social theories as intentionalist, essentialist, and structural theories.
While the former two classifications adopt a consequentialist logic that assumes agents act to attain a specific goal,
the latter approach adopts a conditionalist perspective in which agency ends are shaped by means.

11This conceptualization of reasoning and responsive actor is highly related to John Searle’s philosophy of
action, but it differs from Searle’s formulation in some respects (see Searle 2001). For a similar loosened reasoning
and responsive actor model, see Giddens (1979).

12For an explanation between the practical and theoretical reasoning and their relation to desire and belief,
respectively, see Harman (1976).

13This assumption might provoke criticism from a domestic-level perspective. Even if states might form their
own preferences because of domestic reasons, they should be ignored in a structural analysis because structuralism
is based on the belief of the removal of domestic concerns due to the overruling character of structural factors. For
an example of domestic preference formation, see Moravcsik (1997).
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This reasoning and responsiveness assumption is also consistent with the
assumption of an ever-present and continuously active structure. In such a struc-
ture, actors cannot rely on fixed attitudes. In order to respond to an ever-active
structure, units have to repeatedly adjust their motivations and behaviors. A con-
sequentialist assumption of rationality would lead to fixed motivations, which
would not be rearranged according to the structural conditions, and thus, this
assumption marks an important refinement from traditional renderings of realist
tenets that tend to emphasize the notion of rationality as a unit-level ascribed
characteristic.

In sum, structural autonomy theory suggests that international politics is char-
acterized by units with organized power (the capacity for sustained action), who
are reasoning and responsive to the international structure, which shapes not
only behaviors, but also motivations of units in an iterative and active realm of
shifting distributions of power.

These particular assumptions about units allow structural autonomy to correct
misunderstandings about realist theory as a theory concerning state behavior. Hans
Morgenthau directed us to the recognition that international politics is conducted
in a realm of power and that realms of power create distinctive dynamics. The units
to which we should focus our analytical attention are those that have the material
capacity for sustained consequential action internationally. At the time of Morgent-
hau’s writing, a parsimonious reading of international reality led him to focus
explanatory attention on states as the best organized units of power (Morgenthau
1993). Over 60 years later, what should drive our analytical focus is a realistic assess-
ment of what units today possess the most effective material capacity for sustained
consequential action internationally—where does organized power lie? While cur-
rent analysis can suggest that the territorial state remains privileged in its capacity
to act globally and in current application should be the locus of explanation, struc-
tural autonomy theory is not a theory of state action, but rather of unit action glob-
ally. A theory of IR drawing from realist traditions need not be confined to a focus
on the state if through technological advancement or the emergence of new forms
of territorial arrangement and action (governance or lack of governance) other
units emerge that have organized material capacity that rivals or challenges the
level that now is held by the territorial state. What drives this unit determination is
actually one of the core structural variables—the distribution of power. In the con-
text of distribution, what is revealed is where the capacity to act rests across the sys-
tem under study. Currently, global politics is conducted by many actors, and one
can conclude that the most prominent generalizable pockets of sustainable capac-
ity to act globally remain states. The logic of structural autonomy, however, need
not a priori assume that states will be the primary consequential actors that drive
international politics. It is not something inherent to states that make them the focus of
study, but where they land as prominent units in the global distribution of power. Thus,
since 2001, significant patterns of state behavior have been driven in reaction to a
nonstate actor, Al Qaeda. The logic of structural autonomy does not preclude anal-
ysis about the interaction between the United States and an organization like Al
Qaeda.14

The Core Concepts: Autonomy and Self-Reliance

What is the central dynamic that logically follows from the interaction of anar-
chy, the distribution of power, and reasoning and responsive units? In contrast

14The information technology revolution’s empowerment of individuals and small groups that can affect inter-
national dynamics is in its infancy, but its potential is growing. Nonstate actors empowered with information tech-
nology may in the near future have sustainable capacity—autonomy—and thus should be captured in theories that
seek to explain international politics.
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to defensive and offensive realism, structural autonomy argues that states are not
inherently preoccupied with power maximization or security, but rather more
fundamentally with seeking autonomy. All that can be derived from a structural
imperative about unit motivation is that it is not about accumulating a capacity,
but rather having the wherewithal to act on that capacity in a sustained and sig-
nificant manner. The wherewithal to act (autonomy) or the lack of it derives
from the combined lack of a central authority and the variance of capabilities
arrayed across several units (anarchy and the distribution of power). Thus,
structurally derived, it can be assumed that units seek autonomy, which is
defined as possession of the wherewithal for the organized capacity to act in a
sustained fashion globally. Seeking autonomy should be understood not as a
unit-based and generated motivation, but rather as a structurally generated
necessity. Understanding autonomy as the basic motivation shifts our under-
standing of Waltz’s and Mearsheimer’s focus on security or power maximization.
Those pursuits are, in reality, different strategies (among many others) for
achieving the base structural necessity of being autonomous. As discussed earlier,
the combination of anarchy and a distribution of power cannot a priori tell us
whether states are under threat, concerned about survival and fixed on how they
will go about dealing with their condition. All anarchic structure and distributed
capacity can reveal is that we are dealing with a system of relatively autonomous
actors. If the system persists, we can derive the assumption that at least some of
the actors are successfully seeking autonomy relative to each other.

Thus, structural autonomy offers a substantive modification to Morgenthau’s
traditional supposition. Rather than a struggle over power, international politics
is best understood, more purely, as a struggle for autonomy.15

The concept of autonomy differs from the concepts of power and security as
motivations and does not have a link to any defensive or offensive presupposi-
tions. It liberates our analytical capability to assess international politics more
broadly. It does not tell us that states act defensively because of their defensive
intentions or offensively because of their offensive intentions. Those intentions
and the actions that ultimately follow from them are responses to the particular
structural conditions units face.16

To understand why the pursuit of autonomy has greater explanatory value than
the conceptualizations of power or security maximization, the base concept of
anarchy must be examined more closely and a refinement offered there as well.

In a structural analysis of international politics, there can be no overarching
unit motivation of survival or search for wealth and power independent of the
distribution of power. Units who assess that the international environment pre-
sents opportunities will not feel threatened, while units who conclude that their
position in the distribution of power is under threat may be compelled to take
defensive measures.17 Opportunistic or threat-responsive behavior flows from
the structure of international politics and cannot be pre-assigned as a dominant
motivation. At its root, we must assume that units simply want to possess the capacity
to act in a sustained manner that preserves and enhances their capacity to act into the
future—they merely want to remain autonomous. Whether that autonomy is
threatened to the point at which survival is at stake is dependent upon a num-
ber of factors, but principally where their power rests across the distribution of
power. Not all units will find themselves assessing their policy choices set

15This is a reference to Morgenthau’s famous frame about international politics as a struggle for power and its
dominant role in the field. Also see Mearsheimer (2001).

16Rather than assuming independently, we derive the dynamic of struggle for autonomy from the structure
which is composed of anarchy as a self-reliance system and distribution of power. This is the only unit-level motiva-
tion that can be derived structurally and covers all units with its primitive and comprehensive nature.

17For a similar but underdeveloped argument about the existence of both opportunities and constraints, see
Mastanduno (1997).
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against a backdrop of surviving, which implies a threat to their existence.
A default to a survival-first response follows only from a particularly threatening
distribution of power, and not all distributions of power will threaten every
state’s existence to the point that it can be assumed that survival is a base moti-
vation. If we are to offer an explanatory framework truly anchored on structure,
then the distribution of power combined with anarchy must actually matter in
an explanatory way; that is, we must assume that it will shape unit behavior,
and units must define themselves against those particular and distinctive distri-
butions, otherwise the distribution of power is either static (which it is not) or
meaningless (which, in a structural realist theory, it cannot be). While for some,
the distribution of power will create a condition of extreme threat (survival),
for others it will be less severe and not immediately threatening, and perhaps
for others, it will create conditions for opportunity. A structural theory must be
alive to all of these structurally driven conditions and the behaviors that will
flow from them.

What we can observe and deduce is that there exists both a reinforcement of
the imperative of autonomy due to anarchy and a restriction on pure freedom
of action imposed by the conditional opportunities and threats embedded in the
distribution of power. Idealized, autonomous actors would prefer pure freedom
of action and thus direct control over their individual destinies, but the ever-
present and shifting distribution of power to which they must react is a funda-
mental feature. The supposition that the dynamic of international politics is best
understood as a struggle is a recognition that structural autonomy theory is not
deterministic in its explanation of state behavior. The struggle is infinite and
exhausting (here John Mearsheimer’s notion of tragedy is instructive), but it is a
struggle that has twists and turns, poor decisions that turn out okay, and opti-
mized decisions that fail to achieve optimal ends. This follows from the respon-
siveness to structure—an interplay—rather than a scripted play.

The search for autonomy is the most fundamental motivation about agent
behavior under the conditions of anarchy that structure can derive. Units react
to the conditions that have the capacity to increase or decrease their autonomy.
In the search of this deep-level motivation, units rearrange their surface-level
and specific goals and behaviors in accordance with their capabilities. So their
standing in the international distribution of power plays a significant role in
defining the strategies of autonomy they will adopt.

In order to understand and identify the fundamental motivation of units in
the system, it is necessary to characterize how the structure of the international
system operates to shape it. In general, most theorists of IR have argued that
anarchic orders are self-help systems in which all actors feel threatened, so they
seek to survive beyond all other motivations. According to this common interpre-
tation, any state behavior is a means of achieving the eventual goal of survival.
By seeking power or security or wealth, states want to attain survival. If the anar-
chic order is a self-help system, then this reasoning would be powerful, but if it
is not a self-help system at its core, then the fundamental state motivation to be
derived is not survival.

The argument in this study is that the anarchic order is a self-reliance, not a self-
help system. Units do not try to secure their survival by adjusting their power in
accordance with some a priori supposed means and ends. They try to promote
their autonomy in a self-reliance system by relying on their capabilities to act by
adjusting their desires and behaviors in accordance with their capabilities. No
specific orientation rules unit power, but rather the distribution of unit power
rules unit orientation.

Waltzian linear model of theorizing, that anarchic orders are self-help systems
and in self-help systems states wish to survive, is a helpful tool in establishing the
present argument and making comparisons. Although realists and nonrealists
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repeatedly note that anarchy does not necessarily mean chaos, the common
frame of self-help implies help is needed to grapple with an ever-present threat
dimension that, in realist formulations, is commonly interpreted as if involving a
complete threat to state existence within the system. While that possibility exists,
it exists only under certain power structure conditions. States are not infants
incapable of survival without the help of others (or themselves). They are units
within a power system because they have the capacity, at some base level, to act.
Their existence as actors within an anarchical system tells us not that they are in
need of help, but simply that they must rely on themselves first and foremost.
The absence of centralized authority suggests not a system of self-help, but
rather, more accurately, a system of self-reliance. The translation of anarchy as a
self-help system in previous realist theorizing has added an unnecessary threat
dimension to the logic that has been attributed to anarchic dynamics. Systems
with no central authority force the units to rely on their own capabilities to take
control of their own affairs, which might include both threats and opportunities.
There might be different distributions of power imposing different specific
ranges of responses on units. By relying on their power, units may act offensively
or defensively depending on the specific conditions they face as they struggle to
sustain autonomy. In a self-reliance system, it is the specific distribution of power
in which units find themselves relative to what they have to rely on that drives
the unit’s action.

A self-reliance system follows from, but also reinforces, the anarchical nature
of the system. This reinforcing dynamic of structure (which is not static) is criti-
cal to recognize. If anarchy is the organizing principle of international politics,
then the most primitive state motivation should properly follow its explicit
description. In the literature, there is a traditional common ground in the defini-
tion of this central concept. It is commonly defined and adopted by realists and
non-realists too, as ‘‘the lack of a central authority’’ (Milner 1991). Considering
it as the opposite of a hierarchical system metaphorically helps us to understand
its prime conditions. If hierarchical systems are characterized by organized rules,
which are defined and executed by one agency or group of agencies, then anar-
chic systems should be characterized by the lack of those specified rules and a
dominating agency who can legislate, execute, and judge rules. If a hierarchic
system is constructed by labor specification among unit branches, as, for
instance, in the case of domestic politics, then an anarchic system should be
defined as a mechanistic society in which units perform the same set of tasks.18

Because of the absence of a central authority to manage the relations among the
similar units, all units in the system have the same set of problems so they must
hold the same fundamental motivation. States in the anarchic system of interna-
tional politics do not delegate any part of their authority to legislate, execute,
and judge to any higher or equal authority because they hold some share of the
distribution of power. This is the structural connection between anarchy and the
distribution.

If there is no central authority, then it means all units assume autonomy and
try to sustain it. They reject delegating their existential unity and integrity to a
higher authority. A system becomes anarchic only as the two requirements are
met: the presence of units holding the wherewithal to organize the capacity to
act (autonomy) and the denial of the delegation of autonomy. In this equation,
a system is called anarchic when it is composed of units that deny the
delegation of their autonomies to a higher authority and self-reliantly have the

18Against most of the critics, Waltz was certainly right in claiming that states are functionally similar units. This
is the most distinctive and only characteristic of the concept of anarchy. If state functions are differentiated, then
there would be no conceptual meaning of the term ‘‘anarchy.’’ For the most prominent examples of these critics,
see Ruggie (1986); Buzan, Jones, and Little (1993).
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wherewithal to remain autonomous. If the system is recognized as anarchic,
then it follows that there are some units who are capable of sustaining their
denial of a central authority. That means there is a specific distribution of capa-
bilities in the system that prevents the formation of a hierarchic system. But the
distribution of capabilities would not be able to sustain anarchy if those units
who rely on their own capabilities did not wish to sustain it. Therefore, it can
be derived from the equation that the system would not be anarchic if the units
holding these capabilities were wishing to delegate their autonomies. Defining
the international system as anarchic and characterized by the distribution of
power by definition requires recognizing the existence of units who are moti-
vated by the structure to promote their autonomy rather than delegating all or
some parts of it to some other authority. This is the minimum condition for a sys-
tem to be anarchic. This is also the maximum limit for deriving a unit motivation from
the equation provided by the definition of an international system as a combination of
anarchy and a distribution of power.

Any other unit motivation like seeking survival or maximizing power
requires some additional properties beyond either the concept of anarchy or
the units populating it. For instance, if anarchy was defined as an environ-
ment full of opportunities, then one could assume states as opportunity-seek-
ing agents, or if it was defined as an environment with no opportunity but
full of threats, then one could assume a survival motivation. But if it is
defined merely as the lack of a central authority, then logically, the only avail-
able inference for unit motivation is the denial of central authority or, more
precisely, the denial of a delegation of the autonomy that sustains the anarchic struc-
ture. If we assume an anarchic organizing principle, then we must assume that
the units capable of relying on their own capabilities are sustaining that anar-
chic order so because they want it and are capable of sustaining it via their
individual self-reliance (and thus even if a unit pursued transformation to
hierarchy, the self-reliance of others would constrain the attempt). Therefore,
logically, the only available inference that can be made from the definition of
international structure as anarchic is the existence of units structurally driven
to promote their autonomy by the presence of a distribution of power in
which self-reliance is possible. There is a reason for the reinforcement and
maintenance of anarchy, and it is the unit fundamental motivation to remain
autonomous. If any unit in the system was powerful enough to turn it into
hierarchy or all units were helplessly in need of survival, there would be no
anarchic system.

The traditional realist-ascribed motive of survival implies a logic in which help-
less states would eventually require the delegation of state autonomy to a higher
authority in a fearful environment populated by units wishing for survival. A con-
ceptual focus on survival does not inherently and logically reinforce anarchy; how-
ever, in our framework, seeking autonomy does.19 The maintenance of autonomy,
not its delegation, is the structurally derived rule of international politics.20 There

19The traditional interpretation of the concept of a state of nature tends to emphasize the struggle for survival
motivation and, therefore, the need for a leviathan. If states were really motivated to survive, then we would expect
the emergence of a world government. However, because of the struggle of self-relying units for autonomy and
because of their capabilities to act, a world government does not emerge and anarchy is sustained.

20In the real world of international affairs, there is no Rawls (1971) ‘‘veil of ignorance.’’ States are aware of the
limitations of their power. They roughly know their position in the distribution of power. In making their decisions,
they take their relative power positions into consideration. They are individually unable to bring about a structural
change, but in theory if every member of the system delegated their autonomy the system would change—this is
the regional system lesson of the US former colonies moving from the articles of confederation to a ‘‘united’’ states
of America. But as long as one unit remained self-reliant and possessive of their autonomy, by definition the system
overall would lack a central authority. This change regionally did not affect the structure of the international sys-
tem. The other theoretical path to hierarchy is the successful coercion of the most powerful state in overwhelming
all others’ capacity to remain self-reliant.
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is just one cause of anarchy and that is the presence of a distribution of power in
which self-reliance is possible.21

The combination of the struggle for autonomy and the absence of enough
concentration of power make the search for autonomy in its purest sense an
unattainable, but structurally necessary goal.22 While absolute autonomy is an
elusive goal, relative autonomy is the defining characteristic of international
politics (see Table 1).

On the Core Dynamic

Assuming a self-reliant imperative driving the pursuit of autonomy, structural
autonomy theory thus orients its explanatory focus around two archetypes of
power structures that allow for shifts and, in combination with the fundamental
motivation of seeking autonomy, produces different incentives, behaviors, and
systemic outcomes. The framework identifies two base-level forms of systemic
power: a diffuse power structure and a concentrated power structure. While the
base motivation is to seek autonomy, how units go about doing that will depend
on whether they find themselves within one of these two power structures and
where individually they find themselves in the relative distribution spread across
either power structure.

The Diffuse Power Structure

In a diffuse power structure, the relative power between several units is marginal,
but important. For a diffuse power structure to exist, a small gap in power must
subsist between a minimum of two units and can encompass many more. What
have traditionally been called bipolar and multipolar systems have more in com-
mon than offensive and defensive realists have considered and are better explained
under the single category of a diffuse power structure. Within such a diffuse power
structure, there is a stronger incentive to seek change in relative power positions
and in the overall structure itself. Since gaps are small, advances in material capac-

TABLE 1. Structural Theories in IR

Theory

Ordering
Principle

(Structure)
System

Dynamic
Fundamental
Motivation

Unit Orientation
(The default behavior
following from
the fundamental
motivation)

Defensive Realism Anarchic Self-help Survival Security-maximization
Offensive Realism Anarchic Self-help Survival Power-maximization
Neo-liberal
Institutionalism

Anarchic Self-help Absolute
well-being

Wealth-maximization

Structural
Autonomy

Anarchic + distributed
power

Self-reliance Autonomy Depends on the distribution
of power (concentrated or
distributed), status quo or
change

21A similar conceptualization of hierarchy in anarchic orders might be found in David Lake’s writings. But Lake
uses a legalist concept of hierarchy, which de-emphasizes the significance of state autonomy at the expense of a
higher authority (see Lake 2007).

22The concept of autonomy which depends on capabilities should not be confused with sovereignty, which is a
legal concept. Despite the legal claim for the sovereignty of all states since Westphalia, there can be no absolutely
autonomous agent in the system. Autonomy requires the full freedom of an agent, which dominates the entire
structure with its capabilities. If this was the case, then the international structure would not be an anarchic order,
but it would be defined as a hierarchic one. Autonomy is essentially an elusive goal. The struggle for it reproduces
the anarchic order rather than demolishing it in favor of a specific unit.
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ity will affect autonomy more directly (and potentially more immediately). Oppor-
tunities and potential threats will be scrutinized to see if positive change can be
made or negative change can be avoided. One characteristic of such diffuse power
structures is that this behavioral orientation toward change will tend to lean the
overall system toward major war—the propensity for major war is higher in diffuse
power systems. This outcome tendency holds even if states within the diffuse power
system frame their behavior and intentions as being primarily defensive.

Firstly, because of a more equal distribution of power, more and more actors
become able to act in accordance with their individual goals and strategies.
Importantly, the increased capability of each actor does not mean that they
become more autonomous, if in a diffuse power system others are increasing
their power as well. The increased number of actors capable to act in terms of
their interests (self-reliant) decreases all actors’ level of autonomy. Under such a
system, units become more and more concerned with structural constraints. It
becomes an undesirable environment because of the decreased level of auton-
omy for all. Additionally, since small changes in gaps in power may impact the
position of a unit in the diffuse system, units will not favor the status quo in such
a system, and if the possibility arises, their default orientation is to transform it
somehow—to shift where they sit along a tight or tightening distribution of
power. Hence, because of the lack of enough relative capabilities to transform
the system to its advantage, given its diffuse nature, each unit has to contend
with this constraining structure and actively manage their position in the system.
Thus, the main strategic orientation here is to seek autonomy by changing the
distribution of power in a favorable manner, but the diffuse power structure
itself frustrates these efforts. The frustrated desire for change in the overall
power distribution translates into unit behavior that is constantly putting to ques-
tion the relative position of other units, even if those behaviors are framed as
defensive in intent. The combination of a macro-level orientation to get out
from under a diffuse power structure and gain more autonomy and actual
change-oriented policy decision making will structurally orient the system toward
the potential for major conflict. In this dynamic, even defensive balancing cre-
ates a spiral of reaction that makes the system more prone to war. While the
offensive behavior of Napoleon and Hitler can propel a diffuse system toward
war, so too can the defensive balancing of city-states in 421 BC or European
great powers in 1914. To use the terms of offensive and defensive realists, struc-
tural autonomy explains why in both tightening multipolar and bipolar systems,
offensive and defensive actions can lead to major conflagrations. The actual out-
break of war correlates with the diffuse power structure’s influence on motivat-
ing states to seek their autonomy via a change in the power structure itself
manifested in behavior that is sensitive to their relative tight (or tightening) posi-
tion in that diffuse power structure. It is not the polarity of the system as a struc-
tural construct, nor the defensive or offensive unit proclivity (a unit level
assumption) that offers us the best explanatory basis. Rather, it is the recognition
that power is diffused between two or more units and that the distribution of
power creates both opportunities and constraints to autonomy. The structural
potential for major war exists in diffuse power structures, and we can hypothesize
that the more immediate cause of when such major conflict occurs relates to the
tightening of the shares of power held by units across that distributed system,
whether the distribution is between 2, 3, 4, or a dozen units.23

23Here, structural autonomy departs from Waltz’s Man, the State and War (1959) in that explanation remains at
the structural level, rather than shifting to the unit or state level to explain the immediate causes of war. Addition-
ally, structure matters so much that it affects the type of war that is likely to be fought. In concentrated structures,
war will be limited in objective and application.
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In this regard, structural autonomy suggests that there is more in common
causally between the Peloponnesian War of 421 BC and the Great War of 1914,
than the traditional differentiating of them as bipolar and multipolar systems
suggests. In both cases, the main states found themselves in a diffuse power
structure, which they found undesirable, challenging, and full of both threat and
opportunities to advance their own autonomies in a self-reliant manner. In line
with the expectations of the security dilemma that exists in diffuse power struc-
tures whether framed as defensive or perceived as offensive, as focus became
more intense on relative positioning, behaviors became even more change-ori-
ented, and thus, the overall default to changing the system was played out
through the interactions of change-oriented policy behaviors. The dynamic of
such accumulating interactions of structurally induced change-oriented behavior
culminated in direct conflict that inherently was systemic (major) in intensity
and affect.

Concentrated Power Structures

The alternative power structure is present when there are large gaps in power
between units creating a concentrated power structure around a single unit.24

Globally, this would exist when one unit achieved a power differential with all
other units in the system. Historically, this power structure has emerged region-
ally, rather than globally, although much attention has been directed to the
notion of unipolarity in the post-Cold War.

In concentrated power structures, units in search of an increased level of
autonomy tend to prioritize retention of the power structure (and their place in
it) over change.25 This holds for both sorts of actors that exist in concentrated
power structures. Intuitively, the most powerful actor who has concentrated most
of the material capabilities across the system would favor retaining such a power
structure and thus their place in that structure as the leading unit. However, this
orientation toward retaining the system holds for secondary units as well. Such
actors, because of their inability to challenge directly the status quo, have to con-
tend themselves with maintaining their autonomy within what is possible, rather
than desiring an unmanageable pursuit of systemic transformation, which could
actually risk their autonomy due to the concentrated nature of the power struc-
ture. Here, it is the gap in power that prioritizes retaining the status quo over seeking
change. It is also the gap in power that structurally orients the system to minor or
marginal conflict when such conflicts do arise systemically.

Importantly, this tendency toward minor conflict holds even if states engage in
behaviors that are framed as offensive. The leading state’s uses of force in a con-
centrated power system will, by structural definition, tend to be limited in scope
and directed to specific instances in which such use is necessary (or perceived to
be necessary) to retain the status quo overall. The leading state will have a lim-
ited preventive orientation or limited power-adjusting objective behind their use
of force that will not tend to push the overall system toward global war.

Secondary states may also act offensively or opportunistically to increase their
level of autonomy. They do not defensively balance the would-be hegemon
because of the possible risks of doing so, but they also do not jump on its band-

24Concentrated power structure in this study refers to a high level of power concentration in the system. It can
be viewed as hegemonic position gained by one unit over others in terms of power. But that concept of hegemony
should not be confused with hierarchy.

25Depending on specific power structures, states hold second-level motivations (orientation) for change or
retention. Therefore, a state is defined as motivated for change if it wants to break down the distributed interna-
tional power structure. In contrast, a state is defined as motivated for retention, if it views the status quo as a favor-
able international structure and pursues actions that do not challenge the overall concentrated nature of the
system.
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wagon because that would harm their level of autonomy. Instead, a base-level
structural autonomy expectation is that such units will employ clever and
nuanced policies of increasing their level of autonomy without directly challeng-
ing the overall concentrated nature of the power structure.

The similar behavior of those states emerging from the collapse of the Soviet
empire in the early 1990s is a good case in point. The similar choices of the
former Warsaw Pact nations to all seek admission into NATO and subsequently
the European Union is best understood as policy choices that are structurally
induced pursuits of increased autonomy. Whether these states could emerge as
functioning autonomous agents was not a given in 1990. The possibility of politi-
cal and economic collapse was real. Each of these states, be they the Baltic
nations, Poland, or Hungary, certainly had significant domestic differences in
emerging leaderships, economic challenges, and political stability. Emerging from
a period of external control, one would suspect that such units would be highly
sensitive to their independence and freedom of action. And yet, all pursued coor-
dination strategies in a concentrated power structure to align their political, eco-
nomic, foreign, and domestic policy with the military alliance of NATO and the
economic structure of the European Union at some pain and risk. What was
going on here? According to the expectations of structural autonomy, all of these
states found their autonomy advanced (some might say secured and stabilized)
through the opportunity to coordinate their security and economic development
strategies with the institutional constructs that reflected the global and regional
concentrated power structures in which they emerged in the 1990s. Counterintu-
itively, these states have been able to develop an improved wherewithal of orga-
nized capacity to act in a sustained fashion globally (for example, more
autonomy) via the opportunity afforded in NATO membership and European
Union admission. The behavior of these states was not balancing against either
power or threat, nor is it best understood as defensively induced or opportunisti-
cally inspired bandwagoning. It was a clear strategy to enhance their autonomy
through alignment—an opportunity afforded by the concentrated power struc-
ture that never existed when the global and regional power structure was diffuse.

Two points are salient here for structural autonomy: First, all of these states
acted similarly and against the intuitive expectation. This is best explained as
being structurally induced behavior to advance autonomy. Second, the type of
behavior reinforced the concentrated power structure, while advancing the auton-
omy of the secondary state. The former Warsaw Pact countries find themselves
actually more autonomous in 2011 than in 1981 or, more importantly than in
1991, via actions that did not challenge, but enhanced the concentrated nature
of the power structure of this period in history; that is, they reinforced a regional
and emerging global distribution concentrated around American power.

That concentrated power structure was not directly challenged even when the
policies of the leading state did not accord with the interests or policies of many
secondary states. The second Iraq crisis is a potential case in point. When the
United States acted offensively to reinforce its autonomy, actors both regional
and global, including most European Union members, could not balance the
United States actively, but also rejected bandwagoning as well. They re-directed
the issue toward the United Nations to define some parameters for American
behavior that would maintain autonomy moving forward as the crisis unfolded.
There was no major balancing or bandwagoning alignment among the secondary
states. Thus, autonomy was preserved (except for Iraq itself) and the concen-
trated power structure reinforced.

To better highlight the explanatory re-orientation structural autonomy offers,
the following section briefly outlines some hypotheses that, if they hold, will lead
us to different and or more precise explanations than those we have found
through offensive or defensive realisms.
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Considering Some Hypotheses

Diffuse Power Structures
H1: As the number of actors with relatively equal capabilities increases, the level
of autonomy for all units in the system decreases.
H2: As the distribution becomes more and more equal, the search for change
increases.
H3: As the volume of the search for change increases, the possibility and the
number of major wars also increases even if units are acting defensively.

In a diffuse power structure, the core explanatory variable driving interna-
tional dynamics is the tight or tightening gap in power across units. Diffuse
power structures are by definition structures in which there are multiple actors
with relatively equal capabilities. However, because of the increased number of
actors with equal capabilities, units are not relatively more autonomous. In con-
trast, all the units in the system have their autonomies constrained by other
actors with equal capabilities. So any equal distribution of power produces less
relatively autonomous actors. The very existence of other actors with equal capa-
bilities decreases the level of autonomy of all. However, this does not mean
deterministically that units are less secure and must focus intensely on survival.
In contrast, we can derive structurally that when power is relatively equal, units
will find that their survival is more secure, since no single actor can easily
become an existential threat. Nevertheless, their autonomy will be lessened
because of the difficulty in converging with multiple actors on most issue areas.
In diffuse power structures, states can be secure because of their power but less
autonomous because of others’ power. In any issue area, there will be more
actors taking part with their equal capabilities complicating the ability to act
autonomously. This is a less desirable power structure in which to operate and,
thus, change will be the prioritized strategy.

This argument offers a nuance to the polarity-balance of power-stability argu-
ments found in offensive and defensive realisms. In what in Waltzian terms
would be considered a balanced system, states will feel less threatened (or more
secure), but this does not translate into behavior promoting stability. Since the
primary motivation is not security (or survival) but autonomy, ‘‘balanced’’26 sys-
tems will not necessarily be stable, but rather have strong structurally induced
incentives to change the power structure (and the relative distributions within it)
to gain autonomy. The Cold War behavior of the two superpowers became more
change-oriented during periods in which their power was more ‘‘balanced’’ with
each seeking a breakout capacity via military technology, additional allies, exploi-
tation of minor states (the competition over the Third World), or expanded
realms of competition (the Space Race). The structure, itself, induced intense
change-oriented policy, not stability-seeking on the part of the superpowers. This
was the case in the bipolar system of Athens and Sparta as well: as they became
more equal, they became more oriented toward behaviors that challenged the
diffuse power structure, even though they had a treaty requiring them to do
otherwise. The change-oriented behavior of these two equal distributed systems
amounted to similar competitive dynamics. The power structure induced similar
state behavior. As the system moves toward a tightening of gaps in distribution,
we do not get the stability of balance, as argued in previous realist frameworks,
but the ripening of conditions for major war. The outcome difference between
these two historical cases—why we ended in war in 421 BC and not in
1990—amounts to understanding the intervening variable of the distinct military

26In our structural autonomy terms, balanced systems are diffuse power structures in which the gaps in the dis-
tribution are tight between two or more states.
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strategic environment, namely nuclear versus conventional (this military strategic
differential is discussed below).

As a consequence of a distribution of power with marginal gaps, states with
decreased levels of autonomy will find this structure less attractive. They will be
limited by the capabilities of others in every situation. If they were able to trans-
form it into a more favorable one, they would certainly choose that way. So in
the constant search for autonomy, states in this system would want to change it.
However, there is a broad difference between what units want and what they do
because of the relatively equal power distribution and increased number of
actors with similar capabilities. The search for systemic change and an increased
level of autonomy creates a trap that actually reproduces the diffuse system and
the decreased level of autonomy for all units.

The main structural mechanism behind this gap between the behavior and
international outcome is the well-known logic associated with the security
dilemma (or in strict structural autonomy terms, the ‘‘autonomy’’ dilemma)
(Jervis 1978; Glaser 1997). As predicted by the dilemma, increased autonomy of
one side comes at the expense of others. So any change-oriented behavior trig-
gers other change-oriented behaviors until it reaches a certain limit that becomes
untenable. Even if framed as defensive, these change-oriented behaviors will
spiral toward major war.

Concentrated Power Structures
H1: As the number of actors with equal capabilities decreases, the level of auton-
omy for some units in the system increases.
H2: As the distribution becomes less and less equal, the search for change
decreases.
H3: As the volume of retention-oriented motivations increases, the propensity of
major wars decreases, even if the leading unit acts offensively.

Concentrated power structures by definition are the ones in which there is a
significant gap between the capabilities of one side and others. So they are popu-
lated by one powerful actor and the rest. In such a structure, there is only one
actor with enough capabilities to act relatively autonomous. All others in the sys-
tem lack enough capabilities to challenge that strong party or the system itself.
Under these conditions, actors do not intend to change the structure because of
two reasons. The first one is related to the strong party’s choices in its search for
autonomy as an actor ‘‘liberated from the ropes’’ of conflicting autonomies
(Joffe 2003), while the second one is related to weaker parties’ obligations and
their lack of enough capabilities to challenge the status quo. One sees change as
unnecessary, the other as unattainable.

This is a more desirable position compared to any other system for the leading
state. ‘‘A hegemonic power establishes the rules and norms of international
order, and acts to provide security and stability in the international system’’
(Layne 2004:113). This position depends on two requirements: The powerful
unit is not powerful enough to turn the structure into a hierarchic one; in other
words, the structure is still anarchic, and yet it is still too powerful compared to
others. It cannot completely dominate the system but it has a certain level of
autonomy to act relatively freer than others. If there was any hope of turning the
structure into a hierarchic one, there would be no reason like the stopping
power of water (Mearsheimer 2001; Levy 2004; Levy and Thompson 2005),
benevolent hegemony (Kupchan 1998; Ikenberry 2001), etc., to stop it. The only
reasons for voluntary ⁄ intentional support of the status quo are increased auton-
omy in anarchy and falling short of missing capabilities to make it hierarchic. In
an anarchic environment, where power is concentrated in the hands of one
actor, its relative autonomy allows the powerful actor to act preventively to
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sustain its position. This does not presuppose a defensive pursuit of sufficient
power, or an offensive pursuit of power maximization, but rather a mix of strate-
gies that will sustain its relative autonomy achieved via its place in the distribu-
tion of power. Under certain conditions, ‘‘when a hegemon finds its primacy
threatened, the best strategy is to eliminate the source of the problem’’ (Gilpin
1981:191). However, reacting to a favorable set of conditions in a particular issue
area, a leading unit may grant opportunities to other units in the system to
encourage buy-in toward system maintenance. The goal is not sufficient or maxi-
mum power, but maximized autonomy achieved through a mix of strategies,
assuming anarchy as the system’s organizing element.

Secondary units in the system tend to behave in ways that support the system,
because change-oriented policies risk autonomy. Thus, in concentrated power
structures, the current structure is more favorable than the effort to change that
structure. While secondary status is not favorable in itself, it is more favorable
than the risky environment of unattainable challenge. Since they lack enough
capabilities to turn the structure into a more favorable one, they are afraid of an
untimely and unmanageable transformation. ‘‘The weaker actor is, therefore, in
a conundrum: Unwilling to accept inequitable ‘‘take-it-or-leave-it’’ policy solu-
tions, yet unable to balance against the other actor militarily’’ (Kelley 2005:153).
Systemic retention is the better option.

The states that have to be content with the current order also want to find
ways of gaining a more autonomous position. They may purse offensive strategies
to open new opportunities of increasing their level of autonomy. Against the
expectations of hegemonic stability theorists (Wohlforth 1999), secondary states
do not necessarily jump on the bandwagon. Such an expectation neglects the sys-
temwide search for autonomy that is the imperative of anarchic order. A band-
wagoning strategy in both offensive and defensive terms means the delegation of
some part of autonomy to another actor. Despite their lack of capabilities, sec-
ondary states try to find some clever ways of increasing their level of autonomy
instead of an automatic bandwagoning strategy. ‘‘Bandwagoning makes a coun-
try’s future security dependent on the continued goodwill of the dominant
state’’ (Garnham 1991:65). Structural autonomy views bandwagoning as an
autonomy strategy, but one that is highly conditional on the range of options
available to secondary states. Ultimately, secondary states in the system try to pro-
duce nuanced policies that may include building relations with other secondary
states as a form of coordinated behavior that does not directly challenge the
powerful actor (Lieber and Gerard 2005:129) but creates opportunities of
increased autonomy.27 These nuanced or ‘‘soft’’ policies are aimed at filling the
niches of power placement, not confronting the autonomies of others.

Considering the Structural Autonomy Frame

In order to highlight heuristically the alternative perspective gained via structural
autonomy, this section applies the framework to a familiar case study—the Cold
War. From a structural autonomy view, this was not a 45-year period of bipolar
stability, but rather a timeframe of shifting power structures in which both con-
centrated and diffuse structural dynamics shaped behavior. A structural auton-
omy framework suggests a view of the Cold War divided roughly into three
periods: concentrated eras (1945–1957 and 1979–1991) and an intervening dif-

27This conceptualization of soft policies is substantially different from the concept of ‘‘soft balancing.’’ Support-
ers of the soft-balancing argument claim that any soft policies followed by secondary states target the power of the
would-be hegemon. However, the concept of soft policies does not refer to the balancing behavior targeting the
powerful actor. Soft policies without clearly challenging the powerful actor requires building aggressive but soft
strategies to open new spaces of opportunities of increasing the level of autonomy by diversified issue areas and
increased volume of activity. For prominent examples of soft-balancing argument, see Pape (2005), Paul (2005).
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fuse power structure (1957–1979). The first and third periods were characterized
by status quo–oriented motivations and minor conflicts. The second era was
characterized by change-oriented motivations, major superpower confrontations,
and the potential for major war was at its highest. Soviet behavior is particularly
instructive in that it was similar in avoiding direct challenge during the immedi-
ate aftermath of the Second World War in which US power was significantly
advanced and from 1979 onward in which the Soviets viewed the gap between
the United States and itself as expanding. More direct confrontation occurred
when the gap between the two states was tightening and tightened into a diffuse
power structure. Considering the entire Cold War period as statically bipolar
overlooks the actual shifting nature of power and the structural explanation for
why the real potential for major crisis varied over time. A significant difference
from previous offensive and defensive realist explanations arises from structural
autonomy’s perspective that, to use traditional concepts, stability lessened as the
system became more balanced.

During the first era of the Cold War (1945–1957), whatever the motivations of
both sides were, whatever the strategies followed were, because of the concen-
trated power structure, all conflicts were taking place on the margins, in covert
forms, and, on the Soviet side, cautiously, since ‘‘at no point was he [Stalin] will-
ing to challenge the Americans’’ (Gaddis 1997:31). Most of the crises of this era
were started with an aim to protect the status quo and even if foreign policy
behaviors were quite offensive like in the case of the Korean War (Jervis 1980;
Zhihau 2000; Stueck 2002), crises over Turkey, Greece, and Iran (Kuniholm
1980; Raine 2005), they did not transform into a major systemic confrontation.
Because of the concentrated power structure in favor of the United States
(Leffler 1992), when faced with US power, Stalin decided to step back and avoid
a major confrontation.

During the second era of the Cold War (1957–1979), because of the intersec-
tion of autonomies and the lack of a power gap in favor of one side, both super-
powers aimed at transforming the uncomfortable conundrum. Despite the
ongoing minor crises all around the world (Westad 2005), which were mostly an
outcome of the first era, this period of Cold War was an era of bilateral, direct,
and serious confrontation. The most serious two events of the Cold War (per-
haps of human history) surfaced in this era (Walker 1995:158). In the Berlin
and Cuban crises, the world came to the edges of a nuclear abyss. Both crises
were the outcomes of change-oriented actions. Khrushchev, who wanted a
change in the system (Fursenko 2006:7), viewed both Berlin and Cuba as tools
for shaking the roots of the status quo (Dobrynin 1995:64–65). While Stalin
viewed Berlin as a threat that could worsen the power gap, Khrushchev saw it as
an opportunity (Khrushchev 1974:501) as he did Cuba as well (Allyn, Blight, and
Welch 1989–1990) to bring change and challenge via ostensibly defensive actions
(protecting the flight of East German elites with the wall and protecting Cuba
from invasion) (Freedman 2002). The dynamics of the second Berlin Crisis and
the Cuban Missile Crisis were systemic major confrontations that fell short of hot
war only because of the unique structural intervening variable of the mutual
assured destruction distribution of nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons ‘‘helped
to prevent the world wars that plagued the planet in the first half of the twenti-
eth century’’ (Art 2009:129).

The final stage of the Cold War was also characterized by a concentrated
power structure. Starting during the late Carter and accelerating during the Rea-
gan administrations, US leaders found themselves in a comfortable position of
increasing the tension, which would put more burdens on the deteriorating
Soviet economy and power. ‘‘The new administration was thus optimistic on at
least two counts: that the American economy could carry the increased burden
that would result from a more assertive U.S. strategy; and that Soviet power was
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in such poor shape that it would be unable to withstand a renewed American
offensive’’ (Cox 1990:160). Overall, the new power structure of the late 1970s
and early 1980s created new orientations and actions that would bring the
renewal of tension. However, it is clear that this renewed tension was on minor
issue areas once again and did not produce systemic confrontation as in the
cases of the Second Berlin Crisis or Cuban Missile Crisis.28 Instead, the competi-
tion was limited to areas like Afghanistan and covert operations such as the US
support for Afghan mujahids and East European liberals.

Full application of structural autonomy will require examinations of the Cold
War along the lines suggested above and comparative case study analysis with key
examinations of periods of concentrated and diffuse power structures that include
not just the outbreak of war, but major instances of cooperation (for example,
creation of institutions, treaty law). The desire to find powerful explanation via
structural variables will also require a carving out of the logic behind the distinc-
tive military strategic environment of nuclear assured destruction (which held
during the Cold War and can sustain in other relations, such as China–Russia,
China–India, and India–Pakistan, for example). From a structural autonomy per-
spective, it is not the unit-level possession of nuclear weapons that is important,
but the distribution of that possession. The historical fact remains that when
these weapons were possessed by a single state, they were used, but when
possessed at a sufficient level to assure mutually the destruction of each oppo-
nent, despite the high potential for conflict, direct war did not occur. The prop-
osition to be further established is that the distribution of nuclear possession at
a mutual assured destruction level is an intervening strategic military environ-
mental variable that reins in the extremes of change-oriented diffuse power
structures and structurally funnels change behavior toward policies that remain
short of systemic war. A dangerous environment, but one that is dangerous due
to the characteristics of diffuse power structures, rather than due to the posses-
sion of nuclear weapons in a mutual assured destruction potential.

A further nuance in application of structural autonomy theory relates to the
complex interface between regional and global structural framing. A case in
point is Iraq in the 1990s. Iraq existed in the diffuse regional power structure of
the Persian Gulf in 1990 and the globally concentrated power structure that had
begun to form around the United States. One could view Saddam Hussein’s
understanding of his infamous interaction with US Ambassador April Gallespie
in July 1990 as signaling that the United States saw the crisis as regional in scope,
and thus, the dynamics followed the expectations of change-oriented diffuse
power structures as a major regional war occurred—Iraq calculated under the
expectations of a tight diffuse power system and attacked Kuwait in order to
redress the marginal power gaps that were shifting in the region to the disadvan-
tage of Iraq. Ultimately, however, the United States viewed the problem globally
and followed the expectations of concentrated power structures and engaged in
a retention-oriented limited war to consolidate the concentrated system that was
emerging around its power at the time (whether Gallespie misunderstood her
instructions from Washington or was misinterpreted by Saddam remains
unclear).

By 2003, the United States again used preventive war to sustain its concen-
trated power structure, which was perceived to have been called into question via
the risky behavior of Al Qaeda and continued defiance of Saddam Hussein’s
Iraq. The expectations of theory are met depending on how the power structure
is framed (regional or concentrated). Further study may examine what drives
one frame to dominate the other when they co-exist, but the Iraq case implies it

28For a thematic review of the increased tensions on the margins and diplomacy on the center, see the compre-
hensive edited volume, Guderzo and Bruna (2010).
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depends on whether the leading state in a concentrated system views regional
dynamics as related to the overall global distribution of power or not.29 In this
context, we hypothesize that the global power structure will trump any regional
power structure in shaping international political dynamics, except in isolated
cases, where the interests of global powers are not engaged regionally. Iraq
appears as one of those exceptional regional cases in that Saddam Hussein essen-
tially checks with the global power and confirms US interests are not engaged
and, thus, proceeds to act with only the regional power structure in mind. Since
that is a diffuse power structure with marginal gaps in power fluctuating, the
expectations of structural autonomy theory are met—a major war is initiated
(the invasion and occupation of Kuwait). And yet, from a global perspective, the
concentrated power structure dictates behavior that offensively at times will
retain and redress the status quo. The United States acts in accord with struc-
tural autonomy theory to retain the global status quo. The fact that the Soviets
align with the United States against a Soviet-armed ally is suggestive of how sig-
nificant the concentrated power structure had become by 1990 before even the
formal collapse of the Soviet Union.

Conclusion

There is a place for structural theory in the attempt to explain the complexities
of international politics. IR theory has been evolving for decades and has
strengthened as structural variables were given more prominence. To date, how-
ever, the field has fallen short in leveraging the strength of structuralist thinking.
The evolution of realism, in particular, has provided a solid conceptual basis for
the subfield’s development (whether one has worked within or in contrast to
realism), but it also complicates this endeavor since the literature has assumed
we have achieved a structural realist explanation, when in fact we have not. This
article seeks to plant the flag more firmly in the groundings of a structuralism
that is realistic.

In the end, international politics is a struggle for autonomy. We hope that sim-
ple, but not simplistic refinement will, in itself, cause those of us seeking to
explain IR to engage in a renewed intellectual struggle to leverage parsimony in
the cause of better understanding.
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 The Promise of Robert 0. Keohane
 Ins t Theory ~~~and Institutionalist Th~eory Lisa L. Martin

 In his usual direct way,

 John J. Mearsheimer has sharpened the theoretical issues dividing realist from

 institutionalist theory, and for this service we are grateful. We are also pleased

 that he has read the institutionalist literature so thoroughly He correctly asserts

 that liberal institutionalists treat states as rational egoists operating in a world

 in which agreements cannot be hierarchically enforced, and that institutional-

 ists only expect interstate cooperation to occur if states have significant com-

 mon interests. Hence institutionalist theory does not espouse the Wilsonian

 concept of collective security-which Charles and Clifford Kupchan refer to as

 "ideal collective security"-critiqued so well by I.L. Claude thirty years ago.1
 Nor does institutionalism embrace the aspirations to transform international

 relations put forward by some critical theorists. Like realism, institutionalist

 theory is utilitarian and rationalistic.2
 However, Professor Mearsheimer's version of realism has some rather seri-

 ous flaws. Among them are its penchant for assertions that turn out to be

 incorrect; its propensity to privilege its own viewpoint, so that in the absence

 of decisive evidence either way it invariably seems to prevail; its failure to

 explicate the conditions for the operation of its generalizations; and its logical

 contradictions, escaped only through verbal sleight-of-hand. We will begin by

 pointing out such errors from his own recent articles in this journal, then

 Robert 0. Keohane is Stanfield Professor of International Peace, Harvard University, and author of After
 Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton University Press,
 1984). Lisa L. Martin is John L. Loeb Associate Professor of Government, Harvard University, and author
 of Coercive Cooperation: Explaining Multilateral Economic Sanctions (Princeton University Press,
 1992).

 The authors thank Marc Busch, Chris Gelpi, Andrew Moravcsik, and Celeste Wallander for their
 valuable comments on an earlier version of this essay.

 1. Inis L. Claude, Power and International Relations (New York: Random House, 1962). Mearsheimer
 relies heavily on Claude's critique in his own discussion of collective security.
 2. See Richard K. Ashley, "The Poverty of Neorealism," International Organization, Vol. 38, No. 2
 (Spring 1984), pp. 225-286. Ashley included Robert 0. Keohane as one of the "neorealists" whose
 "orrery of errors" he rejected. The fact that Mearsheimer criticized institutionalism and critical
 theory in the same article should not, therefore, lead readers to believe that there is an intellectual
 affinity between these two schools of thought. However, the work of "constructivist" theorists such
 as Alexander Wendt eloquently makes a number of arguments that many institutionalists would
 accept.

 International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 39-51
 ? 1995 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
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 examine his major claims about institutionalism. We consider the illusory

 divide between security and economic issues, the muddled question of "rela-

 tive gains," and empirical work (admittedly in its early stages) that provides

 evidence of the significance of international institutions. We conclude that

 institutions sometimes matter, and that it is a worthy task of social science to

 discover how, and under what conditions, this is the case.

 The Fallacious Logic of Realism

 Five years ago Professor Mearsheimer forecast the imminent decline of NATO:

 "It is the Soviet threat that holds NATO together. Take away that offensive

 threat and the United States is likely to abandon the Continent, whereupon the

 defensive alliance it headed for forty years may disintegrate."3 At the same

 time, he predicted that "the EC is likely [due to the end of the Cold War] to

 grow weaker, not stronger with time."4 Yet now that both NATO and the

 European Community, now the European Union (EU), are expanding their

 memberships, and hardly in decline, he abandons specificity for the equally

 false but more difficult to falsify generalization that "institutions have minimal

 influence on state behavior and thus hold little prospect for promoting stability

 in a post-Cold War world."5

 Professor Mearsheimer demands proof that international institutions matter.

 Yet he begins his article by reminding us that major governments recently have

 been emphasizing the value of international institutions; he could have added

 that they invest significant material and reputational resources in NATO, the

 EU, and also in organizations such as the General Agreement on Tariffs and

 Trade (GATT, recently strengthened to create the World Trade Organization)

 and the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Not all international

 institutions command such resources from governments, but some do. How

 are we to account for the willingness of major states to invest resources in

 expanding international institutions, if such institutions are lacking in sig-

 nificance? Mearsheimer suggests that the answer lies in an ideological blind-

 ness of American policymakers, whose hostility toward realism drives them to

 the more congenial institutionalist framework (pp. 47-49). It is difficult to

 3. John J. Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War," International
 Security, Vol. 15, No. 1 (Summer 1990), p. 52.
 4. John J. Mearsheimer, "Correspondemnce: Back to the Future, Part II," International Security, Vol.
 15, No. 2 (Fall 1990), p. 199.
 5. John J. Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of International Institutions," International Security, Vol.
 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95), p. 7. Subsequent references to this article are in parentheses in the text.
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 square this assertion of a collective delusion with the dominant role of realist

 theory in policy discussions, or with realism's own precepts about the forces

 that drive state behavior. In light of states' investments in international insti-

 tutions, it is fair to turn Mearsheimer's question around: could we not legiti-

 mately demand evidence either that leaders of governments are deluded or

 that NATO and the EU are designed to deceive unsophisticated observers?

 Mearsheimer assumes that his view is privileged, in the sense that we must

 accept realism unless overwhelmingly convincing evidence is presented for an

 alternative view; but the fact that states invest in international institutions make

 this stance quite problematic.

 Institutionalism and realism differ in a number of other respects, one of the

 most significant of which concerns how they approach social science. A central

 fault of Mearsheimer's realism as a scientific theory-rather than as rhetoric-

 is that the conditions for the operation of its "grim picture of world politics"

 (p. 9) typically are not well-specified. Realism is replete with global generali-

 zations, lacking qualifications about the conditions under which they may be

 valid. Let us consider two examples from Mearsheimer's own article. First,

 Mearsheimer writes that "states in a realist world . . . must be motivated

 primarily by relative gains concerns when considering cooperation" (p. 12,

 emphasis added). But he later admits that this proposition may be false when

 the threat of aggressive war is low-for instance, when defensive technologies

 (such as secure second-strike nuclear forces) are prevalent (pp. 23-25). Second,

 in Mearsheimer's realist world, "every state would like to be the most formi-

 dable military power in the system" (p. 12). But since no one thinks that

 Switzerland, Argentina, or contemporary Britain actually seeks to become "the

 most formidable military power," what Mearsheimer presumably means to

 argue is that states with sufficient capabilities always pursue this goal. Even

 this statement is often false: for example, the United States during the interwar

 period could reasonably have expected to become the most powerful state in

 the world, but did not seek such a position. Confronted with such contradic-

 tions and anomalies, realism typically retreats from universal rhetoric to post

 hoc and ad hoc qualifications, taking into account geography, history, percep-

 tions, and domestic politics.

 Institutionalism, in contrast, seeks to state in advance the conditions under

 which its propositions apply. Our theory may therefore have less appeal to

 those who require simple "truths," but purportedly scientific theories should

 specify the conditions under which the theory is expected to hold a priori. As

 Mearsheimer indicates, when state elites do not foresee self-interested benefits

 from cooperation, we do not expect cooperation to occur, nor the institutions
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 that facilitate cooperation to develop. When states can jointly benefit from

 cooperation, on the other hand, we expect governments to attempt to construct

 such institutions. Institutions can provide information, reduce transaction

 costs, make commitments more credible, establish focal points for coordination,

 and in general facilitate the operation of reciprocity. By seeking to specify the

 conditions under which institutions can have an impact and cooperation can

 occur, institutionalist theory shows under what conditions realist propositions

 are valid. It is in this sense that institutionalism claims to subsume realism.

 Realism's proclivity for bold, unqualified generalizations not only generates

 anomalies but gets its proponents into logical difficulties. Mearsheimer holds

 that "institutions have no independent effect on state behavior" (p. 7); that

 NATO is an institution (p. 13); and that NATO played a role in preventing

 World War III and helping the West win the Cold War (pp. 13-14). These

 propositions sound like a classically fallacious syllogism, until one recognizes

 that there is an escape clause: "NATO was basically a manifestation of the

 bipolar distribution of power in Europe during the Cold War, and it was that

 balance of power, not NATO per se, that provided the key to maintaining

 stability on the continent" (p. 14). But liberal institutionalists, who see institu-

 tions as rooted in the realities of power and interest, do not argue that NATO

 could have maintained stability under any imaginable conditions. What we

 argue is that institutions make a significant difference in conjunction with

 power realities. Institutions are important "independently" only in the ordi-

 nary sense used in social science: controlling for the effects of power and

 interests, it matters whether they exist. They also have an interactive effect,

 meaning that their impact on outcomes varies, depending on the nature of

 power and interests. Mearsheimer is forced to admit the truth of institutional

 effects with regard to NATO, although for rhetorical purposes he shifts his

 ground to attack a view that we do not hold: that institutions can prevent war

 regardless of the structure in which they operate.

 Hence Mearsheimer's version of realism is replete with analytical problems.

 However, it is not our duty here to correct realism's copy-book. In the rest of

 this brief response, therefore, we focus on the promise of institutionalist theory,

 and the research directions that we hope will help to realize that promise.

 Political Economy vs. Security and the Issue of Relative Gains

 Although Mearsheimer has provided an admirable summary of several aspects

 of institutionalist theory, his version of our argument requires correction on
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 two major points. First, Mearsheimer asserts that institutionalist theory is based

 on "the assumption that international politics can be divided into two realms-

 security and political economy-and that liberal institutionalism mainly ap-

 plies to the latter" (pp. 15-16). Although some institutionalists have made this

 assertion, it is not the predominant view of the institutionalist literature, and

 we certainly do not accept it. Secondly, in contrast to Mearsheimer's assertion,

 our focus is not exclusively on "cheating." Situations of coordination, in which

 cheating is not a problem but distributional issues are serious, are equally

 important, although they were underemphasized (but not absent) in the early

 institutionalist literature.

 THE PURPORTED SECURITY VS. POLITICAL ECONOMY DIVIDE

 Mearsheimer's assertion that institutionalism employs a "neat dividing line"

 to separate political economy from security issues is surprising, in view of the

 attention that he devotes to the volume edited by Kenneth Oye, Cooperation

 Under Anarchy. A major argument of Cooperation Under Anarchy is that institu-

 tionalist theory can be applied to both security and political economy issues.

 As Robert Axelrod and Robert 0. Keohane wrote:

 It has often been noted that military-security issues display more of the char-
 acteristics associated with anarchy than do political-economic ones. Charles
 Lipson, for instance, has recently observed that political-economic relationships
 are typically more institutionalized than military-security ones. This does not
 mean, however, that analysis of these two sets of issues requires two separate
 analytical frameworks. Indeed, one of the major purposes of the present col-
 lection is to show that a single framework can throw light on both [emphasis
 added].6

 We share Mearsheimer's view that there is no clean analytical line between

 economic and security issues, although we do not base our view on the

 overarching role of relative gains. Institutionalist theory should be highly

 applicable to security issues because its argument revolves around the role of

 institutions in providing information. This argument is pertinent to realist secu-

 rity arguments, which often rely on worst-case analysis. Realists contend that

 in an uncertain, anarchic world, states must assume the worst, particularly

 about others' intentions, when making policy choices. Worst-case analysis

 6. Robert Axelrod and Robert 0. Keohane, "Achieving Cooperation Under Anarchy: Strategies and
 Institutions," in Kenneth A. Oye, ed.,'Cooperation Under Anarchy (Princeton: Princeton University
 Press, 1986), p. 227.
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 implies following policies that do not maximize expected utility for the sake

 of avoiding terrible outcomes. But if one can secure more information, it may

 be possible to follow policies that more nearly maximize utility.7 Realist writers

 from Kautilya on have stressed the significance of information (intelligence); if

 institutions can provide useful information, realists should see them as sig-

 nificant. The logic of institutionalist theory is directly applicable to security

 problems as realists define them.

 Hence, if Mearsheimer meant to offer us a "loophole" through which to

 escape his criticism-that institutionalist theory is only applicable to non-secu-

 rity issues-we emphatically refuse to avail ourselves of his generosity On the

 contrary, we hope that, to use Axelrod's phrase, institutionalist theory will
 gradually "invade" the study of security issues, helping to explain variation in

 institutional form without denying the validity of many realist insights into

 power and interests.

 RELATIVE GAINS AND INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

 The conclusions we draw from the "relative gains" debate are different from

 those of Professor Mearsheimer. It is true that when only two states exist and

 they have perfectly conflicting interests, institutions will not be significant, but

 this point is obvious. Two issues are more significant: 1) the conditions under

 which relative gains are important; and 2) the role of institutions when dis-

 tributional issues are significant-that is, when relative gains are at stake.

 It is important to understand the great variation in the extent to which

 relative gains matter. The major lesson of the recent debate on relative gains is

 that their importance is conditional on factors such as the number of major

 actors in the system and whether military advantage favors offense or defense.8

 Duncan Snidal has shown that relative gains are unlikely to have much impact

 on cooperation if the potential absolute gains from cooperation are substantial,

 or in any context involving more than two states.9 A valuable aspect of the

 relative gains debate is that it has made distributional and bargaining issues

 7. See Celeste A. Wallander, "Balance and Institutions in German-Russian Security Relations after
 the Cold War," manuscript, Harvard University, 1994; Celeste A. Wallander and Robert 0. Keohane,
 "Toward an Institutional Theory of Alliances," paper prepared for delivery at the Annual Meeting
 of the International Studies Association, Chicago, Illinois, February 22-25, 1995.
 8. See David A. Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debate (New York:
 Columbia University Press, 1993), p. 323, especially chapters by Joseph Grieco, Duncan Snidal,
 Robert Powell, and Robert 0. Keohane.
 9. Duncan Snidal, "Relative Gains and'the Pattern of International Cooperation," American Political
 Science Review, Vol. 85, No. 3 (September 1991), pp. 701-726.
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 more salient than they were in early neoliberal thinking,10 but if the debate
 becomes one of "whether" relative gains matter, that value will be dissipated.

 We need instead to ask under what conditions such distributional conflicts are

 severe.

 What is the role of institutions when distributional issues are important?

 Contrary to the assertion that institutionalist theory is irrelevant to distribu-

 tional issues, we argue that distributional conflict may render institutions more

 important. To understand this point, it is essential to distinguish between two

 problems that states face when they attempt to cooperate. They often worry

 about the potential for others to cheat, as in a Prisoners' Dilemma. But they

 also face the problem of coordinating their actions on a particular stable

 cooperative outcome (solving the problem of multiple equilibria, in game-

 theoretic terminology). Usually more than one cooperative outcome exists. The

 states involved may not agree on which of these outcomes is preferred, as each

 has different distributional implications. Disagreement about the specific form

 of cooperation is the principal barrier to cooperation in such coordination

 games. Unless some coordinating mechanism exists, states may fail to capture

 the potential gains from cooperation. Institutions do not provide the only

 possible coordinating mechanism.11 However, in complex situations involving
 many states, international institutions can step in to provide "constructed focal

 points" that make particular cooperative outcomes prominent.

 Realists interpret the relative-gains logic as showing that states will not

 cooperate with one another if each suspects that its potential partners are

 gaining more from cooperation than it is. However, just as institutions can

 mitigate fears of cheating and so allow cooperation to emerge, so can they

 alleviate fears of unequal gains from cooperation. Liberal theory argues that

 institutions provide valuable information, and information about the distribu-

 tion of gains from cooperation may be especially valuable if the relative-gains

 logic is correct. Institutions can facilitate cooperation by helping to settle dis-

 tributional conflicts and by assuring states that gains are evenly divided over

 10. For development of arguments about the relationship between international regimes and
 distributional problems, see James D. Morrow, "Modeling the Forms of International Cooperation:
 Distribution versus Information," International Organization, Vol. 48, No. 3 (Summer 1994), pp. 387-
 423; and James Fearon, "Cooperation and Bargaining Under Anarchy," manuscript, University of
 Chicago, 1993.
 11. For example, Stephen Krasner has argued that coordination problems can be solved by the
 unilateral exercise of power by the strongest state. Stephen D. Krasner, "Global Communications
 and National Power: Life on the Paireto Frontier," World Politics, Vol. 43, No. 3 (April 1991),
 pp. 336-366.
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 time, for example by disclosing information about the military expenditures

 and capacities of alliance members.

 In our view the successful functioning of institutions depends heavily on the

 operation of reciprocity, both specific and diffuse.12 States using strategies of
 reciprocity are engaged in exchange with one another and so require informa-

 tion about the value of their exchanges. Institutionalized reciprocity and dis-

 tributional concerns are simply two sides of the same coin, reflecting the

 difficulties of cooperating in a system lacking centralized enforcement and

 pointing to the need for reliable sources of information if states are to achieve

 gains from cooperation. Far from leading to the conclusion that institutions are

 not significant in world politics, the relative-gains debate has led us to under-

 stand yet another pathway through which they substantially influence the

 course of international relations. A crucial step in the institutionalist research

 program will be to understand the conditions under which institutions can

 provide the information necessary to serve as reliable solutions to distribu-

 tional problems.

 Empirical Work on the Impact of Institutions

 We agree with John Mearsheimer that "more empirical work is needed before

 a final judgment is rendered on the explanatory power of liberal institutional-

 ism" (p. 26). The point of a new theory is to generate testable hypotheses:

 liberal institutionalism, like any other theory, only has value insofar as it
 generates propositions that can be tested against real evidence.

 Institutionalist theory conceptualizes institutions both as independent and

 dependent variables: "institutions change as a result of human action, and the

 changes in expectations and process that result can exert profound effects on

 state behavior."13 Institutional theory has a coherent account of both the crea-
 tion of institutions and their effects: institutions are created by states because of

 their anticipated effects on patterns of behavior. Early research by institution-

 alists focused on institutions as dependent variables, examining the conditions

 under which they are created. Recent research has sought more systematically

 12. Robert 0. Keohane, "Reciprocity in International Relations," International Organization, Vol. 40,
 No. 1 (Winter 1986), pp. 1-27.
 13. Robert 0. Keohane, International Institutions and State Power (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1989),
 p. 10.
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 to demonstrate that institutions are sometimes significant for political out-

 comes, and to determine the conditions under which this is the case.14
 In view of this research program, it should be clear that evidence that

 institutions change in response to underlying conditions is hardly a blow

 against institutionalist theory. That theory, after all, posits that international

 institutions are created in response to state interests, and that their character is

 structured by the prevailing distribution of capabilities. The real empirical issue

 is how to distinguish the effects of underlying conditions from those of the

 institutions themselves. One result of the interdependence between institutions

 and underlying forces is that research designed to isolate the impact of insti-

 tutions is difficult to design and execute. Rarely, if ever, will institutions vary

 while the "rest of the world" is held constant. Thus finding the ideal quasi-

 experimental situation to test the impact of institutions is not possible.

 However, these difficulties do not make it impossible to test the argument

 that institutions matter, since changes in underlying conditions and in institu-

 tions are not perfectly correlated. Hence it may be worthwhile to search for

 instances in which underlying conditions have changed rapidly while institu-

 tions have remained relatively constant, or where similar structural changes

 confront regions that have different institutional endowments. Another tactic

 may be to consider the level of institutional variation itself. The institutionalist

 perspective leads us to expect patterned variation in the types of institutions

 states construct, since they anticipate that institutions so constructed will con-

 strain them. Analysis of institutional form, such as variations in the institution-

 alization of alliances or in the legalization of the international trading system,

 should therefore provide valuable evidence for evaluating institutionalist

 theory.

 Realism's insistence that institutions have only marginal effects renders its

 account of institutional creation incomplete and logically unsound, and leaves

 it without a plausible account of the investments that states have made in such

 international institutions as the EU, NATO, GATT, and regional trading organi-

 zations. According to the precepts of realist theory, states act rationally when

 they construct institutions, although they know that these institutions will have

 14. Since institutionalists do not claim that institutions always have a major impact on outcomes,
 finding weak institutions hardly constitutes a refutation of institutionalist theory Hence the
 weakness of the International Energy Agency during the 1979 oil crisis, described by Keohane in
 After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton: Princeton Univer-
 sity Press, 1984), is hardly the damning evidence that Mearsheimer claims.
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 no impact on patterns of cooperation. But what could be the rationale behind

 devoting resources to structures that will make no difference? Rather than

 asserting that institutions have no impact, realists must mean that institutions

 have some effect other than that assumed by liberal institutionalists. Perhaps

 institutions satisfy the ideological demands of statesmen, or help to pacify

 inattentive publics. Whatever the rationale, we challenge realists to construct

 an account of institutional variation and effects that can be tested against the

 institutionalist alternative. The difference between realism and liberal institu-

 tionalism does not lie in whether institutions are independent or dependent

 variables; it lies in contrasting understandings of why institutions are created

 and how they exert their effects.

 A number of recent studies establish institutional effects through careful

 empirical research, guided by institutionalist theory and recognizing potential

 problems of endogeneity and omitted-variable bias.15 Ronald B. Mitchell shows
 that on three different issues involving oil pollution at sea, whether states

 complied with institutional regulations depended on the nature of the rules.

 "Clear causal links unambiguously demonstrate that treaty rules inde-

 pendently influenced behavior, with other plausible factors controlled for or

 absent."16 New rules on the kinds of tanks that ships are allowed to use, for
 example, have had a dramatic impact on intentional discharge of oil into the

 oceans.

 The European Court of Justice (ECJ) has also proven a fruitful ground for

 the study of institutional influence. Anne-Marie Slaughter Burley and Walter

 Mattli show how the ECJ has had an unexpectedly large impact on the politics

 of European integration, transforming political into legal issues with the aid of

 transnational networks of lawyers and judges.17 The ECJ has gone far to
 convert the Treaties of Rome into a constitution for the EU, with the result that

 EU law now reaches deeply into the domestic law of member states. Geoffrey

 Garrett and Barry Weingast, in another study of the ECJ, show how it resolved

 problems of multiple equilibria for EU member states by providing constructed

 15. On such issues see Gary King, Robert 0. Keohane, and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry:
 Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994).
 16. Ronald B. Mitchell, Intentional Oil Pollution at Sea: Environmental Policy and Treaty Compliance
 (Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1994). See also Ronald B. Mitchell, "Regime Design Matters:
 Intentional Oil Pollution and Treaty Compliance," International Organization, Vol. 48, No. 3 (Summer
 1994), pp. 425-458.
 17. Anne-Marie Burley and Walter Mattli, "Europe before the Court: A Political Theory of Legal
 Integration," International Organization, Vol. 47, No. 1 (Winter 1993), pp. 41-76. (Anne-Marie Burley
 now goes by the name Anne-Marie Slaughter.)

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:05:59 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL I - 250



 The Promise of Institutionalist Theory | 49

 focal points in coordination problems.18 These studies show that institutions
 have the wide range of effects attributed to them by liberal institutionalists.

 They change the incentives for states to cheat; they also reduce transaction

 costs, link issues, and provide focal points for cooperation.

 The institutionalist perspective has also been applied with success to the

 analysis of security regimes. John Duffield has considered NATO as a regional

 security regime. He finds that NATO made an independent contribution to the

 "Long Peace" in Europe by drawing boundaries, demonstrating U.S. commit-

 ments and making them credible, and facilitating the augmentation of NATO

 allies' military capabilities."9 He also finds that the stable norms and rules of
 NATO led to stability in levels of conventional forces within the regime that

 cannot be explained by structural theories.20

 In Coercive Cooperation, Lisa Martin showed that the involvement of interna-
 tional organizations in economic sanctions is strongly correlated with high

 levels of cooperation.21 Since such a correlation does not establish causality, she

 also did qualitative work on several cases involving sanctions, including EC

 sanctions against Argentina during the Falklands War. Mearsheimer considers

 the Falklands case in isolation from the rest of this research, and dismisses it

 as "less than a ringing endorsement for liberal institutionalism" on the grounds

 that concerns about cheating were not involved (p. 25). In fact, Martin does

 find evidence that states used the EC framework to reduce fears of cheating,

 in the form of taking advantage of the situation to profit from trade with

 Argentina.22 However, the major effect of institutions came through institution-
 alized linkages that would otherwise have been nonexistent: a linkage between

 EC budget contributions and the sanctions issue. Prevention of cheating is not

 the only mechanism by which institutions facilitate cooperation. By creating

 issue linkages, they allow for more effective retaliation against cheaters and

 also create scope for mutually-beneficial exchanges. Further evidence for the

 18. Geoffrey Garrett and Barry R. Weingast, "Ideas, Interests, and Institutions: Constructing the
 European Community's Internal Market," in Judith Goldstein and Robert 0. Keohane, eds., Ideas
 and Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press,
 1993), pp. 173-206.
 19. John S. Duffield, "Explaining the Long Peace in Europe: The Contributions of Regional Security
 Regimes," Review of International Studies, Vol. 20, No. 4 (October 1994), pp. 369-388.
 20. John S. Duffield, "International Regimes and Alliance Behavior: Explaining NATO Conven-
 tional Force Levels," International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Fall 1992), pp. 819-855.
 21. Lisa L. Martin, Coercive Cooperation: Explaining Multilateral Economic Sanctions (Princeton:
 Princeton University Press, 1992).
 22. Ibid., p. 143.
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 EC's role in coordinating sanctions comes from the fact that outside the EC,
 the only other significant support Britain received came from Commonwealth

 nations and the United States. In the U.S. case, support was delayed until after

 the outbreak of war, in distinct contrast to the behavior of EC members.23
 Mearsheimer's dismissal of international institutions implies that linkages are

 easy to forge when a state desires cooperation, and that cooperation is easy to

 coordinate even without institutions, yet Britain did not find either to be the

 case. Even in isolation from the robust statistical results and other case studies

 reported in Coercive Cooperation, the Falklands case illustrates the central role
 of formal international institutions in enabling states to cooperate to impose

 multilateral economic sanctions.24

 Institutions sometimes matter for state policy, but we do not adequately

 understand in what domains they matter most, under what conditions, and

 how their effects are exerted. More research on this subject, by students of

 world politics critical of institutionalist theory as well as by those working from

 it, is essential, and will be most welcome.

 Conclusion

 Far from demonstrating the irrelevance of international institutions, Mear-

 sheimer's characterization of conflict in world politics makes institutions ap-

 pear essential if states are to have any hope of sustained cooperation, and of

 reaping its benefits. This necessity for institutions does not mean that they are

 always valuable, much less that they operate without respect to power and

 interests, constitute a panacea for violent conflict, or always reduce the likeli-

 hood of war. Claiming too much for international institutions would indeed be

 a "false promise." But in a world politics constrained by state power and

 divergent interests, and unlikely to experience effective hierarchical govern-

 ance, international institutions operating on the basis of reciprocity will be

 components of any lasting peace.

 23. Japan initially refused British pleas to impose sanctions, and took only minor steps following
 U.S. imposition of sanctions, much later than EC members.
 24. The Falklands case cannot be dismissed on grounds that, as Mearsheimer claims, striking a
 deal was "not difficult." The historical record shows intense conflict, including public protests in
 some countries and challenges to the sitting government in others. The Thatcher government
 believed that its survival was at stake in the Falklands War. While perhaps not a "core interest"
 by realist standards, government survival is surely a fundamental concern of policymakers that
 could impede cooperation.
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 The institutionalist research program in international relations is a promising

 one. The logic of institutionalist theory, with its focus on the informational role

 of institutions, appears solid. Institutionalists should respond to Mearsheimer's

 criticisms by better integrating distributional considerations into their models,

 further specifying the causal mechanisms by which institutions exercise

 influence, and building on existing empirical work to provide more convincing

 evidence of institutional effects. Both the questions raised and the provisional

 answers given by institutionalists, during the relatively short life of this re-

 search program, indicate that these tasks may be rewarding. In comparison

 with the extant alternatives, the promise of institutionalist theory seems bright.
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Realism,
Neoliberalism, and

Cooperation

Robert Jervis

Understanding the Debate

The study of conºict
and cooperation has been an enduring task of scholars, with the most recent
arguments being between realists and neoliberal institutionalists.1 Most stu-
dents of the subject believe that realists argue that international politics is
characterized by great conºict and that institutions play only a small role. They
also believe that neoliberals claim that cooperation is more extensive, in large
part because institutions are potent.

I do not think that this formulation of the debate is correct. In the ªrst section
of this article, I argue that the realist-neoliberal disagreement over conºict is
not about its extent but about whether it is unnecessary, given states’ goals. In
this context we cannot treat realism as monolithic, but must distinguish be-
tween the offensive and defensive variants.2 In the second section, I explain

International Security, Vol. 24, No. 1 (Summer 1999), pp. 42–63
© 1999 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Robert Jervis is Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Politics at Columbia University and author
most recently of System Effects: Complexity in Political and Social Life (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1997).

I am grateful for comments by David Baldwin, Page Fortna, Robert Keohane, Jeffrey Legro, Helen
Milner, Andrew Moravcsik, and Kenneth Waltz.

1. John J. Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International Security, Vol.
19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95), pp. 5–49; Robert O. Keohane and Lisa L. Martin, “The Promise of
Institutional Theory,” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 39–51; Mearsheimer
“A Realist Reply,” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 82–93. See also Martin
and Beth Simmons, “Theories and Empirical Studies of International Institutions,” International
Organization, Vol. 52, No. 4 (Autumn 1998), pp. 729–758; and Keohane and Martin “Institutional
Theory, Endogeneity, and Delegation,” paper prepared for meeting on “Progress in International
Relations Theory,” January 15–16, 1999, Scottsdale, Arizona, which says that “institutional theory”
is a more descriptive title than “neoliberal institutionalism.”
2. My deªnition of the distinction between offensive and defensive realism can be found below,
pp. 48–50. For other discussions, see Jack L. Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and Interna-
tional Ambition (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1991); Fareed Zakaria, “Realism and Domes-
tic Politics,” International Security, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Summer 1992), pp. 177–198; Charles L. Glaser,
“Realists as Optimists: Cooperation as Self-Help,” International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter
1994/95), pp. 50–90; Randall L. Schweller, “Neorealism’s Status-Quo Bias: What Security Di-
lemma?” Security Studies, Vol. 5, No. 3 (Spring 1996), pp. 90–121; Stephen Brooks, “Dueling
Realisms,” International Organization, Vol. 51, No. 3 (Summer 1997), pp. 445–478; Eric J. Labs,
“Beyond Victory: Offensive Realism and the Expansion of War Aims,” Security Studies, Vol. 6, No.
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the disagreement in terms of what each school of thought3 believes would have
to change to produce greater cooperation. This raises the question of institu-
tions. In the third section, I argue that realists claim not that institutions lack
utility, but that they are not autonomous in the sense of being more than a tool
of statecraft. Even if it is true that cooperation and the presence of institutions
are correlated, it does not follow that cooperation can be increased by estab-
lishing institutions where they do not exist, which I think is why most people
ªnd the realist-neoliberal debate over cooperation of more than academic
interest.

I do not want to exaggerate the gap separating realism and neoliberalism.
Robert Keohane and Lisa Martin have noted that “for better of worse, institu-
tional theory is a half-sibling of neorealism.“4 Both realism and neoliberalism
start from the assumption that the absence of a sovereign authority that can
make and enforce binding agreements creates opportunities for states to ad-
vance their interests unilaterally and makes it important and difªcult for states
to cooperate with one another.5 States must worry that others will seek to take

4 (Summer 1997), pp. 1–49; and Andrew Kydd, “Sheep in Sheep’s Clothing: Why Security Seekers
Do Not Fight Each Other,” Security Studies, Vol. 7, No. 1 (Autumn 1997), pp. 114–155. Glaser uses
the term “contingent realism,” which I think is more descriptive than “defensive realism,” but I
use the latter term because it has gained greater currency.
3. I use this term because I do not think realism and neoliberal institutionalism can be sharply
deªned. Indeed, they are better labeled schools of thought or approaches than theories. Although
this vagueness contributes to confusion as scholars talk past one another, a precise deªnition would
be necessary only if either of these approaches really were a tight theory. In that case, falsiªcation
of propositions derived from the theory would cast doubt on the entire enterprise. But, for better
and for worse, neither of these approaches has the sort of integrity that would permit the use of
that logic. For an attempt to formulate a rigorous, but I think excessively narrow, deªnition of
realism, see Jeffrey W. Legro and Andrew Moravcsik, “Is Anybody Still a Realist?” International
Security, Vol. 24, No. 2 (Fall 1999). See also Kenneth N. Waltz, “Realist Thought and Neorealist
Theory,” in Robert L. Rothstein, ed., The Evolution of Theory in International Relations (Columbia:
University of South Carolina Press, 1991), pp. 21–38; and the exchange between Colin Elman and
Waltz in Security Studies, Vol. 6, No. 1 (Autumn 1996), pp. 7–61.
4. Keohane and Martin, “Institutional Theory, Endogeneity, and Delegation,” p. 3; Robert O.
Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1984), pp. 9, 29, 67; Robert O. Keohane, International Institutions and
State Power (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1989), pp. 7–9. See also Glaser, “Realists as Optimists,” p. 85;
Randall L. Schweller and David Priess, “A Tale of Two Realisms: Expanding the Institutions
Debate,” Mershon International Studies Review, Vol. 41, Supplement 1 (May 1997), pp. 1–32; and
Martin and Simmons, “Theories and Empirical Studies of International Institutions,” pp. 739–740.
In the statement quoted, Keohane and Martin refer to neorealism, not realism. For the purposes
of this article, I do not need to distinguish between the two, as Waltz does very well in “Realist
Thought and Neorealist Theory.”
5. The realization that commitment is difªcult within states as well has led to enormous progress
in understanding domestic politics and arrangements among private actors, thus making recent
analyses in American and comparative politics appear quite familiar to students of international
politics. See Helen V. Milner, “Rationalizing Politics: The Emerging Synthesis among International
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advantage of them; agreements must be crafted to minimize the danger of
double crosses; the incentives that operate when agreements are signed may
be quite different when the time comes for them to be carried out; and both
promises and threats need to be made credible. Thus it will take some disen-
tangling to isolate the areas in which there are important disputes between
realism and neoliberalism.6

Possibilities for Cooperation

Is it true that realism denies the possibility of international cooperation or, less
extremely, that realists see less cooperation in world politics than do neoliberal
institutionalists? I think the former statement is ºatly wrong. The latter is also
incorrect, but when properly reformulated, it points in a productive direction.

false or exaggerated issues

The afªnity between realism and neoliberal institutionalism is not the only
reason to doubt the claim that realism has no place for cooperation. This view
would imply that conºict of interest is total and that whatever one state gains,
others must lose.7 This vision of a zero-sum world is implausible. The sense
of international politics as characterized by constant bargaining, which is
central to realism (but not to realism alone, of course), implies a mixture of
common and conºicting interests. One can have ªghting in a zero-sum world,
but not politics.

More worthy of exploration is the less extreme view that realism sees world
politics as much more conºictful than does neoliberal institutionalism.8 For

Politics and American and Comparative Politics,” International Organization, Vol. 52, No. 4 (Autumn
1998), pp. 759–786. It is often assumed that anarchy and the possibility of the use of force are the
same, but this is not correct, as shown by Milner, “The Assumption of Anarchy in International
Relations Theory: A Critique,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 17, No. 1 (January 1991), pp. 71–
74; and Robert Powell, “Anarchy in International Relations Theory: The Neorealist-Neoliberal
Debate,” International Organization, Vol. 48, No. 2 (Spring 1994), pp. 330–334.
6. The differences may be sharper in some central issues I am putting aside here: the efªcacy and
fungibility of various forms of power, especially military power; the differences in state behavior
when force, coercion, or unilateral solutions are available; and the frequency of such situations.
7. This view is hard even to conceptualize in a multipolar world. Any gain of territory or power
by state A would have to come at the expense of some other state, but if it diminishes state B or
state C, this might aid state D, at least in the short run, if D is the rival of B or C. Here the situation
is zero-sum (or, more technically, constant sum) overall, but not all actors are hurt, and some may
be advantaged, by another’s gain.
8. How to measure and even conceptualize conºict and conºict of interest is not easy. See Robert
Axelrod, Conºict of Interest: A Theory of Divergent Goals with Applications to Politics (Chicago:
Markham, 1970).
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realists, world politics is a continuing if not an unrelenting struggle for sur-
vival, advantage, and often dominance. Neoliberals do not deny the existence
of cases of extreme conºict, but they do not see them as the entire or even a
representative picture of world politics. In many cases and in many areas,
states are able to work together to mitigate the effects of anarchy, produce
mutual gains, and avoid shared harm.

Although not entirely misguided, this characterization of the difference
between realism and neoliberalism is still wrong. To start with, some of this
difference reºects the issues that the schools of thought analyze. Neoliberal
institutionalists concentrate on issues of international political economy (IPE)
and the environment; realists are more prone to study international security
and the causes, conduct, and consequences of wars. Thus, although it would
be correct to say that one sees more conºict in the world analyzed by realist
scholars than in the world analyzed by neoliberals, this is at least in part
because they study different worlds.9

Similarly, while neoliberal institutionalism is more concerned with efªciency
and realism focuses more on issues of distribution, which are closely linked to
power as both an instrument and a stake,10 it is not clear that this represents
different views about the world or a difference in the choice of subject matter.
Neoliberalism’s argument (usually implicit) that distributional conºicts are
usually less important than the potential common gains stems at least in part
from its substantive concern with issues in which large mutual beneªts are

9. The differences between the issue areas are not inherent, but it is generally believed that the
factors that are conducive to cooperation, such as vulnerability, offensive advantage, and lack of
transparency, are more prevalent in IPE than in the security arena. See Robert Jervis, “Security
Regimes,” International Organization, Vol. 36, No. 2 (Spring 1982), pp. 358–360; and Charles H.
Lipson, “International Cooperation in Economic and Security Affairs,” World Politics, Vol. 37, No.
1 (October 1984), pp. 1–23.
10. Nonetheless, I think neoliberals were enlightened by Jack Knight’s argument that institutions
can affect not only the level of cooperation, but who gains more. See Knight, Institutions and Social
Conºict (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992). Similarly, while neoliberals have drawn
heavily on the literature on organizations, they pay little attention to power-laden analyses such
as Charles Perrow, Complex Organizations: A Critical Essay, 3d ed. (New York: Random House, 1986).
Robert O. Keohane acknowledges that he initially underestimated the signiªcance of distributive
issues. See Keohane “Institutional Theory and the Realist Challenge after the Cold War,” in David
A. Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debate (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1993), pp. 446–447. See also Keohane and Martin, “The Promise of Institutional
Theory,” pp. 45–46. For a good discussion of distribution and institutions, see Powell, “Anarchy
in International Relations Theory,” pp. 338–343. For an argument that the shape of domestic
institutions affects both the chance of international agreement and the distribution of the beneªts,
see Helen V. Milner, Interests, Institutions, and Information: Domestic Politics and International Relations
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1997).
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believed to be possible, such as protecting the environment, rather than with
disputes over values such as territory, status, and inºuence (if not dominance).

The related difference between realists and neoliberals on the issue of rela-
tive and absolute gains also should not be exaggerated, as recent formulations
have explained.11 To start with, it is not clear whether neoliberals are arguing
that realists are incorrect to assert that states often are concerned with relative
gains or that it is the states that err when they are thus concerned, perhaps
because they have been socialized by realist prescriptions. Substantively, real-
ists never claimed that relative gains were all that mattered—to assert this
would be to declare international politics a zero-sum game—and many realists
have been sensitive to possibilities of mutual security. Thus within a few
months of the explosion of the ªrst atomic bomb, realist scholars noted that
once both sides had a sufªcient number of these weapons, little could be
gained by further increases and there was little to fear from the other side’s
increases. The title of the ªrst major book on the subject, The Absolute Weapon,
indicated quite clearly the radical change from a world in which the greatest
form of military power was relative.12 Indeed, this effect also undercuts much
of the concern over relative gains in the economic area because they have much
less impact on security.13 Neoliberals also have adopted a less extreme position
on the absolute-relative gains debate. They initially cast their arguments in

11. Robert Powell, “Absolute and Relative Gains in International Relations Theory,” American
Political Science Review, Vol. 85, No. 4 (December 1991), pp. 701–726; Powell, “Anarchy in Interna-
tional Relations Theory,” pp. 334–338; Glaser, “Realists as Optimists,” pp. 74–75; and Arthur A.
Stein, Why Nations Cooperate (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1990), chap. 5. Issues of relative
versus absolute gains are not the same as distribution versus efªciency because an actor can care
about distribution even in the absence of concerns about relative gains. It should also be noted
that although the main reason for seeking relative gains today is to improve one’s absolute situation
tomorrow, some goods are inherently positional. See the classic and yet underappreciated analysis
of Fred Hirsch, Social Limits to Growth (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1976).
12. Bernard Brodie et al., The Absolute Weapon (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1946).
13. When states are allied—and expect to remain so in the future—each may gain “security
externalities” from the others’ economic gains. See Joanne Gowa, Allies, Adversaries, and Interna-
tional Trade (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994), chap. 3. But relative economic gains
can redistribute power within an alliance (as shown by Arthur A. Stein, “The Hegemon’s Dilemma:
Great Britain, the United States, and the International Economic Order,” International Organization,
Vol. 38, No. 2 [Spring 1984], pp. 355–386), and will be of concern if actors believe that they will
inºuence future wealth. See Robert Jervis, “International Primacy: Is the Game Worth the Candle?”
International Security, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Spring 1993), pp. 54–59; and John C. Matthews III, “Current
Gains and Future Outcomes: When Cumulative Relative Gains Matter,” International Security, Vol.
21, No. 1 (Summer 1996), pp. 112–146. Furthermore, despite the existence of nuclear weapons, an
extreme gap in the economic health of the United States and Western Europe on the one hand,
and the Soviet Union on the other, undermined the latter’s security, largely by sapping its
self-conªdence.
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terms of absolute gains, but soon acknowledged that it is dangerous for one
state to seek absolute gains that would put it at a relative disadvantage
vis-à-vis an adversary.14

area of disagreement: not conflict, but unnecessary conflict

The disagreements between realism and neoliberalism have not only been
exaggerated, but they have also been misunderstood. Neoliberalism does not
see more cooperation than does realism; rather, neoliberalism believes that
there is much more unrealized or potential cooperation than does realism, and
the schools of thought disagree about how much conºict in world politics is
unnecessary or avoidable in the sense of actors failing to agree even though their
preferences overlap.15 To put it in a context that frames the next section of this
article, they differ over the changes that they believe are feasible and required
to reduce conºict.

When a realist such as Stephen Krasner argues that much of international
politics is “life on the Pareto frontier,” he implies that states already have been
able to cooperate to such an extent that no further moves can make all of them
better off.16 For neoliberals, in the absence of institutions we are often far from
this frontier, and much of international politics resembles a prisoner’s dilemma
or a market failure in producing suboptimal outcomes for all concerned.
Although neoliberals are strongly inºuenced by neoclassical economics, they
reject the idea that the free play of political forces will capture all possible joint

14. The greatest deªciency in the relative/absolute gains literature is that it has remained largely
at the level of theory and prescription, with much less attention to when decisionmakers do in fact
exhibit relative-gains concerns. Thus as noteworthy as the fact that leading academics employed
impeccable logic to demonstrate the irrelevance of relative advantage in a world of mutual
second-strike capabilities was the fact that each side’s decisionmakers remained unpersuaded,
continued to fear that the other sought nuclear superiority, and sought advantage, if not supe-
riority, for itself. For a related argument, see Glaser, “Realists as Optimists,” pp. 86–88. For a good
empirical study in the trade area, see Michael Mastanduno, “Do Relative Gains Matter? America’s
Response to Japanese Industrial Policy,” International Security, Vol. 16, No. 1 (Summer 1991),
pp. 73–113.
15. For a parallel discussion of “real” and “illusory” incompatibility, see Kenneth E. Boulding,
“National Images and International Systems,” Journal of Conºict Resolution, Vol. 3, No. 2 (June 1959),
p. 130. This distinction and the one I am making are not without their difªculties, as I discuss
below. The move from conºicting preferences to conºictful behavior is not entirely direct because
if information is complete and outcomes are inªnitely divisible, the actors should be able to ªnd
a way of reaching the outcome that is cheaper than engaging in costly conºict. This is known as
the Hicks paradox in economics and was introduced into the international relations literature by
James D. Fearon in “Rationalist Explanations for War,” International Organization, Vol. 49, No. 3
(Summer 1995), pp. 379–414. The subject is important but not central to the issues of concern here.
16. Stephen D. Krasner, “Global Communication and National Power: Life on the Pareto Frontier,”
World Politics, Vol. 43, No. 3 (April 1991), pp. 336–366.
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gains.17 Thus the old joke about two neoclassical economists walking down the
street: one sees a $20 bill, but before he can bend down to pick it up, his
colleague says, “Don’t bother; if it were really there someone would have
gotten it before us.” For neoliberal institutionalists, the world is littered with
$20 bills. Because they believe that there are many mutually beneªcial arrange-
ments that states forgo because of the fear that others will cheat or take
advantage of them, they see important gains to be made through the more
artful arrangement of policies. Like neoclassical economists, some realists
doubt this, believing that all available $20 bills have already been picked up.
For them, it is unfortunately true that we live in the best of all possible worlds.
And if this is the case, distributional issues loom large, making it hard to see
how neoliberalist analysis can be brought to bear.18

To proceed further, we need to divide realism into offensive and defensive
categories. Offensive realists think that few important situations in interna-
tional politics resemble a prisoner’s dilemma. This model does not elucidate
the most crucial area of the pursuit of security by major powers because mutual
security either is not sought or cannot be gained: one or more of the states is
willing to risk war to expand or has security requirements that are incompat-
ible with those of others. Thus for John Mearsheimer, states maximize power
(which must be seen in relative terms) either because it is the means by which
they can be secure or because they want other values that power is (correctly)
believed to bring.19 For Colin Gray, arms races are a reºection of conºicts of
interest, and wars result not because of the mutual pursuit of security but
because one if not both sides is aggressive.20 For Randall Schweller, it is
especially important to “bring the revisionist state back in” because security-
seeking states do not get into unnecessary conºicts: they are able to discern

17. This is not to say that all arguments that actors are below the Pareto frontier share neoliber-
alism’s stress on the importance of institutions. Thus Deborah W. Larson’s analysis of missed
opportunities during the Cold War seeks to demonstrate that, at a number of points, lack of trust
and related psychological impediments prevented the United States and the Soviet Union from
relaxing tensions and reaching agreements that would have made both of them both better off.
See Larson, Anatomy of Mistrust: U.S.-Soviet Relations during the Cold War (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1997).
18. For discussion, see Martin and Simmons, “Theories and Empirical Studies of International
Institutions,” pp. 744–747; and James K. Sebenius, “Challenging Conventional Explanations of
International Cooperation,” International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 1 (Winter 1992), pp. 334–339.
19. John J. Mearsheimer, Great Power Politics (New York: W.W. Norton, forthcoming).
20. Of Gray’s voluminous writings, see, for example, Colin Gray, Weapons Don’t Make War: Policy,
Strategy, and Military Technology (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1993); and Gray, House of
Cards: Why Arms Control Must Fail (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1992).
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one another’s intentions and can move sufªciently quickly to protect them-
selves if others should become menacing.21

Defensive realists disagree, and take a position on the role of unnecessary
conºict that has more in common with neoliberals. Scholars such as Charles
Glaser, John Herz, Stephen Van Evera, and myself see the prisoner’s dilemma
as capturing important dynamics of international politics, especially through
the operation of the security dilemma—the ways in which the attempt by one
state to increase its security has the effect (often unintended and sometimes
unforeseen) of decreasing the security of others. Often states would be willing
to settle for the status quo and are driven more by fear than by the desire to
make gains. According to this “spiral model” of international politics, both
structural and perceptual reasons conspire to render self-defeating the actions
states take to protect themselves. In many cases, it is the interactive process
among states that generates conºict rather than merely reveals or enacts the
preexisting differences in goals. Both sides would be satisªed with mutual
security; international politics represents tragedy rather than evil as the actions
of states make it even harder for them to be secure. This is not true in all cases,
however. Aggressor states are common; security and other interests often
create differences that are irreconcilable. In these and only these instances,
defensive realists see conºict as unavoidable.

Despite important similarities, three differences make defensive realists less
optimistic than neoliberals. First, as noted above, defensive realists believe that
only in a subset (size unspeciªed) of situations is conºict unnecessary. Second,
and related to this, they believe that it is often hard for states to tell which
situation they are in. The difªculty status quo powers have in recognizing one
another, in part because of deeply rooted political and perceptual biases, is
compounded by the high price to be paid for mistaking an expansionist state
for a partner that seeks mainly security. Third, defensive realists have less faith
in the ability of actors to reach common interests than do neoliberals: in some
cases, mistrust and fear of cheating may be too severe to be overcome. The
extent of the differences between the schools of thought are difªcult to esti-
mate, however, because realism and neoliberalism have rarely analyzed com-

21. Randall L. Schweller, “Bandwagoning for Proªt: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In,”
International Security, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Summer 1994), pp. 72–107; and Schweller, “Neorealism’s
Status-Quo Bias.” See also Kydd, “Sheep in Sheep’s Clothing.” This is why Charles Glaser sees
“realists as optimists”: in most circumstances, states that seek security can develop a military
posture that signals their benign intentions, thereby minimizing unnecessary conºict. Glaser,
“Realists as Optimists,” pp. 67–70.
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parable situations. Unlike defensive realists, neoliberals have concentrated on
areas in which the costs of mistakenly believing that the other will cooperate
are not prohibitive, and in which gains in efªciency are likely to be greater
than conºicts over distribution. But it also seems that neoliberals see the
restraints that actors can impose on others and themselves as stronger than
defensive realists believe them to be. If arrangements to increase cooperation
are so feasible, however, the obvious question, which I touch on later, is why
they are not employed more often: Why are there still $20 bills on the ground?

In summary, offensive realists think that the conºict we observe in interna-
tional politics represents real incompatibility between desired states of the
world. The famous example is the reply that Francis I of France gave in the
early sixteenth century when he was asked what differences led to constant
warfare with Spain’s Charles V: “None whatever. We agree perfectly. We both
want control of Italy!”22 At the very least, offensive realists note, modeling
politics as a prisoner’s dilemma conceptualizes cooperation as a single alterna-
tive, the only one that is better over the long run than mutual defection. In
fact, there are many outcomes better than mutual defection, and these distrib-
ute the gains in quite different ways and are inevitable sources of conºict.
Neoliberals attribute much conºict to the failure to employ institutions that
could move states to the Pareto frontier by facilitating secure and equitable
agreements. Defensive realists fall between these views, arguing that a great
deal depends on whether the state (assumed to be willing to live with the
status quo) is facing a like-minded partner or an expansionist. In the latter case,
their analysis parallels that of the offensive realists; in the former case, it is not
unlike that of neoliberals.

Changes Needed for Cooperation

Realists and neoliberals have different perspectives on what would have to
change to increase cooperation in a particular situation.23 These differences can
be understood by applying Robert Powell’s distinction between preferences

22. Quoted in Frederick L. Schuman, International Politics, 7th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1953),
p. 283.
23. A particularly insightful use of counterfactuals to explore changes that could have avoided a
major war is Paul W. Schroeder, “Embedded Counterfactuals and the Case for World War I as an
’Unavoidable’ War,” in Richard Ned Lebow, Philip E. Tetlock, and Geoffrey Parker, eds., “Unmak-
ing the West: Exploring Alternative Histories of Counterfactual Worlds,” unpublished book manu-
script, Ohio State University. I am concerned here with short-run changes that could reduce a
current conºict, not with changes such as instituting a world government, making all states
democratic, or using future DNA technology to alter human nature.
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over strategies, or ways to reach goals, on the one hand, and changes in
preferences over goals or outcomes, on the other.24 Neoliberals are more
optimistic than realists because they believe that changes in preferences over
strategies usually are sufªcient to produce mutual beneªt. Much of this change
can come by more and better information—information about the situation,
information about what the other side has done and why it has done it, and
information about what the other side is likely to do in the future.25 States can
cooperate by reducing transaction costs (the costs and risks associated with
reaching and carrying out agreements) and, in turn, the successful reduction
of such costs can facilitate cooperation. Institutions can play a large role here,
and this helps explain why institutionalized cooperation can continue even
when the initially propitious conditions have disappeared.26 But it is hard to
see how changes in information can be effective when changes in preferences
over outcomes are required. Thus neoliberals do not discuss how states do or
should behave when vital interests clash: there are no neoliberal analyses of
the Cold War, the diplomacy of the 1930s, or relations between the United
States and Iraq, and the approach could help in Kosovo only if there are some
outcomes acceptable to both sides absent changes in power.

Offensive realists see much less room for increasing cooperation. Aggressors
may be deterred or defeated, but given that the security dilemma is irrelevant
or intractable, additional information cannot lead to conºict-reducing changes
in preference over strategies. Furthermore, changes in preferences over out-
comes may be out of reach if all states seek to dominate. Altering the incentives
states face may be effective, but this will beneªt one side only. Although
changes in relative power drive much of international politics, they too alter
what each state gains and do not bring mutual beneªt. Increasing the costs of
war may reduce violent conºict, but rarely can cooperation be increased by
changing beliefs and information about the other or the world.

For defensive realists, much depends on the nature of the situation: the
changes required when a status quo power faces an expansionist power are

24. Powell, “Anarchy in International Relations Theory,” pp. 318–321.
25. Thus reputation plays a central role in neoliberalism parallel to its role in deterrence theory.
But what little empirical research we have casts grave doubt on the standard deductive claims for
how reputations form and operate. See Ted Hopf, Peripheral Visions: Deterrence Theory and American
Foreign Policy in the Third World, 1965–1990 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1994); and
Jonathan Mercer, Reputation and International Politics (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1996).
See also Robert Jervis, “Signaling and Perception,” in Kristen Monroe, ed., “Political Psychology,”
unpublished book manuscript, University of California at Irvine.
26. Keohane, After Hegemony. See also Celeste A. Wallander, Mortal Friends, Best Enemies: German-
Russian Cooperation after the Cold War (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1998), pp. 19–34.
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very different from the changes that could increase cooperation among status
quo powers that fear one another. When dealing with aggressors, increasing
cooperation is beyond reach, and the analysis and preferred policies of defen-
sive realists differ little from those of offensive realists; when the security
dilemma is the problem, either or both sides can seek changes in preferences
over strategies (both their own and those of the other) in the form of imple-
menting standard “cooperation under anarchy” policies. In these cases, defen-
sive realists and neoliberals see similar ways to reduce conºict. Both embrace
the apparent paradox that actors can be well advised to reduce their own
ability to take advantage of others now and in the future. Both agree that
cooperation is more likely or can be made so if large transactions can be
divided up into a series of smaller ones, if transparency can be increased, if
both the gains from cheating and the costs of being cheated on are relatively
low, if mutual cooperation is or can be made much more advantageous than
mutual defection, and if each side employs strategies of reciprocity and be-
lieves that the interactions will continue over a long period of time.27

Thus for defensive realists, diagnosis of the situation and the other’s objec-
tives is a critical and difªcult step, which explains why analysts of this type
come to different policy prescriptions if they have different views of the
adversary.28 For example, much of the American debate over how to respond
to North Korea’s nuclear program turns on beliefs about whether that country
is driven by insecurity and seeks better relations with the United States on

27. Kenneth A. Oye, ed., Cooperation under Anarchy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1986), which includes essays by defensive realists and neoliberals. These arguments were devel-
oped in works that formed the basis for the Oye volume: Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of
Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984); Robert Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Di-
lemma,” World Politics, Vol. 30, No. 2 (January 1978), pp. 167–214; and Keohane, After Hegemony.
It is not true, however, that a long “shadow of the future” by itself increases cooperation. When
an agreement is expected to last for a long time, the incentives to bargain harder are greater. See
James D. Fearon, “Bargaining, Enforcement, and International Cooperation,” International Organi-
zation, Vol. 52, No. 2 (Spring 1998), pp. 269–305. Similarly, when what is at stake are actors’
reputations for standing ªrm, as was true in many Cold War interactions, then issues of little
intrinsic importance produce very high conºict. Much of the relative gains problem turns on the
expectation that the outcome of the current interaction will strongly affect the actors’ future
well-being; states often ªght at one time because they fear that otherwise they will be at a greater
disadvantage in the future. Neoliberals argue that institutions can curb these effects.
28. For the importance of diagnosis, see Alexander L. George, Bridging the Gap: Theory and Practice
in Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace, 1993). See also Robert Jervis,
Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1976), chap. 3. In many cases, contemporary policymakers or later analysts may not be clear as to
whether they are disagreeing about the nature of the situation the state is in or the policies that
are appropriate for that situation.
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acceptable terms or whether its goal is to push the United States off the
peninsula and dominate South Korea, in which case North Korea would not
refrain from developing atomic bombs in return for a reasonable agreement
and instead would respond only to coercion.29

Often more ªne-grained distinctions about preferences are required to un-
derstand what needs to change to increase cooperation. Because states have
ladders of means-ends beliefs, some preferences over outcomes are, from a
broader perspective, preferences over strategies. Thus many conºicts can be
seen as both an avoidable security dilemma and the product of irreconcilable
differences. For example, it can be argued that at bottom what Japan sought
in the 1930s was security: dominance over the East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere
was desired not as an ultimate value or even for national wealth but as a source
of strength and security. This in turn was needed not because Japan was under
immediate Western pressure—this was an effect not a cause of Japan’s policy—
but rather because of the expectation that eventually the West would menace
Japan. Cooperation would have been possible if the United States and Great
Britain had been able to reassure Japan of their continuing goodwill (assuming
that Japan did not engage in military adventures), but this was difªcult if not
impossible for states in anarchy. Although Japan’s ultimate goals would not
have to have changed to produce cooperation, “mere” alterations in images of
the other side and the deployment of conºict-reduction strategies could not
have kept the peace. Similarly, even if the United States and the Soviet Union
ultimately sought security during the Cold War, deep internal changes were a
prerequisite for far-reaching cooperation because each believed that the other
would be a menace as long as its domestic system was in place.

Institutions and Cooperation

As their name suggests, neoliberal institutionalists stress the role of institu-
tions, broadly deªned as enduring patterns of shared expectations of behavior
that have received some degree of formal assent.30 Here too it is important to

29. Leon V. Sigal, Disarming Strangers: Nuclear Diplomacy with North Korea (Princeton, N.J.: Prince-
ton University Press, 1998).
30. Similar deªnitions are found in Knight, Institutions and Social Conºict, pp. 2–4; Douglass C.
North, Institutions, Institutional Change, and Economic Performance (New York: W.W. Norton, 1990),
pp. 4–5; and Celeste A. Wallander, Helga Haftendorn, and Robert O. Keohane, “Introduction,” in
Haftendorn, Keohane, and Wallander, eds., Imperfect Unions: Security Institutions over Time and Space
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 1–2. Despite its roots in economics, neoliberalism’s
treatment of institutions pays scant attention to principal-agent problems and the ways in which
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understand the disagreement with realists, which is not over the existence of
institutions or the fact that they are found where cooperation is high, but over
the claim that they are more than instruments of statecraft and have an
independent impact, “a life of their own.”31 The obvious threat to the latter
argument is the assertion of endogeneity—if it is predictable that certain kinds
of institutions will produce increased cooperation, then actors will establish
such arrangements when and only when they want this outcome, which is
likely to be consistent with realist analysis.32 As Charles Glaser puts it, institu-
tions are “the product of the same factors—states’ interests and the constraints
imposed by the system—that inºuence whether states should cooperate.“33

Neoliberals think that establishing an institution can increase cooperation.
Realists believe that this is not so much a false statement as a false remedy,
because the states will establish an institution if and only if they seek the goals
that the institution will help them reach.

The contrast between realist and neoliberal views can be brought out by
differing interpretations of Page Fortna’s important ªnding that cease-ªres are
likely to be maintained when devices such as buffer zones, inspections, and
arms limitations are involved.34 Even though this conclusion holds when
situational variables are held constant, the endogeneity problem arises as it
must with any study comparing the outcomes of cases in which policymakers

institutions and their leaders can maximize their own self-interest at the expense of those of the
principals.
31. Keohane and Martin, “Institutional Theory, Endogeneity, and Delegation,” agree that the
question is posed correctly, although answered incorrectly, in Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of
International Institutions.” See also Martin and Simmons, “Theories and Empirical Studies of
International Institutions.” For the ªnding that joint membership in international organizations is
negatively correlated with conºict, see Bruce M. Russett, John R. Oneal, and David R. Davis, “The
Third Leg of the Kantian Tripod for Peace: International Organizations and Militarized Disputes,
1950–1985,” International Organization, Vol. 52, No. 3 (Summer 1998), pp. 441–468. The recent
literature on the role of institutions in domestic politics is very large: recent surveys are Peter A.
Hall and Rosemary C.R. Taylor, “Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms, Political
Studies, Vol. 44, No. 5 (April 1996), pp. 936–957; and Ira Katznelson, “The Doleful Dance of Politics
and Policy: Can Historical Institutionalism Make a Difference?” American Political Science Review,
Vol. 92, No. 1 (March 1998), pp. 191–197.
32. Keohane and Martin, “Institutional Theory, Endogeneity, and Delegation.” This is consistent
with Keohane’s “functional theory regimes” in After Hegemony, chap. 6.
33. Glaser, “Realists as Optimists,” p. 85. See also Kenneth N. Waltz, “Realism after the Cold War,”
paper delivered at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Boston,
Massachusetts, September 3–6, 1998, pp. 23–29.
34. Page V. Fortna, “A Peace That Lasts,” Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Government, Harvard
University, 1998. See also Caroline A. Hartzell, “Explaining the Stability of Negotiated Settlements
to Intrastate Wars,” Journal of Conºict Resolution, Vol. 43, No. 1 (February 1999), pp. 3–22; and
Barbara F. Walter, “Designing Transitions from Civil War: Demobilization, Democratization, and
Commitments to Peace,” International Security, Vol. 24, No. 1 (Summer 1999), pp. 127–155.

International Security 24:1 54

VOL I - 266



make different choices, and this allows neoliberals and realists to make differ-
ent interpretations.35 A neoliberal would argue that the efªcacy of these ar-
rangements shows their independent impact and implies that they would
produce some good effect if they had been employed in other cases. Realists
see the ªnding as a demonstration of the importance of statecraft but are
skeptical of the implications for other cases, arguing that no set of control
variables can capture all the factors that go into decisionmakers’ judgments.
There are likely to be good reasons why certain arrangements are adopted in
some cases and not in others; if states had wanted to make it more difªcult to
break the cease-ªre in the latter cases, and if technology, terrain, and third-
party inºuences had permitted this, then they would have done so. The
arrangements were reºections of the actors preferences over outcomes, and the
cease-ªres that broke down were then not instances of mutually undesired and
unnecessary conºict. This kind of reasoning leads realists to argue that the key
errors of reformers after World War I were to believe that the war had been
caused by a lack of mechanisms for conºict resolution and to conclude that
the path to peace was to establish such an organization even in the absence of
shifts in the goals of the states.

Three Kinds of Institutions

To analyze the role played by institutional arrangements and the links among
interests, policies, and cooperation, we need to distinguish among three kinds
of institutions. What is crucial is whether the arrangements merely further
established interests or change preferences over outcomes, thereby permitting
forms and degrees of cooperation that cannot be reached through the provision
of more information and the deployment of standard ways to give actors
conªdence that agreements will be maintained. It is when institutions are
autonomous in this sense that neoliberal analysis makes its most distinctive
contribution.

institutions as standard tools: binding and self-binding

The ªrst kind of institutions are well-known instruments of statecraft such as
alliances and trade agreements. Neoliberals have argued that realists cannot
explain why these agreements have any impact, given their strong arguments

35. For further discussion of the methodological issues involved, see Robert Jervis, System Effects:
Complexity in Political and Social Life (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1997), pp. 81–87.
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about anarchy and the difªculties of making credible commitments. Although
neoliberals have added to our knowledge of the mechanisms involved, in fact
mechanisms are consistent with defensive realism’s analysis of how actors can
overcome prisoner’s dilemmas, as noted earlier. Furthermore, there is no dis-
pute that these institutions are reºections of states’ preexisting interests.

Many institutions that make it more difªcult and costly for states to defect
in the future, and so modify anarchy, similarly embody preferences over
outcomes. Realists are likely to stress the objective of binding others to keep
their commitments; neoliberals are more sensitive to the fact that it can be
equally important for actors—indeed, for powerful ones, more important—to
bind themselves.36 But the difference is in emphasis only, and a defensive
realist would not be surprised by a German ofªcial’s recent explanation of his
support for strong European institutions: “We wanted to bind Germany into
a structure which practically obliges Germany to take the interests of its
neighbors into consideration. We wanted to give our neighbors assurances that
we won’t do what we don’t intend to do anyway.“37

Although realists see binding as somewhat more difªcult and less likely to
be desired than do neoliberals, they do not deny that states can take themselves
out of anarchy if they choose to cede much of their sovereignty to a central
authority, as the thirteen American colonies did. It is probably true that neo-
liberals see the “web of interdependence” among countries as stronger than
do realists, in part because they believe that elites and members of the public
place greater value on economic values as compared to security, status, and

36. Compare, for example, Joseph M. Grieco, “State Interest and Institutional Rule Trajectories: A
Neorealist Interpretation of the Maastricht Treaty and European Economic and Monetary Union,”
in Baldwin, Neorealism and Neoliberalism, pp. 116–169, and Andrew Moravcsik, The Choice for Europe:
Social Purpose and State Power from Messina to Maastricht (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
1998). See also G. John Ikenberry, “Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Persistence of American
Postwar Order,” International Security, Vol. 23, No. 3 (Winter 1998/99), pp. 44–45, 55. For the role
of institutions in self-binding, see Kenneth W. Abbott and Duncan Snidal, “Why States Act through
Formal Organizations,” Journal of Conºict Resolution, Vol. 42, No. 1 (February 1998), pp. 3–32. This
emphasis on commitment is consistent with the past generation of research that has argued that
the crucial role of governments in economic development is their willingness and ability to
maintain domestic order while guaranteeing that they will not conªscate property and wealth,
and the work on intertemporal games explaining why and how individuals might bind themselves
to do what they would otherwise not do in the future. For the former, the classic study is Douglass
C. North and Robert D. Thomas, The Rise of the Western World: A New Economic History (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1973). For a brief summary of the literature in the latter area, see
Partha Dasgupta, “Trust as a Commodity,” in Diego Gambetta, ed., Trust: Making and Breaking
Cooperative Relations (New York: Basil Blackwell, 1988), pp. 54–55.
37. Quoted in Jane Perlez, “Blunt Reasoning for Enlarging NATO: Curbs on Germany,” New York
Times, December 7, 1997, p. 18.
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self-assertion. But these differences are elusive because they are matters of
degree. No one thinks that institutions can be fully binding: even states such
as Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union that once shared common institutions and
were economically integrated have come apart in the face of strong conºicts,
and the United States was held together only by force in its civil war. No one
denies that institutions can be broken without any costs—indeed, these costs
are what gives each actor some conªdence that others will continue to respect
them. But what is crucial is that irrespective of their strength, these arrange-
ments are instituted because national leaders want them to have binding
effects. The institutions can then be important, but even if they involve giving
power to autonomous actors such as the United Nations’ secretary-general or
the World Trade Organization, they are not autonomous in the sense of over-
riding or shaping the preferences of those who established them.

institutions as innovative tools

The second set of institutions are ones that are potential tools but remain
outside the realm of normal statecraft because leaders have not thought of
them or do not appreciate their effectiveness. Here there is an area of unreal-
ized common interest, and greater cooperation could be secured by increasing
information and knowledge.38 Because people learn from experience, problems
that could not have been solved in the past may be treatable today. Further-
more, scholars can discover the efªcacy of neglected instruments. For example,
Keohane and Martin not only argue that it can be in the interest of states to
delegate authority to unbiased bodies, but imply that this is not apparent to
all decisionmakers. Thus increased understanding could allow them to coop-
erate more. Similarly, when defensive realists called for arrangements that
decreased the “reciprocal fear of surprise attack” and developed the theory of
arms control, they implied that a fuller and more accurate appreciation of crisis
instability as a cause of war could lead to greater cooperation.39

38. There is some overlap here with the arguments for the potential role of greater knowledge.
See, for example, Ernst B. Haas, When Knowledge Is Power (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1990); and the special issue of International Organization on epistemic communities, edited by Peter
J. Haas, “Knowledge, Power, and International Policy Coordination,” International Organization,
Vol. 46, No. 1 (Winter 1992).
39. Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conºict (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1960), chap. 9; Schelling and Morton H. Halperin, Strategy and Arms Control (New York: Twentieth
Century Fund, 1961); and Robert Jervis, “Arms Control, Stability, and Causes of War,” Political
Science Quarterly, Vol. 108, No. 2 (Summer 1993), pp. 239–253.
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As is the case with other analyses that are simultaneously descriptive and
prescriptive,40 however, there is tension between the claim that academics have
ignored some kinds of institutions and the argument that it is states that have
neglected them. To the extent that scholars can show that their peers have not
appreciated a range of devices that states have in fact utilized, they undercut
the claim that this ªnding can increase cooperation. My sense is that academics
underestimate the ingenuity of skilled practitioners, although they may play a
role in spreading such skill. For example, the recent settlement of the long-
standing border dispute between Peru and Ecuador created “peace parks,”
including a square kilometer that was the site of the last Ecuadoran stand
against Peru in 1995 and the grave of twelve Ecuadoran soldiers. Although this
land is in Peru and will remain under Peruvian sovereignty, it will be under
Ecuadoran control.41 If neoliberals could point to underutilized institutions or
invent new ones, they could perform a major service, but because these instru-
ments would still reºect underlying interests, realist claims would not neces-
sarily be disturbed.

institutions as causes of changes in preferences over outcomes

The case is different, however, with a third kind of institution—those that
change preferences over outcomes. Realists say that in a system of self-help,
institutions cannot stop states from ªghting “when push comes to shove.”
Neoliberals reply that even if this is correct, it misses the more important point
that institutions can make it less likely that push will come to shove by
providing information, altering the consequences of shoving, and diminishing
the desire to push. But if we are to classify the institutions as more than
instruments of underlying interest, these changes must be unanticipated by the
actors.

Borderline cases are attempts at what might be called “deep self-binding.”
For example, the German effort discussed earlier can be seen as an attempt to
shape not only future German behavior, but also future German preferences
over outcomes. Just as Gary Becker argues that individuals may act in a certain

40. For a discussion of problems with realism on this score, see Robert Jervis, “Hans Morgenthau,
Realism, and the Scientiªc Study of International Politics,” Social Research, Vol. 61, No. 4 (Winter
1994), pp. 859–860.
41. Anthony Faiola, “Peru, Ecuador Sign Border Dispute,” Washington Post, October 27, 1998, p. 20;
and “Peru and Ecuador Sign Treaty to End Longstanding Conºict,” New York Times, October 27,
1998, p. 3.
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way to inºuence what their later tastes will be,42 so today’s German leaders
may want to strengthen European ties to ensure that later Germans would not
even contemplate or think desirable any independent military action or the
pursuit of security policies that could endanger other European countries. If
international institutions serve these functions, they can increase cooperation,
and, more important, shape the future, but they still are serving the goals
envisaged by the current decisionmakers.

This is not true if the changes that occur are unforeseen and unintended.
The classic example is Ernst Haas’s analysis of the spillover processes of
regional integration in which decisionmakers seek limited cooperation but the
policies they adopt for this purpose trigger changes in laws, incentives, interest
group strategies, and eventually loyalties that lead to much greater integra-
tion.43 The great diminution of national sovereignty that we have seen, the
delegation of signiªcant power to supranational bodies, and the development
of some degree of popular identiªcation with Europe rather than with indi-
vidual nations were not what most of the European leaders sought at the start,
but rather were the product of the institutions they established.44 The institu-
tions had “a life of their own” in not only binding the states more than the
founders foresaw, but in changing beliefs about what is possible and desirable:
they shaped, as much as they reºected, interests. When these processes oper-
ate, people are instruments of institutions rather than the other way around.

42. Gary S. Becker, Accounting for Tastes (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1996), part
1. For more subtle treatments, see Amartya Sen, “Rational Fools: A Critique of the Behavioral
Foundations of Economic Theory,” Philosophy and Public Affairs, Vol. 6, No. 4 (Summer 1977),
pp. 317–344; and Albert O. Hirschman, “Against Parsimony: Three Easy Ways of Complicating
Some Categories of Economic Discourse,” in Hirschman, Rival Views of Market Society and Other
Recent Essays (New York: Viking, 1986), chap. 6.
43. The literature on regional integration is enormous. See, for example, Karl W. Deutsch, Political
Community at the International Level (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1954); Ernst B. Haas, The Uniting
of Europe (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1958); the special issue of International
Organization, Vol. 24, No. 4 (Autumn 1970), entitled “Regional Integration,” Leon N. Lindberg and
Stuart A. Scheingold, eds.; Haas, The Obsolescence of Regional Integration Theory (Berkeley: Institute
of International Studies, University of California, 1975); and Wayne Sandholtz, High-Tech Europe:
The Politics of International Cooperation (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992). For objections
and rebuttals, see Stanley Hoffmann, “Obstinate or Obsolete? The Fate of the Nation-State and the
Case of Western Europe,” Daedalus, Vol. 95, No. 3 (Summer 1966), pp. 862–915; Alan S. Milward,
The European Rescue of the Nation-State (London: Routledge, 1992); and Milward, Ruggero Ranieri,
Frances Lynch, F. Romero, and Vibeke Sorensen, The Frontier of National Sovereignty: History and
Theory, 1945–1992 (London: Routledge, 1993). The most thorough liberal account is Moravcsik, The
Choice for Europe.
44. For a brief discussion of both the intended and the unintended creation of identities, see James
G. March and Johan P. Olsen, “The Institutional Dynamics of International Political Orders,”
International Organization, Vol. 52, No. 4 (Autumn 1998), pp. 960–964.
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Less dramatically, arrangements developed for one purpose can be put to
uses that were not originally contemplated. Thus Lisa Martin shows that Great
Britain was able to gain European support for economic sanctions against
Argentina during the Falklands War by using the coordinating mechanisms
and forums of the European Community.45 These institutions had been devel-
oped to facilitate economic integration within Europe; no one had thought that
they would assist one EC member in its security policy against an outsider.
But this did turn out to be the case, and their utility may have increased
the faith that members (especially Great Britain) placed in them. Similarly, the
consortium established to build nuclear reactors in North Korea as part of
the bargain that ended the crisis with the United States in 1994 became an
important venue for direct and quiet talks between North and South Korea.46

Processes of biological evolution work in this way. Many new features of plants
and animals are highly adaptive when they are fully developed. But, like wings
on birds, they can rarely appear all at once and complete. If they are to arise,
then, they must serve other functions in their half-way stages.47

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization is an example. Although NATO’s
functioning during the Cold War did not transform its members and it retains
its original purpose of “keeping the Americans in, the Germans down, and the
Russians out,“48 its operation has inºuenced beliefs and preferences at all levels
of government—from the members of the bureaucracy who have a stake in its
success, to foreign ofªce ofªcials who have a potent new tool of joint action,

45. Lisa L. Martin, “Institutions and Cooperation: Sanctions during the Falkland Islands Conºict,”
International Security, Vol. 16, No. 4 (Spring 1992), pp. 143–178. Martin and Simmons, “International
Institutions,” pp. 750–751, see unanticipated consequences (which they correctly note may not be
the same as unintended ones) as a puzzle for institutional theory rather than as its strength.
46. Sigal, Disarming Strangers, p. 203.
47. Stephen Jay Gould, “Not Yet a Wing,” Natural History, Vol. 94, No. 10 (October 1985), pp. 12–25.
Institutions, like evolution, can also “lock in” arrangements that are suboptimal or advantage one
party. There is also a parallel in the argument that “social capital” in the form of dense networks
of groups and voluntary associations have the unintended effect of facilitating a wide range of
political and economic activities. The best known work is perhaps Robert D. Putnam, Making
Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1993).
See also Putnam, “Tuning In, Tuning Out: The Strange Disappearance of Social Capital in Amer-
ica,” PS: Political Science & Politics, Vol. 28, No. 4 (December 1995), pp. 664–683. For critical reviews
of the literature, see Robert W. Jackman, “Social Capital and Politics,” Annual Review of Political
Science (Palo Alto, Calif.: Annual Reviews Press, 1998), vol. 1, pp. 47–74; and Alejandro Portes,
“Social Capital: Its Origins and Applications in Modern Sociology,” Annual Review of Sociology (Palo
Alto, Calif.: Annual Reviews Press, 1998), vol. 24, pp. 1–24.
48. Furthermore, post–Cold War developments show the continuing importance of national
conºicts and U.S. power. Robert J. Art, “Why Western Europe Needs the United States and NATO,”
Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 111, No. 1 (Spring 1996), pp. 1–39; and Waltz, “Realism after the
Cold War.”
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to political leaders who will lose domestic or international support if they act
unilaterally rather than through the institution.

More broadly, institutions can generate many different kinds of powerful
feedback. For example, the Anglo-French Entente of 1904 created a dynamic
that greatly increased cooperation between these countries and also between
them and Russia in ways that were not initially foreseen or desired (and, as
both a cause and an effect of these changes, increased Anglo-German hostil-
ity).49 In other cases, the institutions can erode the power of those who played
the dominant role in establishing them by giving voice, legitimacy, and forms
of inºuence to weak or new actors, as has proven the case with important
international organizations, including regional development banks.50

Perhaps the most important path by which institutions can change prefer-
ences is through domestic politics. Drawing on liberalism, neoliberalism holds
that states are not all alike and that preferences in part arise internally. To the
extent that this is correct, international arrangements can alter the power,
beliefs, and goals of groups in society in ways that will affect foreign relations.
Thus arms control agreements can strengthen the hands of “doves”; lowered
tariff barriers can drive out inefªcient producers and bolster the advocates for
still lower tariffs; one of the less foolish arguments in favor of expanding
NATO is the belief that this will give reformers in East Europe greater
inºuence.51

I think we have underestimated the importance of these dynamic effects of
institutions. Although the instruments of diplomacy, including standard and
innovative institutions, are adequate for realizing some degree of cooperation,
they are fragile and leave the world full of conºict unless they produce or are
accompanied by deeper changes in what the actors want and how they con-
ceive of their interests.52 Many of these effects were not expected at the time

49. Jervis, System Effects, pp. 146–165, 243–252.
50. Stephen D. Krasner, Structural Conºict: The Third World against Global Liberalism (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1985).
51. Helen V. Milner, Resisting Protectionism: Global Industries and the Politics of International Trade
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1988); Scott C. James and David A. Lake, “The Second
Face of Hegemony: Britain’s Repeal of the Corn Laws and the American Walker Tariff of 1846,”
International Organization, Vol. 43, No. 1 (Winter 1989), pp. 1–29; and Lars S. Skålnes, “From the
Inside Out: NATO Expansion and International Relations Theory,” Security Studies, Vol. 7, No. 4
(Summer 1998), pp. 44–87. See also Keohane, “Institutional Theory and the Realist Challenge after
the Cold War,” p. 295. I think Martin and Simmons are too harsh when they say that “institution-
alists have generally neglected the role of domestic politics”; see “Theories and Empirical Studies
of International Institutions,” p. 747. I am grateful to Robert Keohane for discussion on this subject.
52. Thus my analysis of the Concert of Europe that is based on defensive realism denies or at least
ignores the deeper changes that Paul W. Schroeder argues had occurred. See Schroeder, “Did the
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because although states often seek to bind others and even themselves to
behave in certain ways in the future, only rarely will they consciously seek to
alter their values and preferences over outcomes. So it is perhaps the unin-
tended consequences of institutions that are not only the most interesting, but
also the most powerful. This raises an obvious question for scholars: If we
teach decisionmakers that institutions can have unintended effects, that small
steps toward cooperation may lead to limitations on national sovereignty and
broad changes in politics, preferences, and values, will they hasten on or be
forewarned and refrain from taking these steps?

Conclusions

I have sought to clear away some of the underbrush obscuring the differences
between realist and neoliberal schools of thought. The former, especially in its
defensive variant, does not deny the possibility of cooperation. Cooperation
does need to be explained, but it is a puzzle rather than an anomaly.53 That is,
although realists do need to explain the conditions that lead to cooperation, its
existence is not necessarily discrepant with the approach any more than the
existence of conºict disconªrms neoliberalism. But neoliberals see more
conºict as unnecessary and avoidable than do realists. The contrast is greater
with offensive realists, who believe that the compelling nature of the interna-
tional environment and the clash of states’ preferences over outcomes put
sharp limits on the extent to which conºict can be reduced by feasible alterna-
tive policies. Defensive realists believe that a great deal depends on the severity
of the security dilemma and the intentions of the actors, which leads these
scholars to a position that is not only between the offensive realist and neolib-
eral camps but is also contingent, because prescriptions depend heavily on a
diagnosis of the situation.

It is useful to ask whether changes in preferences over strategies would be
sufªcient to produce greater cooperation. Neoliberalism argues that this is
often the case and, more speciªcally, that institutions are efªcacious instru-
ments for this purpose. But this raises two related questions. If institutions can

Congress of Vienna Rest on a Balance of Power?” American Historical Review, Vol. 97, No. 3 (June
1992), pp. 683–706; and Jervis, “A Political Science Perspective on the Balance of Power and the
Concert,” ibid., pp. 716–724. For a fuller presentation of Schroeder’s views, see Schroeder, The
Transformation of European Politics, 1763–1848 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996).
53. Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientiªc Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1962).
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bring such mutual beneªt, why have states not employed them more often?
Second, are institutions effects or causes? The answer to the ªrst question may
turn on a response to the second: realists usually argue that institutions are
largely effects and are established when and only when decisionmakers believe
that there are mutual beneªts to be gained. They are tools of statecraft, impor-
tant ones to be sure, but mainly a reºection of state interest. If leaders have
not fully appreciated the role that institutions can play, however, scholarly
ingenuity and research can lead to their deployment in situations in which
they would have otherwise been neglected. Even more interestingly, when the
actors have limited foresight, institutions can be autonomous not only in the
sense of helping actors limit the pernicious effects of anarchy, but in more
deeply affecting actors’ preferences over outcomes. They may then shape what
actors seek and want, usually in ways that were not contemplated at the start.
This, it seems to me, is a very fruitful area of research, as is the related question
of what our theories assume about the knowledge and expectations of the
actors we are studying.
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 ACHIEVING COOPERATION

 UNDER ANARCHY:

 Strategies and Institutions

 By ROBERT AXELROD and ROBERT 0. KEOHANE*

 A CHIEVING cooperation is difficult in world politics. There is no

 common government to enforce rules, and by the standards of
 domestic society, international institutions are weak. Cheating and de-
 ception are endemic. Yet, as the articles in this symposium have shown,
 cooperation is sometimes attained. World politics is not a homogeneous

 state of war: cooperation varies among issues and over time.
 Before trying to draw conclusions about the factors that promote

 cooperation under anarchy, let us recall the definitions of these key
 terms. Cooperation is not equivalent to harmony. Harmony requires
 complete identity of interests, but cooperation can only take place in
 situations that contain a mixture of conflicting and complementary in-
 terests. In such situations, cooperation occurs when actors adjust their

 behavior to the actual or anticipated preferences of others. Cooperation,
 thus defined, is not necessarily good from a moral point of view.

 Anarchy also needs to be defined clearly. As used here, the term refers
 to a lack of common government in world politics, not to a denial that
 an international society-albeit a fragmented one-exists. Clearly, many
 international relationships continue over time, and engender stable ex-

 pectations about behavior. To say that world politics is anarchic does
 not imply that it entirely lacks organization. Relationships among actors
 may be carefully structured in some issue-areas, even though they remain

 loose in others. Likewise, some issues may be closely linked through the
 operation of institutions while the boundaries of other issues, as well as

 the norms and principles to be followed, are subject to dispute. Anarchy,
 defined as lack of common government, remains a constant; but the
 degree to which interactions are structured, and the means by which
 they are structured, vary.

 It has often been noted that military-security issues display more of
 the characteristics associated with anarchy than do political-economic

 * We would like to thank the other authors in this project for their helpful suggestions.
 Robert Axelrod gratefully acknowledges the financial support of the National Science Foun-
 dation and the Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation.
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 ones. Charles Lipson, for instance, has recently observed that political-
 economic relationships are typically more institutionalized than military-
 security ones.' This does not mean, however, that analysis of these two
 sets of issues requires two separate analytical frameworks. Indeed, one

 of the major purposes of the present collection is to show that a single
 framework can throw light on both.

 The case studies in this symposium have shown that the three di-
 mensions discussed in the introduction-mutuality of interest, the

 shadow of the future, and the number of players-help us to understand
 the success and failure of attempts at cooperation in both military-
 security and political-economic relations. Section I of this essay syn-
 thesizes some of the findings of these case studies, and thereby helps to

 specify some of the most important ways in which these three factors
 affect world politics. It deals with issues in isolation from one another,

 as separate games or as a series of games, in order to clarify some basic
 analytic points. In this section, we follow the lead of game theorists,
 who have tried to avoid complicating their models with extraneous
 material in order to reach interesting conclusions. If the problem is a
 small event, such as a duel between two airplanes, our analysis of it may
 not depend on knowledge of the context (e.g., the purpose of the war).
 If the issue is of very high salience to participants, such as the I9I4 crisis

 or the Cuban missile crisis, the extraneous issues (such as tariffs, or
 pollution of the Caribbean) may be so insignificant that they can be
 ignored. Either way, the strategy of focusing only on the central inter-
 action is clearly justified.

 Yet if the issue is neither isolated nor all-consuming, the context
 within which it takes place may have a decisive impact on its politics

 and its outcomes. As the case studies illustrate, world politics includes

 a rich variety of contexts. Issues arise against distinctive backgrounds
 of past experience; they are linked to other issues being dealt with
 simultaneously by the same actors; and they are viewed by participants
 through the prisms of their expectations about the future. To ignore the
 effects of context would be to overlook many of the most interesting

 questions raised by a game-theoretic perspective on the problem of
 cooperation.

 In Section II, we therefore consider the context of issues; in so doing,
 we move outward from the three dimensions on which this collection

 focuses toward broader considerations, including linkages among issues,
 multilevel games, complications encountered by strategies of reciprocity

 ' Lipson, "International Cooperation in Economic and Security Affairs," World Politics

 37 (October I984), I-23.
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 in complex situations, and the role of international institutions. Analysis
 of the context of games leads us to regard context as malleable: not only
 can actors in world politics pursue different strategies within an estab-
 lished context of interaction, they may also seek to alter that context

 through building institutions embodying particular principles, norms,
 rules, or procedures for the conduct of international relations. In the
 conclusion, we will argue that a contextual approach to strategy-by
 leading us to see the importance of international institutions-helps us
 to forge necessary links between game-theoretic arguments and theories
 about international regimes.

 I. THE EFFECTS OF STRUCTURE ON COOPERATION

 Three situational dimensions affect the propensity of actors to co-

 operate: mutuality of interest, the shadow of the future, and the number
 of actors.

 A. PAYOFF STRUCTURE: MUTUAL AND CONFLICTING PREFERENCES

 It is well established that the payoff structure for a game affects the

 level of cooperation. For comparisons within a given type of game, this
 idea was first formalized by Axelrod, who established a measure of
 conflict of interest for specific games, including Prisoners' Dilemma.2

 Experimental evidence demonstrated that the greater the conflict of
 interest between the players, the greater the likelihood that the players
 would in fact choose to defect. Jervis has elaborated on these theories
 and shown that different types of games, such as Stag Hunt and Chicken,
 have different potentials for cooperation.3 He has also applied his stra-

 tegic analysis to historical and contemporary problems related to the
 security dilemma. His work clearly indicates that international co-
 operation is much easier to achieve in some game settings than in others.

 Payoff structures often depend on events that take place outside of
 the control of the actors. The economic depressions of i873-i896 and

 of the early I930S stimulated demands for protection by firms and in-
 dividuals in distress, and therefore reduced the incentives of governments
 to cooperate with one another. The weakness and vacillation of the
 British and French governments before I939 reduced the potential value

 - Robert Axelrod, "Conflict of Interest: An Axiomatic Approach," Journal of Conflict
 Resolution i i (March i967), 87-99; and Conflict of Interest: A Theory of Divergent Goals with
 Applications to Politics (Chicago: Markham, I970).

 3 Robert Jervis, "Cooperation under the Security Dilemma," World Politics 30 (January
 1978), I 67-2I4-
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 of anti-German alliances with those countries for the Soviet Union,
 making a Nazi-Soviet pact seem relatively more attractive.

 This is obvious enough. Slightly less obvious is another point about

 mutuality of interests: the payoff structure that determines mutuality of
 interests is not based simply upon objective factors, but is grounded
 upon the actors' perceptions of their own interests. Perceptions define
 interests. Therefore, to understand the degree of mutuality of interests
 (or to enhance this mutuality) we must understand the process by which
 interests are perceived and preferences determined.

 One way to understand this process is to see it as involving a change
 in payoffs, so that a game such as Prisoners' Dilemma becomes either
 more or less conflictual. To start with, Prisoners' Dilemma is a game
 in which both players have an incentive to defect no matter whether
 the other player cooperates or defects. If the other player cooperates, the
 first player prefers to defect: DC > CC. On the other hand, if the other
 player defects, the first player still prefers to defect: DD > CD. The
 dilemma is that, if both defect, both do worse than if both had coop-
 erated: CC > DD. Thus, Prisoners' Dilemma has a preference ordering
 for both players of DC > CC > DD > CD.4

 Now consider a shift in the preferences of both players, so that mutual
 cooperation is preferred to unilateral defection. This makes the pref-
 erence ordering CC > DC > DD > CD, which is a less conflictual game
 called Stag Hunt.

 Jervis's study of the shift from balance-of-power systems to concerts
 suggests that after world wars, the payoff matrix for the victors may
 temporarily be one of Stag Hunt: fighting together results in a short-
 lived preference for staying together. After a war against a hegemonic
 power, the other great powers often perceive a mutual interest in con-
 tinuing to work together in order to ensure that the defeated would-be
 hegemon does not rise again. They may even feel empathy for one
 another, and take an interest in each other's welfare. These perceptions
 seem to have substantial momentum, both among the mass public and
 in the bureaucracy. Yet, the cooperation that ensues is subject to fairly
 easy disruption. As recovery from the war proceeds, one or both parties
 may come to value cooperation less and relative gains more. And if one
 side believes that its counterpart prefers to defect, its own preference
 will shift to defection in order to avoid the worst payoff, CD.

 Actors can also move from Prisoners' Dilemma to more conflictual

 4The definition of Prisoners' Dilemma also includes one additional restriction:
 CC > (DC + CD)/2. This is to ensure that it is better to have mutual cooperation than to
 have an even chance of being the exploiter or the exploited.
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 games. If both players come to believe that mutual cooperation is worse
 than mutual defection, the game becomes Deadlock, with both sides
 having preferences of DC > DD > CC > CD. Since the dominant strategy
 of each player is to defect regardless of what the other does, the likely
 outcome is DD. Players in Deadlock, unlike those in Prisoners' Dilemma,

 will not benefit from repeated plays since mutual cooperation is not
 preferred to mutual defection.

 Kenneth Oye provides a fine example of the movement from Pris-
 oners' Dilemma to Deadlock in his essay on monetary diplomacy in the
 1930s, in this collection. Shifts in beliefs, not only about international

 regimes, but particularly about desirable economic policy, led leaders

 such as Franklin D. Roosevelt to prefer unilateral, uncoordinated action

 to international cooperation on the terms that appeared feasible. Oye
 argues that the early 1930s do not mark a failure of coordination where

 common interests existed (as in Prisoners' Dilemma); rather, they in-
 dicate the decay of these common interests, as perceived by participants.
 In their essay in the present collection, Downs, Rocke, and Siverson
 argue that arms races are often games of Deadlock rather than Prisoners'
 Dilemma, making them much more difficult to resolve.

 Beliefs are as important in the military area as in economics. Consider,
 for example, Van Evera's study of the beliefs leading to World War I.
 By 1914, what Van Evera labels "the cult of the offensive" was universally

 accepted in the major European countries. It was a congenial doctrine

 for military elites everywhere, since it magnified the role of the military
 and reduced that of the diplomats. It also happened to be disastrously
 wrong, since its adherents failed to appreciate the overwhelming ad-
 vantage that recent technological change had given to the defensive (in
 what was soon to become trench warfare), and overlooked the experi-
 ences of the American Civil War and the Russo-Japanese War.

 Gripped by this cult of the offensive, European leaders sought to gain
 safer borders by expanding national territories, and took more seriously
 the possibility of successful aggressive war; hence Germany and (to a

 lesser extent) other European powers adopted expansionist policies that
 brought them into collision with one another. European leaders also felt

 greater compulsion to mobilize and strike first in a crisis, since the
 penalty of moving late would be greater in an offense-dominant world;
 this compulsion then fueled the spiral of mobilization and counter-
 mobilization that drove the July I914 crisis out of control. Had Euro-

 peans recognized the actual power of the defense, expansionism would
 have lost much of its appeal, and the compulsion to mobilize and coun-
 termobilize would have diminished. Put differently, the European payoff
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 structure actually would have rewarded cooperation; but Europeans

 perceived a payoff structure that rewarded noncooperation, and re-

 sponded accordingly. Beliefs, not realities, governed conduct.

 The case of I914 also illustrates a point made above: subjective inter-
 pretations by one side become objective reality for the other side. When

 a European state adopted expansionist policies, those nearby found them-
 selves with an expansionist neighbor, and had to adjust accordingly. For
 instance, Germany's expansionism, though largely based on illusions,
 led to a genuine change in Russia's environment. Russia adopted its
 inflexible war plan (which required mobilization against Germany as
 well as against Austria) partly because the Russians feared that Germany
 would strike into Russia's northern territories once the Russian armies
 were embroiled with Austria. Thus the Russian calculus was importantly

 affected by Russia's image of German intent, and Russia was driven to

 bellicose measures by fear of German bellicosity. German expansionism
 was premised largely on illusions, but for Russia this expansionism was
 a real danger that required a response.

 This discussion of payoff structures should make it clear that the
 contributors to this volume do not assume that Prisoners' Dilemmas are

 typical of world politics. More powerful actors often face less powerful
 ones, yielding asymmetric payoff matrices. Furthermore, even symmet-
 rical games can take a variety of forms, as illustrated by Stag Hunt,

 Chicken, and Deadlock. What is important for our purposes is not to
 focus exclusively on Prisoners' Dilemma per se, but to emphasize the

 fundamental problem that it (along with Stag Hunt and Chicken) il-
 lustrates. In these games, myopic pursuit of self-interest can be disastrous.
 Yet both sides can potentially benefit from cooperation-if they can only

 achieve it. Thus, choices of strategies and variations in institutions are
 particularly important, and the scope for the exercise of intelligence is
 considerable.

 Our review of payoff structures also illustrates one of the major themes
 of this collection of essays: that political-economic and military-security
 issues can be analyzed with the same analytical framework. Admittedly,
 economic issues usually seem to exhibit less conflictual payoff structures
 than do those of military security. Coordination among bankers, as

 described by Lipson, has been more extensive and successful than most
 arms control negotiations, as analyzed by Downs and his colleagues;
 and the patterns of trade conflict and cooperation described by Conybeare
 are hardly as conflictual as Van Evera's story of World War I. On the
 other hand, the great power concerts discussed by Jervis, as well as
 several of the arms control negotiations, were more cooperative than the
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 trade and monetary measures of I930-I933 delineated in Oye's essay.
 And postwar economic relations between the United States and Japan

 have been more conflictual than military-security relations. As an em-
 pirical matter, military issues may more often have payoff structures
 involving a great deal of conflict of interest; but there is no theoretical
 reason to believe that this must always be the case.5

 B. THE SHADOW OF THE FUTURE

 In Prisoners' Dilemma, concern about the future helps to promote
 cooperation. The more future payoffs are valued relative to current
 payoffs, the less the incentive to defect today-since the other side is
 likely to retaliate tomorrow.6 The cases discussed in the present essays
 support this argument, and identify specific factors that help to make

 the shadow of the future an effective promoter of cooperation. These
 factors include:

 i. long time horizons;
 2. regularity of stakes;
 3. reliability of information about the others' actions;
 4. quick feedback about changes in the others' actions.
 The dimension of the shadow of the future seems to differentiate

 military from economic issues more sharply than does the dimension of
 payoffs. Indeed, its four components can be used to analyze some of the
 reasons why issues of international political economy may be settled

 more cooperatively than issues of international security, even when the

 underlying payoff matrices are similar-for example, when Prisoners'
 Dilemma applies. Most important is a combination of the first two

 factors: long time horizons and regularity of stakes. In economic rela-
 tions, actors have to expect that their relationships will continue over
 an indefinite period of time; that is, the games they play with each other
 will be iterated. Typically, neither side in an economic interaction can
 eliminate the other, or change the nature of the game decisively in a

 single move. In security affairs, by contrast, the possibility of a successful
 preemptive war can sometimes be a tempting occasion for the rational
 timing of surprise.7 Another way to put this is that, in the international
 political economy, retaliation for defection will almost always be possible;

 5For an earlier discussion of contemporary events, using a common analytical framework
 to examine both economic and security relations, see Oye, "The Domain of Choice," in
 Kenneth A. Oye, Donald Rothchild, and Robert J. Lieber, eds., Eagle Entangled: U.S. Foreign
 Policy in a Complex World (New York: Longman, I979), 3-33.

 6 Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984).
 7 Robert Axelrod, "The Rational Timing of Surprise," World Politics 31 (January 1979),

 228-46.
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 therefore a rational player, considering defection, has to consider its

 probability and its potential consequences. In security affairs, it may be
 possible to limit or destroy the opponent's capacity for effective retal-
 iation.

 To illustrate this point, let us compare the case of I914 with contem-
 porary international debt negotiations. In I914, some Germans, imbued
 with the cult of the offensive, thought that a continental war would
 permanently solve Germany's security problems by restructuring power
 and territorial relations in Europe. For these German leaders, the temp-
 tation to defect was huge, largely because the shadow of the future
 seemed so small. Indeed, it seemed that future retaliation could be
 prevented, or rendered ineffective, by decisive German action. Moreover,
 in the opening move of a war the stakes would be far greater than usual

 because of the value of preempting before the other side was fully
 mobilized. This perceived irregularity in the stakes further undercut
 the potential for sustained cooperation based upon reciprocity.

 By contrast, contemporary negotiations among banks, and between
 banks and debtor countries, are heavily affected by the shadow of the
 future. That is not to say that the stakes of each game are the same;
 indeed, there are great discontinuities since deadlines for rescheduling
 take on importance for regulators, banks, and the reputations of bor-
 rowers. But the banks know that they will be dealing both with the
 debtor countries and with one another again and again. Continuing
 interbank relationships imply, as Lipson points out, that small banks
 will think twice before doublecrossing large banks by refusing to par-

 ticipate in rescheduling. This is particularly true if the small banks are
 closely tied, in a variety of ways, to the large banks. Continuing relations
 between banks and debtor countries give the banks incentives to co-

 operate with the debtor countries, not merely in order to facilitate debt
 servicing on loans already made, but to stay in their good graces-
 looking toward a more prosperous future. The fact that Argentina,
 Brazil, and Mexico are so large, and are perceived to be potentially
 wealthy, is a significant bargaining asset for them now, since it increases
 the banks' expected profits from future lending, and therefore enlarges
 the shadow of the future. Indeed, if these governments could credibly
 promise to favor, in the future, banks that help them now, and to punish
 or ignore those that defect in these critical times, they could further
 improve their bargaining positions; but, as sovereign governments whose
 leaders will be different in the future, they cannot effectively do so.

 Reliability of information about the others' actions and promptness
 of feedback are also important in affecting the shadow of the future,
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 although they do not seem to differentiate military-security from polit-
 ical-economic issues so clearly. Because of the absence of military secrecy,
 actors may sometimes have more reliable information on political-
 economic than on military-security issues. Banks thrive on differential
 access to information, and therefore hold it closely. Furthermore, since
 the systemic effects of political-economic actions are often difficult to
 judge, and "cheating at the margin" is frequently easy, feedback between
 policy and results may be slow. For instance, the distribution of benefits
 from the Tokyo Round of trade negotiations is still a matter of conjecture
 and political contention rather than economic knowledge. By contrast,
 the superpowers publish lists of the precise number of missiles in each
 other's inventories, and we can assume that information about the effect
 of a military action by either side-short of a devastating surprise attack
 that would destroy command and control facilities-would be com-
 municated almost immediately to the leaders of both states.

 The length of the shadow of the future, like the character of payoff
 structures, is not necessarily dictated by the objective attributes of a
 situation. On the contrary, as we have just seen, expectations are im-
 portant. International institutions may therefore be significant, since
 institutions embody, and affect, actors' expectations.8 Thus institutions
 can alter the extent to which governments expect their present actions
 to affect the behavior of others on future issues. The principles and rules
 of international regimes make governments concerned about precedents,

 increasing the likelihood that they will attempt to punish defectors. In
 this way, international regimes help to link the future with the present.
 That is as true of arms control agreements, in which willingness to
 make future agreements depends on others' compliance with previous
 arrangements, as it is in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade,
 which embodies norms and rules against which the behavior of members
 can be judged. By sanctioning retaliation for those who violate rules,
 regimes create expectations that a given violation will be treated not as
 an isolated case but as one in a series of interrelated actions.

 C. NUMBER OF ACTORS: SANCTIONING PROBLEMS

 The ability of governments to cooperate in a mixed-motive game is
 affected not only by the payoff structure and the shadow of the future,
 but also by the number of players in the game and by how their rela-
 tionships are structured. Axelrod has shown that reciprocity can be an

 8 Stephen D.Krasner, ed., International Regimes (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
 i983); Robert 0. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political
 Economy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, i984).
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 effective strategy to induce cooperation among self-interested players in
 the iterated, bilateral Prisoners' Dilemma, where the values of each
 actor's options are clearly specified.9 However, effective reciprocity de-
 pends on three conditions: (i) players can identify defectors; (2) they are
 able to focus retaliation on defectors; and (3) they have sufficient long-
 run incentives to punish defectors. When there are many actors, these
 conditions are often more difficult to satisfy. In such situations, it may
 be impossible to identify, much less to punish, defection; even if it is
 possible, none of the cooperators may have an incentive to play the role
 of policeman. Each cooperator may seek to be a free-rider on the will-
 ingness of others to enforce the rules.

 We may call the difficulty of preventing defection through decen-
 tralized retaliation the "sanctioning problem." Its first form, the inability
 to identify defectors, is illustrated by the terrorist bombings against
 American installations in Lebanon in i983. The United States did not
 know, at the time the bombings took place, who was responsible. The
 only state that could plausibly have been held responsible was Syria; but
 since the Syrians denied responsibility, retaliation against Damascus
 could have spread and deepened the conflict without punishing the
 terrorist groups themselves. The issue of identifying defectors is one
 aspect of a fundamental problem besetting efforts to cooperate in world
 politics: acquiring, in a timely fashion, adequate amounts of high-quality
 information. In order to maintain cooperation in games that reward
 unreciprocated defection, such as Prisoners' Dilemma, governments
 must have confidence in their ability to monitor their counterparts'
 actions sufficiently well to enable them to respond effectively to betrayal.
 As Lipson has pointed out, the greater perils of betrayal (to the side that
 is betrayed) in military-security than in political-economic relations put
 more severe demands on gathering information in the former than in
 the latter area.'0

 The second form of the sanctioning problem occurs when players are
 unable to focus retaliation on defectors. This difficulty is illustrated by
 Conybeare's analysis of the Anglo-Hanse trade wars. The Hanseatic
 League was unable to punish English privateers for their depredations,
 and instead retaliated against English merchants in Hanseatic towns.
 This produced escalation rather than cooperation.

 The third form of the sanctioning problem arises when some members
 of a group lack incentives to punish defectors. This obstacle to co-
 operation often arises where there are many actors, some of which fail

 9 Axelrod (fn. 6).
 1o Lipson (fn. I).
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 to cooperate in the common effort to achieve some collective good. Oye

 observes that although British devaluation in I93i hurt other countries,
 no single government had the incentive to devote its own resources to

 bring about a revision of British policy. This form of the sanctioning
 problem-lack of incentives to punish defectors-also arose in the debt

 negotiations of the i98os. To prevent default, it was necessary to arrange
 rescheduling agreements involving additional bank lending. Smaller
 banks were tempted to refuse to provide new funds. Only the fact that
 the large banks had strong incentives to put pressure on smaller ones
 to ante up prevented rescheduling agreements from unravelling "like a
 cheap sweater."

 When sanctioning problems are severe, cooperation is in danger of

 collapsing. One way to bolster it is to restructure the situation so that
 sanctioning becomes more feasible. Sometimes this is done unilaterally.

 Oye points out that external benefits or costs may be "privatizable"; that
 is, changes can be made in the situation so that the benefits and costs

 of one's actions are directed specifically at those with whom one has
 negotiated. He argues that in the early I93os Britain eventually succeeded
 in privatizing its international currency relationships by adopting ex-
 change controls and attaching conditions, negotiated bilaterally, to new
 loans. This transformation of the game permitted a modest revival of
 international lending, based not on open access to British capital markets
 but on bilateral reciprocity.

 As our examples indicate, sanctioning problems can occur both in the
 international political economy and on military-security issues. They

 tend to be more severe on military-security than on political-economy
 issues, due to the high costs of punishing defections, the difficulties of
 monitoring behavior, and the stringent demands for information that
 are imposed when successful defection can dramatically shorten the
 shadow of the future. But since sanctioning problems occur on both
 types of issues, issue-area alone cannot account for their incidence or

 severity. To explain the incidence and severity of sanctioning problems,
 we need to focus on the conditions that determine whether defection

 can be prevented through decentralized retaliation: the ease of identi-
 fying sources of action, the ability of governments to focus retaliation
 or reward on particular targets, and the incentives that exist for members
 of a group to punish defectors.

 While the likelihood that these problems will arise may be enhanced

 by an increase in the number of actors involved, difficulties may also
 appear on issues that seem at first glance to be strictly bilateral. Consider,
 for instance, the example of I914. In the Balkan crisis, Austria sought
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 to impose sanctions against Serbia for its support of revolutionaries who

 tried to destroy the ethnically heterogeneous Austro-Hungarian empire.

 But sanctions against Serbia implied punishment for Russia, Serbia's
 ally, since Russian leaders were averse to accepting another Balkan

 setback. Russian mobilization, however, could not be directed solely

 against Austria, since Russia only had plans for general mobilization."

 Thus, neither Austria nor Russia was able to focus retaliation on the
 defector; the actions of both helped to spread rather than to contain the
 crisis. With more clever and moderate leadership, Austria might have
 found a way to punish Serbia without threatening Russia. And a detailed
 plan for mobilization only against Austria could have provided Russia
 with a more precisely directed measure to retaliate against Austria's
 ultimatum to Serbia.

 Privatization is not the only way to maintain cooperation. Moreover,
 as some of our examples indicate, it can be difficult to achieve. Another
 way to resolve sanctioning problems is to construct international regimes

 to provide standards against which actions can be measured, and to

 assign responsibility for applying sanctions. Regimes provide information

 about actors' compliance; they facilitate the development and mainte-
 nance of reputations; they can be incorporated into actors' rules of thumb
 for responding to others' actions; and they may even apportion respon-
 sibility for decentralized enforcement of rules.12

 Charles Lipson's discussion of the international lending regime that
 has been constructed by bankers reveals how regimes can promote co-
 operation even when there are many actors, no dominant power, and
 no world central bank. Creditor committees were established under the

 leadership of large money-center banks. Each money-center bank then
 took responsibility for a number of relatively large regional banks, which
 in turn were assigned similar responsibilities for smaller banks.'3 As a
 result, a hierarchy of banks was created, isolating smaller banks from

 one another and establishing responsibility for enforcing sanctions. Small
 banks displaying tendencies toward defection were threatened with
 being outside the flow of information in the future and, implicitly, with
 not being offered participation in lucrative future loans. This informal

 hierarchy, of course, was reinforced by the presence of the U.S. Federal
 Reserve System looming in the background: stories, whether apocryphal
 or not, of small bankers being told to "cough up" by high officials of

 * Robert E. Osgood and Robert W. Tucker, Force, Order and Justice (Baltimore: Johns
 Hopkins University Press, i967), esp. chap. 2, "The Expansion of Force."

 12 Keohane (fn. 8), 49-I32.

 '3 Lipson, "Bankers' Dilemmas," in this collection, 200-225.
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 the Fed circulated in banking circles during the early i98os. It would
 have taken a bold president of a small bank to ignore both the banking
 hierarchy and the danger of arousing the Fed's wrath by not participating
 in a rescheduling.

 This reference to the role of institutions in transforming N-person

 games into collections of two-person games suggests once again the
 importance of the context within which games are played. In isolation,
 the basic concepts discussed in the introduction-payoff structures, it-

 eration, and the number of players-provide only a framework for
 analysis. They take on greater significance, as well as complexity, when
 they are viewed within the broader context of other issues, other games,

 and the institutions that affect the course of world politics. We now
 turn to the question of how the context of interaction affects political
 behavior and outcomes.

 II. THE CONTEXT OF INTERACTION

 Whether cooperation can take place without central guidance depends
 not merely on the three game-theoretic dimensions we have emphasized
 so far, but also on the context within which interaction takes place.

 Context may, of course, mean many different things. Any interaction
 takes place within the context of norms that are shared, often implicitly,
 by the participants. John Ruggie has written of the "deep structure" of

 sovereignty in world politics,14 and also of the way in which shifting
 values and norms of state intervention in society-the emergence and
 legitimation of the welfare state-affected the world political economy
 between I9I4 and I945. International political-economic bargaining was
 fundamentally changed by the shift, during this period, from laissez-
 faire liberalism as a norm to what Ruggie calls "embedded liberalism."'5

 Interactions also take place within the context of institutions. Robert

 Keohane has argued elsewhere that even if one adopts the assumption
 that states are rational and self-interested actors, institutions can be
 shown to be important in world politics.'6 Institutions alter the payoff
 structures facing actors, they may lengthen the shadow of the future,

 I4John G. Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity: Toward a
 Neorealist Synthesis," World Politics 35 (January i983), 26i-85.

 '5 John G. Ruggie, "International Regimes, Transactions and Change: Embedded Lib-
 eralism in the Postwar Economic Order," International Organization 36 (Spring i982), 379-
 4I6, reprinted in Krasner (fn. 8), I95-23I; Fred Hirsch, "The Ideological Underlay of
 Inflation," in John Goldthorpe and Fred Hirsch, eds., The Political Economy of Inflation
 (London: Martin Robertson, I978), 263-84.

 .6 Keohane (fn. 8).
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 and they may enable N-person games to be broken down into games
 with smaller numbers of actors.

 Using the game-theoretic perspective of this symposium, another way
 of looking at context may be especially revealing. This aspect has to do

 with what we call multilevel games. In such situations, different games
 affect one another, so that their outcomes become mutually contingent.
 Three such situations are particularly important for world politics: issue-
 linkage, domestic-international connections, and incompatibilities be-
 tween games among different sets of actors. After considering these
 situations, we will turn to the implications of these multilevel games for
 the efficacy of a strategy of reciprocity in fostering cooperation.

 A. MULTILEVEL GAMES

 Issue-linkage. Most issues are linked to other issues. This means that
 games being played on different issues-different "chessboards," in Stan-
 ley Hoffmann's phrase'7-affect one another. Connections between
 games become important when issues are linked.

 Issue-linkage in this sense involves attempts to gain additional bar-
 gaining leverage by making one's own behavior on a given issue con-
 tingent on others' actions toward other issues.'8 Issue-linkage may be
 employed by powerful states seeking to use resources from one issue-

 area to affect the behavior of others elsewhere; or it may be employed
 by outsiders, attempting to break into what could otherwise be a closed

 game. Linkage can be beneficial to both sides in a negotiation, and can
 facilitate agreements that might not otherwise be possible.'9 Actors'
 resources may differ, so that it makes sense to trade one for the other:
 the United States, for instance, may provide economic aid to Egypt in

 exchange for Egyptian support for American policy in the Middle East.

 Furthermore, different players may have preferences of different in-
 tensities: thus, in a log-rolling game, each party trades its "vote," or

 policy position, on an issue it values less highly for the other's vote on
 one it values more highly.

 The outstanding example of a successful bargaining linkage in our

 7 Stanley Hoffmann, "International Organization and the International System," Inter-
 national Organization 24 (Summer I970), 389-4I3.

 .8 Ernst B. Haas refers to this as "tactical" issue-linkage, contrasting it with "substantive"
 issue-linkage resulting from causal knowledge. See Haas, "Why Collaborate? Issue-linkage
 and International Regimes," World Politics 32 (April ig80), 357-405, at 372. For a sophisticated
 analysis of tactical issue-linkage, see Michael McGinnis, "Issue Linkage and the Evolution
 of International Cooperation," Journal of Conflict Resolution, forthcoming.

 * Robert E. Tollison and Thomas D. Willett, "An Economic Theory of Mutually Ad-
 vantageous Issue Linkage in International Negotiations," International Organization 33 (Fall
 1979), 425-49.
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 case studies is that of the Washington Naval Treaty of i922. As Downs,
 Rocke, and Siverson show, these arms control negotiations were suc-
 cessful in part because they linked bargaining over arms with bargaining
 over other issues. As part of an agreement to limit battleship construction,
 Japan gave Britain and the United States guarantees regarding trade in

 China and limitations of fortification on certain Pacific islands; Japan
 received legal recognition of its right to certain territory taken from

 Germany after World War I. Bringing these issues into the negotiations
 to limit the building of battleships helped to make cooperation possible,
 not only on these specific issues but on the whole package.

 Of course, not all issue-linkages promote agreement, any more than
 each exercise of power can be expected to lead to cooperation. Oye has
 distinguished between "backscratching," which he regards as welfare-
 enhancing, and "blackmailing," which may reduce welfare levels.20 The

 "backscratcher" merely offers, in return for compensation, to refrain
 from acting in what would otherwise be its own best interest. For
 instance, a debtor country, unable to make its payments on time without

 facing severe hardship or political revolution, may offer to continue
 servicing its debts only if compensated with new loans and an easier
 payment schedule. If this offer is rejected, the debtor does what it would
 have done without the offer: it defaults.

 Backscratching entails a promise. Blackmailing, by contrast, implies
 a threat. As Schelling has pointed out, "the difference is that a promise
 is costly when it succeeds, and a threat is costly when it fails." 21 Black-
 mailers threaten to act against their own interests unless compensated.
 Thus, a debtor country that would be hurt by defaulting may never-
 theless threaten to do so unless compensation is offered. This threat, if
 carried out, would leave both the debtor (the blackmailer, in this case)
 and its creditors worse off than if it had merely acted in its own interest

 without bargaining at all. If the blackmailing strategy works, on the
 other hand, the effect will be to transfer resources from the creditors to

 the debtor, an action that will not necessarily improve overall welfare.
 Although it may be difficult to differentiate between backscratching

 and blackmailing in practice, the distinction helps us to recognize that
 issue-linkages have dangers as well as opportunities. One side may

 demand so much of the other in other areas that cooperation will not
 take place even in the area of shared interests. This accusation is fre-

 20 Oye (fn- 5).

 21 Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (New York: Oxford University Press,
 I 960), 177-
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 quently made against Henry Kissinger s version of linkage. Kissinger

 insisted that the Soviets exercise great restraint in the Third World in

 return for American cooperation on arms control.22 In Oye's terms,

 Kissinger was trying to "blackmail" the Soviets by threatening to act
 against the United States' own interests (delay arms control) unless the

 Soviets compensated the United States with unilateral restraint.23

 The most intriguing point about linkage that is highlighted by the
 case studies is the existence of what could be called "contextual" issue-
 linkage. In such a situation, a given bargain is placed within the context
 of a more important long-term relationship in such a way that the long-
 term relationship affects the outcome of the particular bargaining proc-
 ess. Two cases of contextual issue-linkage show that this form can often
 work to reduce conflict even without affecting the preferences of the
 participants on the specific issues being discussed. Oye notes that in I936,

 the United States, Britain, and France were able to reach an agreement
 on international monetary reform because of the common security con-
 cern over a rising Nazi Germany. And as Downs and his colleagues

 point out, by far the most important cause of cooperation in arms races
 that ended peacefully has been the activity of a third power. For example,
 the Anglo-French naval arms race of i852-i853 was resolved when the
 two states formed an alliance in order to fight the Russians in the
 Crimean War.

 International relations and domestic politics. Similar analytic questions
 arise in considering connections between international relations and

 domestic politics. Arms control negotiations involve not merely bar-
 gaining between governments, but within societies as well; the Carter

 administration was able to resolve the SALT II game with the Soviet

 Union, but not with the U.S. Senate. Trade issues typically also involve
 both international and domestic games. In the Tokyo Round, the same

 Carter administration-with a different responsible party, Robert
 Strauss-was able to mesh international and domestic games, playing
 them simultaneously rather than sequentially (international first), as had
 been done on some issues in the Kennedy Round a decade earlier. The
 result in this case was that the Tokyo Round trade agreements with

 22 George W. Breslauer, "Why Detente Failed: An Interpretation," in Alexander L.
 George and others, Managing U.S.-Soviet Rivalry: Problems of Crisis Prevention (Boulder, CO:
 Westview Press, i983), 3I9-40; John L. Gaddis, "The Rise, Fall and Future of Detente,"
 Foreign Affairs 62 (Winter i983/84), 354-77; Stanley Hoffmann, "Detente," in Joseph S. Nye,
 ed., The Making of America's Soviet Policy (New Haven: Yale University Press for the Council
 on Foreign Relations, i984), 23i-64.

 230ye (fn. 5), I7.
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 other countries were all ratified overwhelmingly by Congress, in contrast
 to the rejection of some of the international agreements made in the
 Kennedy Round.24

 Such domestic-international connections are commonplace. Fre-
 quently, the incentives provided by domestic bargaining games inhibit
 effective foreign policy and may exacerbate international conflict. A well-
 known case is that of American decision making during the early months
 of the Korean War. General MacArthur was such a formidable figure
 in American politics that even his military superiors were reluctant to
 challenge his judgment in marching toward the Yalu River in the fall
 of I950; yet this maneuver was so questionable that, if it had not been

 for the domestic political games taking place, serious reservations would
 have been expressed in the Pentagon and the White House.25

 Another type of domestic-international linkage is discussed by Co-

 nybeare in this collection. During the I 5th century, the Hanseatic League
 responded to naval setbacks at the hands of Britain by financing and
 equipping Edward IV, who, upon defeating the Lancastrians in the War
 of the Roses, signed a treaty that was one-sidedly favorable to the Hanse's

 trading interests. By intervening in British domestic politics, the Hanse
 was thus able to triumph despite military weakness. This technique-
 intervening in a domestic political game as compensation for weakness

 at the international level-has recently been employed in more subtle

 ways by small powers with strong interests in American foreign policy.26

 Compatibilities and incompatibilities among games. Many different
 games take place in world politics, involving different but overlapping
 sets of actors. Sometimes the existence of more than one game makes
 it easier to attain cooperation, but related games may also create diffi-

 culties for one another. That is, games in world politics can be compatible
 or incompatible with each other.

 One example of a set of compatible games is provided by cooperation
 in international economic negotiations among the major industrialized

 countries. After World War II, such cooperation was facilitated by the
 fact that these countries were military allies. In contrast to Britain's
 situation in the i9th century, America's ability to persuade other major
 trading states to accept the rules that it preferred was greatly enhanced
 by the fact that in the military-political game the United States was a

 24 Gilbert Winham, "Robert Strauss, the MTN, and the Control of Faction," Journal of
 World Trade Law I4 (September-October i980).

 25 Alexander George and Richard Smoke, Deterrence in American Foreign Policy (New
 York: Columbia University Press, I974).

 26 Robert 0. Keohane, "The Big Influence of Small Allies," Foreign Policy, No. 2 (Spring
 I970), I6i-82.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 11:04:19 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL I - 325



 ACHIEVING COOPERATION UNDER ANARCHY 243

 senior partner, rather than an adversary, of the other major actors in
 the world economy. To take another example: Lipson's analysis of debt
 negotiations suggests that the negotiating game among large banks was
 rendered compatible with games between large and small banks by
 structuring the situation so that small banks could not coordinate with

 each other. That is, two sets of negotiations were made compatible by
 precluding a third one.

 The case of I914 illustrates the problem of incompatibility among

 games. In non-crisis periods, loyalty within an alliance was compatible
 with friendly relations across alliances. But when the I914 crisis occurred,
 loyalty within an alliance-such as Germany's support for Austria, Rus-
 sia's for Serbia, and France's for Russia-implied defection across al-
 liances. The increased cooperativeness of intra-alliance games destroyed
 broader patterns of cooperation.

 In the contemporary international political economy, problems of

 incompatibility may also arise. For instance, negotiations on questions
 such as tariffs or energy policies are most likely to yield positive results
 for the advanced industrialized countries when only a few major players
 are involved in the initial negotiation. Friction with others, however,
 especially the less developed countries, may produce conflict on a larger
 scale. Or, to take a different example from the politics of international
 debt, close and explicit collaboration among debtor countries could, some
 fear, disrupt relations between debtor governments and banks in the
 richer countries.

 The contrast between the fate of Soviet-American arms control in
 the I970s and the Tokyo Round of trade negotiations illustrates the
 importance of multilevel games. In the face of linkages to other con-
 tentious issues, complex domestic political games, and a lack of rein-
 forcement between political-economic and military-security games, even
 shared interests, a long shadow of the future, and bilateralism may be
 insufficient to promote cooperation. If the interaction happens to be an
 iterated game of Chicken, the problem is even worse because each player
 has a strong incentive to avoid cooperation in the short run in order to
 develop a reputation for firmness in the long run. Conversely, even when
 there are quite severe conflicts of interest, these may be overshadowed

 by more important mutual interests, perhaps institutionalized in organ-
 izations such as NATO. Once again, it is not sufficient to analyze a
 particular situation in isolation from its political context. We must also
 analyze the patterns of expectations, and the institutions created by
 human beings, within which particular negotiations are located and in
 the light of which they are interpreted by participants.
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 B. RECIPROCITY AS A STRATEGY IN MULTILEVEL GAMES

 Robert Axelrod has employed computer tournaments and theoretical
 analysis of the iterated, two-player Prisoners' Dilemma to show that a

 strategy based on reciprocity-such as Tit-for-Tat--can be remarkably

 effective in promoting cooperation.27 Even among pure egoists, co-
 operation can "emerge" if a small initial cluster of potential cooperators
 exists.

 This argument suggests that governments may have incentives to
 practice reciprocity in a variety of situations that are characterized by

 mixtures of conflicting and complementary interests-that is, in certain
 non-zero-sum games. Evidence for this proposition is established best
 for the particular case of Prisoners' Dilemma. Axelrod's theory suggests
 that in this game a strategy based on reciprocity can yield relatively high

 payoffs against a variety of other strategies. Furthermore, such a strategy
 helps the whole community by punishing players who use uncooperative
 strategies. When payoff structures are those of Prisoners' Dilemma,
 therefore, we can expect practitioners of reciprocity to attempt to insti-
 tutionalize it as a general practice, so that they will benefit from others'
 use of the strategy as well as their own.

 As we have noted above, not every situation in which conflict or

 cooperation may occur can be categorized as Prisoners' Dilemma. Games
 such as Chicken and Stag Hunt are also significant. Evidence on these
 cases is not as extensive as on Prisoners' Dilemma. Yet, as Oye's intro-
 duction points out, there are good reasons to believe that reciprocity is
 an attractive strategy in a variety of non-zero-sum situations. The key
 conditions for the successful operation of reciprocity are that mutual

 cooperation can yield better results than mutual defection, but that

 temptations for defection also exist. In such situations, reciprocity may
 permit extensive cooperation without making cooperative participants

 inordinately vulnerable to exploitation by others. Furthermore, it may

 deter uncooperative actions.28

 27 Axelrod (fn. 6).
 28 Consider the example of Stag Hunt, defined by the preference ordering of both players

 as CC > DC > DD > CD. If Player A is credibly committed to a strategy of reciprocity,
 beginning with cooperation, B's incentives to cooperate are enhanced. A's commitment to
 cooperate ensures that B will not be double-crossed (which would leave B with the worst
 payoff). Furthermore, A's commitment to retaliate against defection ensures that any de-
 fection by B would lead, after the first move, not to B's second-best outcome (DC), but to
 its third-best outcome (DD). The game of Chicken provides another appropriate case in
 point. In Chicken, mutual cooperation is only the second-best outcome for both players,
 but mutual defection is worst for both. Thus, DC > CC > CD > DD. A credible strategy
 of reciprocity by Player A in Chicken ensures B of its second-best outcome if it cooperates,
 and guarantees that continual defection will in the long run provide it with its worst payoff.
 Assuming that B's shadow of the future is sufficiently long, it should respond to A's strategy
 of reciprocity by cooperating.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 11:04:19 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL I - 327



 ACHIEVING COOPERATION UNDER ANARCHY 245

 It is not surprising, therefore, that reciprocity is a popular strategy

 for practical negotiators as well as for analysts in the laboratory. Oye's
 analysis of monetary politics in the I930s reveals that Britain developed

 such a strategy in its relations with the Scandinavian countries. Con-
 temporary discussions of international trade provide another case in

 point. U.S. officials have frequently defended reciprocity in trade rela-
 tions on the grounds that pursuit of this strategy would deter discrim-
 ination against American products by other countries, and that relaxation

 of reciprocity would invite retaliation by others. Even observers skeptical
 about reciprocity often agree. In a policy-oriented article critical of cur-
 rent proposals that the United States should practice "aggressive rec-
 iprocity" in trade negotiations, William Cline argues that such action is
 rendered less effective by a high probability of foreign counter-retalia-
 tion.29 In Axelrod's terms, Tit-for-Tat (which begins by cooperating and

 then retaliates once for each defection by the other player) discourages

 exploitative strategies-"aggressive reciprocity."
 Thus, the applicability of Tit-for-Tat does not seem to be limited to

 Prisoners' Dilemma. Yet it is not a perfect strategy. In the first place,
 it can perpetuate conflict through an "echo effect": "if the other player
 defects once, Tit-for-Tat will respond with a defection, and then if the
 other player does the same in response, the result would be an unending
 echo of alternating defections."30 In real-world politics as well as in the

 laboratory, reciprocity can lead to feuds as well as to cooperation, par-
 ticularly when players have different perceptions of past outcomes.3'
 Soviet-American detente collapsed partly because each side concluded
 that the other was not practicing reciprocity, but was, on the contrary,
 taking unilateral advantage of its own restraint.32 Second, even when

 many shared interests exist and judgments of equivalence are not dis-
 torted, reciprocity may lead to deadlock. John W. Evans has pointed

 out that in tariff negotiations conducted according to the principle of
 reciprocity, potential concessions may become "bargaining chips" to be

 hoarded: "Tariffs that have no intrinsic economic value for a country
 that maintains them have acquired value because of the insistence of

 other countries on reciprocity in the bargaining process." As a result,
 "tariff levels may be maintained in spite of the fact that a lower level

 29 Cline, "'Reciprocity': A New Approach to World Trade Policy?" Institute for Inter-
 national Economics, Policy Analyses in International Economics 2 (Washington: September
 I982), 25-

 30 Axelrod (fn. 6), I76.
 3' For an analysis of the spiral mode of conflict, see Robert Jervis, Perception and Misper-

 ception in International Politics (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, I976), esp. 58-
 I I3.

 32 See references cited in fn. 22.
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 would raise the country's real income."33 Third, when several actors
 negotiate separately and sequentially over issues that are substantively
 interdependent, subsequent bargains may call previous agreements into

 question by altering the value of concessions that have been made. This
 "issue interdependence problem" bedeviled trade negotiations under the

 conditional most-favored-nation clause prior to the institution of

 multilateral trade negotiations after World War 11. Conditional most-
 favored-nation treatment permitted discrimination among suppliers.
 Later agreements between an importer and other suppliers therefore
 eroded the value of earlier concessions. This led to complex, acrimonious,

 and frustrating patterns of bargaining.34
 Despite these difficulties, reciprocity remains a valuable strategy for

 decentralized enforcement of cooperative agreements. Players who are
 aware of the problems of echo effects, bargaining deadlocks, and issue
 interdependence can compensate for these pitfalls. Axelrod observes that

 a better strategy than Tit-for-Tat "might be to return only nine-tenths

 of a tit for a tat."35 The Tokyo Round dealt with the deadlock problem
 by beginning negotiations not on the basis of current tariff rates, but
 rather on the basis of a formula for hypothetical large across-the-board
 tariff cuts, with provisions for withdrawing offers on sensitive products,
 or if adequate compensation was not received. The problem of issue
 interdependence was dealt with in the trade area through multilater-
 alization of tariff negotiations and adoption of unconditional most-
 favored-nation treatment.

 These difficulties in applying reciprocity, and the responses of players

 to them, illustrate the significance of the institutions within which rec-
 iprocity is practiced. As noted above, multilateral trade negotiations are
 a case in point. In the military-security area, reciprocity has also been
 institutionalized. For example, stationing of American troops in Europe
 is linked to purchases of American military equipment by European
 governments. NATO as an institution has helped member governments
 achieve a variety of such reciprocal arrangements.

 The debt negotiations discussed by Lipson also illustrate how rec-
 iprocity can be institutionalized in an N-person game. First, the major
 actors are identified, and bilateral negotiations take place between them

 or their agents. The I.M.F. and committees of banks negotiate with
 debtor countries. At a second stage, smaller banks are given the oppor-

 33Evans, The Kennedy Round in American Trade Policy: The Twilight of the GATT?
 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, I971), 3I-32.

 34See Robert 0. Keohane, "Reciprocity in International Relations," International Organ-
 ization 40 (Winter 1986).

 35 Axelrod (fn. 6), I38.
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 tunity to adhere to these bargains, but not to influence their terms. At

 this stage, emphasis is placed on reciprocity at a different level: although
 the smaller actors have the potential to act as free-riders, efforts are

 made to ensure that they have incentives not to do so for fear that they
 may suffer in a larger game. Small banks face the threat of being
 excluded from crucial relationships with big banks, and from future
 lending consortia, if they fail to provide funds for rescheduling loans.
 As in the other cases described above, strategies of reciprocity for debt
 rescheduling are adapted creatively to avoid the problems of issue-
 interdependence that arise when there are many actors.

 III. CONCLUSION

 A. THE IMPORTANCE OF PERCEPTION

 The contributors to Cooperation under Anarchy did not specifically set
 out to explore the role of perception in decision making, but the im-
 portance of perception has kept asserting itself. The significance of
 perception, including beliefs and cognition, will come as no surprise to
 students of international politics.36 Yet it is worth pointing out once

 again that decision making in ambiguous settings is heavily influenced
 by the ways in which the actors think about their problem.

 While this point has been made in laboratory studies many times,37

 there is an important twist in international politics that does not get

 sufficient attention from the psychologists who study decision making
 in the laboratory. Leaders of one state live far away from the leaders
 of other states. They are far away not only in space, but also in their
 cognitive framework: their tacit assumptions differ about what is im-
 portant, what needs to be done, and who bears the responsibility for
 change. Put simply, those acting on behalf of states often do not ap-
 preciate how their own actions will affect others and how they will be

 interpreted by others. As Van Evera concludes from his study of World
 War I, preventing that war would have required dispelling extensive
 misperceptions that were prevalent in Europe before 1914.

 Other striking examples of the importance of perception also come
 from the security area. For example, Downs, Rocke, and Siverson have

 found that even when nations in arms races built defensive rather than

 36 Jervis (fn. 31)-

 37 For example, Amos Tversky and Daniel Kahneman, "Judgment under Uncertainty:
 Heuristics and Biases," Science i85 (September I974 I 24-3I; Richard Nisbet and Lee Ross,
 Human Inference: Strategies and Shortcomings of Social Judgment (Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
 Prentice-Hall, i980).
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 offensive weapons, it was usually done not to defuse the arms race, but
 simply because they believed that such weapons offered the greatest
 amount of security per dollar. Even more to the point is that many arms
 races were started or accelerated without serious appreciation of the

 consequences. For example, when the Soviet leaders deliberately exag-

 gerated their bomber strength in I955 and their ICBM capabilities several
 years later, they did so for short-term political advantages; there is no
 evidence that they fully appreciated the long-term consequences that
 would follow when the United States geared up to take the threat
 seriously. In general, Downs, Rocke, and Siverson find that arms races
 are not often perceived as the result of actions chosen by others. In the
 events leading to the outbreak of war, national leaders may completely
 misunderstand the consequences of their acts. Van Evera notes, for
 example, that in I914 the Russian government did not realize that

 Russia's mobilization would lead directly to Germany's mobilization,
 and to war. Another example of the impact of biased interpretations of
 events is provided by Jervis in his discussion of the decay of great-power
 concerts, which were undermined by divergent views of which side had
 made greater concessions to maintain cooperation.

 While security issues provide the most dramatic examples, govern-

 ments may be no better at understanding how their actions in the realm
 of political economy will be seen by others. Conybeare's study shows
 that trade wars have sometimes begun when states held mistaken beliefs

 that other countries would be reluctant to raise tariffs on imported food
 in retaliation for new tariffs placed on their exported manufactured
 goods. Trade wars have begun when states had exaggerated expectations

 about the tolerance of others for attempts at minor exploitation in widely
 accepted terms of trade.

 B. GROPING TOWARD NEW INSTITUTIONS AND NORMS

 Our project began with a set of hypotheses about how specific features
 of an international setting would affect the chances for the development
 of cooperation. Factors included were mutuality of interests, the shadow
 of the future, and the number of actors. These hypotheses have been
 supported by a broad set of cases that began in the I4th century, and
 covered trade disputes, monetary policy, and debt rescheduling as well
 as arms races, the outbreak of war, and diplomatic concerts. The three
 factors did, in fact, help to account for both cooperation and conflict.

 We also discovered something else: over and over again we observed

 that the actors were not satisfied with simply selecting strategies based
 upon the situation in which they found themselves. In many cases we
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 saw deliberate efforts to change the very structure of the situation by
 changing the context in which each of them would be acting. Decision
 makers themselves perceived (more or less consciously) that some aspects
 of the situations they faced tended to make cooperation difficult. So they
 worked to alter these background conditions. Among the problems they
 encountered were the following:

 i. how to provide incentives for cooperation so that cooperation would
 be rewarded over the long run, and defection punished;

 2. how to monitor behavior so that cooperators and defectors could

 be identified;
 3. how to focus rewards on cooperators and retaliation on defectors;
 4. how to link issues with one another in productive rather than self-

 defeating ways and, more generally, how to play multilevel games

 without tripping over their own strategies.
 A fundamental strategic concept in attaining these objectives is that

 of reciprocity. Cooperation in world politics seems to be attained best
 not by providing benefits unilaterally to others, but by conditional co-
 operation. Yet reciprocity encounters many problems in practice. As
 Axelrod has demonstrated, and as Van Evera's discussion of 1914 il-
 lustrates, payoff structures in the strategic setting may be so malign that
 Tit-for-Tat cannot work. Reciprocity requires the ability to recognize

 and retaliate against a defection. And retaliation can spread acrimo-
 niously.

 Actors in world politics seek to deal with problems of reciprocity in
 part through the exercise of power. Powerful actors structure relation-

 ships so that countries committed to a given order can deal effectively
 with those that have lower levels of commitment. This is done by

 establishing hierarchies, as one would expect from Herbert Simon's
 assertion that complex systems will be hierarchic in character.38 In the
 present symposium, the construction of hierarchy for the sake of co-

 operation is best illustrated by Lipson's discussion of inter-bank networks
 to facilitate rescheduling of Third World debts; but it is also evident in

 Jervis's discussion of great-power concerts.
 Another way to facilitate cooperation is to establish international

 regimes. Regimes can be defined as "sets of implicit or explicit principles,
 norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors'

 expectations converge in a given area of international relations."39 In-
 ternational regimes have been extensive in the post-I945 international

 38 Simon, The Sciences of the Artificial (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2d ed. i982), chap. 4, "The
 Architecture of Complexity," p. 99.

 39 Krasner (fn. 8), 3.
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 political economy, as illustrated by the international trade regime (cen-
 tered on the GATT) and the international monetary regime (including
 the I.M.F. as well as other organizations and networks).40 Since the use
 of power can facilitate the construction of regimes, this approach should
 be seen as complementary to, rather than in contradiction with, an
 emphasis on hierarchical authority. Regimes do not enforce rules in a
 hierarchical sense, but they do change patterns of transaction costs and
 provide information to participants, so that uncertainty is reduced. Jervis
 argues that the Concert of Europe helped to facilitate cooperation by
 making it easier for governments to understand one another. Lipson
 shows how, in the regime for debt rescheduling, the control of infor-
 mation is used to faciliate cooperation on terms favored by the big banks.
 He also indicates that one weapon in the hands of those banks is their

 ability to structure transaction costs: the costs of negotiations involving
 major money-center banks are reduced while the costs of coordinating
 resistance by small banks are not. Conybeare's analysis implies that if
 England and the Hanseatic League had been able to form an interna-
 tional trade regime, they might have been able to make mutually ad-
 vantageous bargains and to discipline some of their more unruly con-
 stituents.

 International regimes do not substitute for reciprocity; rather, they
 reinforce and institutionalize it. Regimes incorporating the norm of
 reciprocity delegitimize defection and thereby make it more costly. In-
 sofar as they specify precisely what reciprocity means in the relevant
 issue-area, they make it easier to establish a reputation for practicing
 reciprocity consistently. Such reputations may become important assets,
 precisely because others will be more willing to make agreements with
 governments that can be expected to respond to cooperation with co-
 operation. Of course, compliance is difficult to assure; and international
 regimes almost never have the power to enforce rules. Nevertheless,
 since governments with good reputations can more easily make agree-
 ments than governments with bad ones, international regimes can help
 to facilitate cooperation by making it both easier and more desirable to
 acquire a good reputation.4'

 International regimes may also help to develop new norms, as Ruggie
 has argued.42 Yet few such examples are evident in the cases discussed
 in this volume. The great-power concerts discussed by Jervis embodied
 new norms, but these did not last long; and the new norms of the I930S

 40 Keohane (fn. 8), chaps. 8-9.
 4' Ibid., esp. chaps. 5-7.
 42 Ruggie (fn. I5)-
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 monetary system described by Oye were largely uncooperative and con-
 nected with the breakdown rather than the institutionalization of a
 regime. Major banks today are trying mightily to strengthen norms of
 repayment (for debtors) and of relending (for banks), but it is not at all

 clear that this will be successful. Better examples of creating norms may
 be provided by the evolution of thinking on chemical and biological
 warfare, and by the development, under GATT, of norms of non-

 discrimination-which are now, as we have seen, under pressure. Ev-
 idently, it is difficult to develop new norms, and they often decay in
 reaction to conspicuous violations.

 Establishing hierarchies, setting up international regimes, and at-
 tempting to gain acceptance for new norms are all attempts to change
 the context within which actors operate by changing the very structure

 of their interaction. It is important to notice that these efforts have
 usually not been examples of forward-looking rationality. Rather, they
 have been experimental, trial-and-error efforts to improve the current
 situation based upon recent experience. Like other forms of trial-and-
 error experimentation, they have not always worked. Indeed, it is in-
 structive to enumerate the variety of ways in which such experiments
 can fail.

 i. The most important source of failure is that efforts to restructure

 the relationships may never get off the ground. As Downs, Rocke,
 and Siverson note, there was an active peace movement in the years

 before I914, and World War I was preceded by a series of con-
 ferences designed to secure arms control and strengthen inter-
 national law; but these efforts did not significantly affect the nature
 of world politics. Similarly, the shakiness of monetary arrange-
 ments in the i920S was perceived by many of the participants, but
 conferences to deal with these weaknesses, such as that at Genoa
 in i922, failed to cope with them effectively. The great-power

 concerts discussed by Jervis seemed to get somewhat farther, but
 were never sufficiently institutionalized to have much prospect of

 longevity.
 2. Some agreements are instituted, but turn out to be self-contradic-

 tory. We have noted that sequential bilateral negotiations under
 conditional most-favored-nation treatment may lead to a problem
 of infinite regress: each bargain tends to require the renegotiation

 of many others. Bilateral arms control agreements, whose restraints
 could encourage third parties to increase their armaments in order
 to catch up with the major powers, face a similar difficulty.

 3. Even successful arrangements are subject to decay. Decay can result
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 from actors' attempts to find loopholes in established rules. The
 very success of GATT in reducing tariff rates contributed to an
 expansion of nontariff barriers; and efforts to evade those barriers

 led to their progressive extension and tightening.43 Likewise, suc-
 cessful cooperation in the area of security may lead governments

 to believe that their partners' cooperation is not based on reciprocity
 but is unconditional. Insofar as this belief is incorrect, discord may
 ensue.

 4. In some cases, changes that have nothing to do with the arrange-
 ments make them obsolete. Thus the international debt regime in
 place before the crisis of August i982 was manifestly ill-equipped
 to handle a situation in which most Third World debts had to be
 rescheduled. In this instance, the old regime was adapted to meet
 new needs. The Depression of the I930S made the monetary or-

 thodoxy of the gold exchange standard obsolete. Indeed, Oye argues
 that the cooperative international monetary arrangements of the

 i920S hindered attempts at monetary cooperation during the I930s.
 The collapse of the old regime was a necessary condition for cre-
 ation of a new one.

 Eventually, any institution is likely to become obsolete. The question
 is under what conditions international institutions-broadly defined as
 recognized patterns of practice around which expectations con-

 verge"44-facilitate significant amounts of cooperation for a period of
 time. Clearly, such institutions can change the incentives for countries

 affected by them, and can in turn affect the strategic choices governments
 make in their own self-interest.

 This interaction between incentives and institutions suggests the im-
 portance of linking the upward-looking theory of strategy with the
 downward-looking theory of regimes. The strategic approach is upward-
 looking in that it examines what individual actors will choose to do,
 and derives consequences for the entire system based on these choices.

 Most of the analysis in this volume has followed this upward-looking
 approach. On the other hand, much regime analysis has been downward-

 looking in that it examines the implications, for actors, of the way the
 entire system is organized. Some recent work has attempted to combine

 43Vinod Aggarwal, "The Unraveling of the Multi-Fiber Arrangement, i98i: An Ex-
 amination of Regime Change," International Organization 37 (Autumn 1983), 617-46; David
 B. Yoffie, Power and Protectionism: Strategies of the Newly Industrializing Countries (New
 York: Columbia University Press, i983).

 440ran R. Young, "Regime Dynamics: The Rise and Fall of International Regimes,"
 International Organization 36 (Spring i982), 277-98; reprinted in Krasner (fn. 8), 93-II4.
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 these two approaches,45 but it has not yet been done in either a formally

 rigorous or an empirically comprehensive way.

 The experimental groping by policy makers does not necessarily lead
 to stronger and ever more complex ways of achieving cooperation. The

 process proceeds by fits and starts. The success of each step is uncertain,
 and there is always danger that prior achievements will come unstuck.
 New experiments are often tried only under obvious pressure of events

 (as in debt rescheduling). And they are often dependent upon the active
 leadership of a few individuals or states who feel a serious need for
 change and who have the greatest resources.

 The essays in this collection show that we are beginning to understand
 the structural conditions that affect strategic choices leading to co-
 operation or discord. These factors are mutuality of interest, the shadow
 of the future, and the number of actors. Over a wide range of historical
 cases, these three dimensions of situations do help account for the emer-
 gence, or nonemergence, of cooperation under anarchy.

 But in the course of this collective research we have also found that
 states are often dissatisfied with the structure of their own environment.
 We have seen that governments have often tried to transform the struc-

 tures within which they operate so as to make it possible for the countries
 involved to work together productively. Some of these experiments have
 been successful, others have been stillborn, and still others have collapsed
 before fully realizing the dreams of their founders. We understand the

 functions performed by international regimes, and how they affect strat-

 egies pursued by governments, better than we did a number of years
 ago. What we need now are theories that account for (i) when exper-
 iments to restructure the international environment are tried, and (2)
 whether a particular experiment is likely to succeed. Even within a
 world of independent states that are jealously guarding their sovereignty

 and protecting their power, room exists for new and better arrangements
 to achieve mutually satisfactory outcomes, in terms both of economic

 welfare and military security.
 This does not mean that all endeavors to promote international co-

 operation will yield good results. Cooperation can be designed to help
 a few at the expense of the rest; and it can accentuate as well as alleviate
 injustice in an imperfect world. Yet the consequences of failure to co-

 45 In After Hegemony (fn. 8), Robert Keohane has sought to show how game theory (which
 is "upward-looking") can be combined fruitfully with the "downward-looking" theories of
 public goods and market failure to develop a functional theory of international regimes.
 But he has not formalized his theory, and has applied it only to the post-World War II
 international political economy.
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 operate-from warfare to the intensification of depressions-make us
 believe that more cooperation is often better than less. If governments

 are prepared to grope their way toward a better-coordinated future,

 scholars should be prepared to study the process. And, in a world where

 states have often been dissatisfied with international anarchy, scholars

 should be prepared to advance the learning process-so that despite the

 reality of anarchy, beneficial forms of international cooperation can be
 promoted.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 11:04:19 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL I - 337


	1 One World Rival Theories
	2 International Relations One World Many Theories
	3 Neorealism and Neoliberalism
	4 International Relations Theory and the End of the Cold War
	Contents
	p. 5
	p. 6
	p. 7
	p. 8
	p. 9
	p. 10
	p. 11
	p. 12
	p. 13
	p. 14
	p. 15
	p. 16
	p. 17
	p. 18
	p. 19
	p. 20
	p. 21
	p. 22
	p. 23
	p. 24
	p. 25
	p. 26
	p. 27
	p. 28
	p. 29
	p. 30
	p. 31
	p. 32
	p. 33
	p. 34
	p. 35
	p. 36
	p. 37
	p. 38
	p. 39
	p. 40
	p. 41
	p. 42
	p. 43
	p. 44
	p. 45
	p. 46
	p. 47
	p. 48
	p. 49
	p. 50
	p. 51
	p. 52
	p. 53
	p. 54
	p. 55
	p. 56
	p. 57
	p. 58

	Issue Table of Contents
	International Security, Vol. 17, No. 3 (Winter, 1992-1993) pp. 1-200
	Front Matter [pp. ]
	Editors' Note [pp. 3-4]
	Danger in Paradigms?
	International Relations Theory and the End of the Cold War [pp. 5-58]
	Clausewitz, Nonlinearity, and the Unpredictability of War [pp. 59-90]

	Security, Stability, and International Migration [pp. 91-126]
	Why the Third World Still Matters [pp. 127-159]
	Command and Control in Emerging Nuclear Nations [pp. 160-187]
	Correspondence
	A Farewell to Arms Control? [pp. 188-200]

	Back Matter [pp. ]



	5 The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International Relations
	6 Realist Thought and Neorealist Theory
	7 Structural Realism after the Cold War
	8 The false promise of international institutions
	Contents
	image 1
	image 2
	image 3
	image 4
	image 5
	image 6
	image 7
	image 8
	image 9
	image 10
	image 11
	image 12
	image 13
	image 14
	image 15
	image 16
	image 17
	image 18
	image 19
	image 20
	image 21
	image 22
	image 23
	image 24
	image 25
	image 26
	image 27
	image 28
	image 29
	image 30
	image 31
	image 32
	image 33
	image 34
	image 35
	image 36
	image 37
	image 38
	image 39
	image 40
	image 41
	image 42
	image 43
	image 44
	image 45

	Issue Table of Contents
	International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter, 1994-1995), pp. 1-202
	Front Matter [pp. 1-2]
	Editors' Note [pp. 3-4]
	Get Real
	The False Promise of International Institutions [pp. 5-49]
	Realists as Optimists: Cooperation as Self-Help [pp. 50-90]
	Realism and the End of the Cold War [pp. 91-129]

	Ethnic Nationalism and International Conflict: The Case of Serbia [pp. 130-166]
	A Cutoff in the Production of Fissile Material [pp. 167-202]
	Back Matter



	9 The False Premise of Realism
	Article Contents
	p.62
	p.63
	p.64
	p.65
	p.66
	p.67
	p.68
	p.69
	p.70

	Issue Table of Contents
	International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), pp. 1-195
	Front Matter [pp.1-2]
	Editors' Note [pp.3-4]
	Democratization and the Danger of War [pp.5-38]
	Promises, Promises: Can Institutions Deliver?
	The Promise of Institutionalist Theory [pp.39-51]
	The Promise of Collective Security [pp.52-61]
	The False Premise of Realism [pp.62-70]
	Constructing International Politics [pp.71-81]
	A Realist Reply [pp.82-93]

	Guidance from Above
	New Satellite Images for Sale [pp.94-125]
	The GPS Dilemma: Balancing Military Risks and Economic Benefits [pp.126-148]

	In the Shadow of the Bear: Security in Post-Soviet Central Asia [pp.149-181]
	Correspondence
	History vs. Neo-realism: A Second Look [pp.182-195]

	Correction: Ethnic Nationalism and International Conflict: The Case of Serbia [p.195]
	Back Matter



	10 The Struggle for Autonomy A Realist Structural Theory of International Relations
	11 The promise of institutionalist theory
	Contents
	p. 39
	p. 40
	p. 41
	p. 42
	p. 43
	p. 44
	p. 45
	p. 46
	p. 47
	p. 48
	p. 49
	p. 50
	p. 51

	Issue Table of Contents
	International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995) pp. 1-195
	Front Matter [pp. ]
	Editors' Note [pp. 3-4]
	Democratization and the Danger of War [pp. 5-38]
	Promises, Promises: Can Institutions Deliver?
	The Promise of Institutionalist Theory [pp. 39-51]
	The Promise of Collective Security [pp. 52-61]
	The False Premise of Realism [pp. 62-70]
	Constructing International Politics [pp. 71-81]
	A Realist Reply [pp. 82-93]

	Guidance from Above
	New Satellite Images for Sale [pp. 94-125]
	The GPS Dilemma: Balancing Military Risks and Economic Benefits [pp. 126-148]

	In the Shadow of the Bear: Security in Post-Soviet Central Asia [pp. 149-181]
	Correspondence
	History vs. Neo-realism: A Second Look [pp. 182-195]

	Correction: Ethnic Nationalism and International Conflict: The Case of Serbia [pp. 195]
	Back Matter [pp. ]



	12 Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation
	13 International Theories of Cooperation among Nations Strengths and Weaknesses
	14 Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy Strategies and Institutions
	Contents
	p. [226]
	p. 227
	p. 228
	p. 229
	p. 230
	p. 231
	p. 232
	p. 233
	p. 234
	p. 235
	p. 236
	p. 237
	p. 238
	p. 239
	p. 240
	p. 241
	p. 242
	p. 243
	p. 244
	p. 245
	p. 246
	p. 247
	p. 248
	p. 249
	p. 250
	p. 251
	p. 252
	p. 253
	p. 254

	Issue Table of Contents
	World Politics: A Quarterly Journal of International Relations, Vol. 38, No. 1 (Oct., 1985) pp. i-viii+1-254
	Front Matter [pp. ]
	Explaining Cooperation under Anarchy: Hypotheses and Strategies [pp. 1-24]
	The Game Theory of International Politics [pp. 25-57]
	From Balance to Concert: A Study of International Security Cooperation [pp. 58-79]
	Why Cooperation Failed in 1914 [pp. 80-117]
	Arms Races and Cooperation [pp. 118-146]
	Trade Wars: A Comparative Study of Anglo-Hanse, Franco-Italian, and Hawley-Smoot Conflicts [pp. 147-172]
	The Sterling-Dollar-Franc Triangle: Monetary Diplomacy 1929-1937 [pp. 173-199]
	Bankers' Dilemmas: Private Cooperation in Rescheduling Sovereign Debts [pp. 200-225]
	Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy: Strategies and Institutions [pp. 226-254]
	Back Matter [pp. ]




	2B0E999C-C55B-484B-AE7E-CA3AA6E9D8F5: 
	AA33F0A0-5E24-45A2-82F1-2CCEF251386E: 
	774C9D4F-F7BD-462B-8E65-EF8138F9EF6F: 
	C5FBE911-97A6-463A-937B-861721303E1D: 
	D389ED15-F554-43D2-8300-766C3DE20E6A: 
	C452917B-109B-4B30-B086-E1C7C687D0ED: 
	95B3469C-FBBC-4C47-B980-10E8550ED58C: 
	A6CE3FD8-9C9D-43DC-861E-4E5E89B9A580: 
	3471FF48-57CF-48FA-8A4E-550B671A6D4B: 
	492DAFD4-1E69-4817-BE2A-5C87303DB647: 
	17D431F3-A380-4ABA-B37D-D703A7ECCB86: On
	84A5AC93-E2F7-4AD7-8D61-736187714090: 
	DDD89F84-9FAD-4ADE-94D3-A84819EBEBDB: 
	31B3709E-F84E-4C24-B540-E53FB036FE9F: On


