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The Emerging 
Structure of 

International Politics 

I F o r  more than three 
hundred years, the drama of modern history has turned on the rise and fall 
of great powers. In the multipolar era, twelve great powers appeared on the 
scene at one time or another. At the beginning of World War 11, seven 
remained; at its conclusion, two. Always before, as some states sank, others 
rose to take their places. World War I1 broke the pattern; for the first time in 
a world of sovereign states, bipolarity prevailed. 

In a 1964 essay, I predicted that bipolarity would last through the century.’ 
On the brow of the next millennium, we must prepare to bid bipolarity adieu 
and begin to live without its stark simplicities and comforting symmetry. 
Already in the fall of 1989, Undersecretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger 
expressed nostalgia for the ”remarkably stable and predictable atmosphere 
of the Cold War,“ and in the summer of 1990, John Mearsheimer gave strong 
reasons for expecting worse days to come.2 

For almost half a century it seemed that World War I1 was truly ”the war 
to end wars” among the great and major powers of the world. The longest 
peace yet known rested on two pillars: bipolarity and nuclear weapons. 
During the war, Nicholas Spykman foresaw a postwar international order no 
different ”from the old,” with international society continuing ”to operate 
within the same fundamental power  pattern^."^ Realists generally shared his 

Kenneth N .  Waltz is Ford Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Berkeley. He has 
written Man, The State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis f1959), Foreign Policy and Democratic 
Politics: The American and British Experience (1967, reissued 1992), Theory of International 
Politics (2979), and numerous essays. His ”Nuclear Myths and Political Realities” won the Heinz Eulau 
award for best article in the American Political Science Review in 1990. 

For their thoughtful comments, I should like to thank Karen Adams, David Arase, Jamais 
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Will Divide West,” New York Times, September 16, 1989, pp. 1, 6; John J. Mearsheimer, ”Back 
to the Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War,” Znternational Security, Vol. 15, No. 1 
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expectation. The behaviors of states, the patterns of their interactions, and 
the outcomes their interactions produced had been repeated again and again 
through the centuries despite profound changes in the internal composition 
of states. Spykman’s expectations were historically well grounded and in 
part borne out. States have continued to compete in economic, military, and 
other ways. The use of force has been threatened, and numerous wars have 
been fought on the peripheries. Yet, despite deep ideological and other 
differences, peace prevailed at the center of international politics. Changes 
in structure, and in the weaponry available to some of the states, have 
combined to perpetuate a troubled peace.4 As the bipolar era draws to a 
close, we must ask two questions: What structural changes are in prospect? 
What effects may they have? 

The End of Bipolarity-and of the Cold War 

The conflation of peace and stability is all too common. The occurrence of 
major wars is often identified with a system’s in~tability.~ Yet systems that 
survive major wars thereby demonstrate their stability. The multipolar world 
was highly stable, but all too war-prone. The bipolar world has been highly 
peaceful, but unfortunately less stable than its predecessor. 

Almost as soon as their wartime alliance ended, the United States and the 
Soviet Union found themselves locked in a cold war. In a world of two great 
powers, each is bound to focus its fears on the other, to distrust its intentions, 
and to impute offensive intentions even to defensive measures. The com- 
petition of states becomes keener when their number reduces to two. Neo- 
realist, or structural, theory leads one to believe that the placement of states 
in the international system accounts for a good deal of their behavior.h 
Through most of the years of the Cold War the United States and the Soviet 
Union were similarly placed by their power. Their external behaviors there- 
fore should have shown striking similarities. Did they? Yes, more than has 
usually been realized. The behavior of states can be compared on many 

4. On the causes of multipolar-conventional war and of bipolar-nuclear peace, see esp. Waltz, 
“Stability,” The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Be Better, Adelphi Paper No. 171 (London: 
International Institute for Strategic Studies [IISS], 1981); and Waltz, Theory of International Politics 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979). John Lewis Gaddis and Mearsheimer have offered similar 
explanations. See Gaddis, ”The Long Peace,” International Security, Vol. 10, No. 4 (Spring 1986), 
pp. 99-142. Since the reasoning is now familiar, I refrain from summarizing it here. 
5. I made this mistake in “The Stability of a Bipolar World,” but have since corrected the error. 
6. Neorealist, or structural, theory is developed in Waltz, Theory of International Politics. 
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counts. Their armament policies and their interventions abroad are two of 
the most revealing. On the former count, the United States in the early 1960s 
undertook the largest strategic and conventional peacetime military buildup 
the world had yet seen. We did so while Khrushchev tried at once to carry 
through a major reduction in conventional forces and to follow a strategy of 
minimum deterrence, even though the balance of strategic weapons greatly 
favored the United States. As one should have expected, the Soviet Union 
soon followed in America's footsteps, thus restoring the symmetry of great- 
power behavior. And so it was through most of the years of the Cold War. 
Advances made by one were quickly followed by the other, with the United 
States almost always leading the way. Allowing for geographic differences, 
the overall similarity of their forces was apparent. The ground forces of the 
Soviet Union were stronger than those of the United States, but in naval 
forces the balance of advantage was reversed. The Soviet Union's largely 
coastal navy gradually became more of a blue-water fleet, but one of limited 
reach. Its navy never had more than half the tonnage of ours. Year after 
year, NATO countries spent more on defense than the Warsaw Treaty Or- 
ganization (WTO) countries did, but their troops remained roughly equal in 
numbers. 

The military forces of the United States and the Soviet Union remained in 
rough balance, and their military doctrines tended to converge. We accused 
them of favoring war-fighting over deterrent doctrines, while we developed 
a war-fighting doctrine in the name of deterrence. From the 1960s onward, 
critics of military policy urged the United States to "reconstitute its usable 
war-fighting capability. " Before he became secretary of defense, Melvin R. 
Laird wrote that "American strategy must aim at fighting, winning, and 
recovering," a strategy that requires the ability to wage nuclear war and the 
willingness to strike first.7 One can find many military and civilian statements 
to similar effect over the decades. Especially in the 1970s and 1980s, the 
United States accused the Soviet Union of striving for military superiority. 
In turn, the Republican platform of 1980 pledged that a Republican admin- 
istration would reestablish American strategic superiority. Ronald Reagan as 
president softened the aspiration, without eliminating it, by making it his 
goal to establish a "margin of safety" for the United States militarily. Military 

7. Melvin R. Laird, A House Divided: America's Strategy Gap (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1962), 
pp. 53, 78-79. 
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competition between the two countries produced its expected result: the 
similarity of forces and doctrines. 

Comparison on the second count, interventionist behavior, requires some 
discussion because our conviction that the United States was the status quo 
and the Soviet Union the interventionist power distorted our view of reality. 
The United States as well as the Soviet Union intervened widely in others’ 
affairs and spent a fair amount of time fighting peripheral wars. Most Amer- 
icans saw little need to explain our actions, assumed to be in pursuit of 
legitimate national interests and of international justice, and had little diffi- 
culty in explaining the Soviet Union’s, assumed to be aimed at spreading 
Communism across the globe by any means available. Americans usually 
interpreted the Soviet Union’s behavior in terms of its presumed intentions. 
Intentions aside, our and their actions were similar. The United States inter- 
vened militarily to defend client states in China, Korea, and Vietnam, and 
even supported their ambitions to expand. The Soviet Union acted in Af- 
ghanistan as the United States did in Vietnam, and intervened directly or 
indirectly in Angola, Mozambique, and Ethiopia. 

David Holloway quotes a Soviet work, War and the Army, published in 
1977, as follows: ”Before the Socialist state and its army stands the task of 
defending, together with other Socialist states and their armies, the whole 
Socialist system and not only its own country.” Beyond that broad purpose, 
Soviet forces were to help liberated countries thwart counterrevolution.8 
America assumed similar missions. Defending against or deterring attacks 
on the United States required only a fraction of the forces we maintained. 
We mounted such large forces because we extended defensive as well as 
deterrent forces to cover Western Europe, the Persian Gulf area, Northeast 
Asia, and other parts of the world from Central America to the Philippine 
Islands. We identified our security with the security of other democratic 
states and with the security of many undemocratic states as long as they 
were not Communist, and indeed even with some Communist ones. The 
interests we identified with our own were even more widely embracing than 
those of the Soviet Union. At the conclusion of the Second World War, the 
Soviet Union began edging outward. In response, one finds Clark Clifford 
advising President Harry S. Truman as early as 1946 that America’s mission 
was to be not merely the tiresome one of containing the Soviet Union but 

8. David Holloway, The Soviet Union and the Arms Race, second ed. (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1984), p. 81. 
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also the ennobling one of creating and maintaining “world ~ r d e r . ” ~  We 
zestfully accepted the task. 

Before World War 11, both the United States and the Soviet Union had 
developed ideologies that could easily propel them to unilateral action in the 
name of international duty: interventionist liberalism in the one country, 
international Communism in the other. Neither, however, widely exported 
its ideology earlier. The postwar foreign policies of neither country can be 
understood apart from the changed structure of international politics, exer- 
cising its pressures and providing its opportunities. More than the Soviet 
Union, the United States acted all over the globe in the name of its own 
security and the world’s well-being. Thus Barry Blechman and Stephen Kap- 
Ian found that in the roughly thirty years following 1946, the United States 
used military means in one way or another to intervene in the affairs of other 
countries about twice as often as did the Soviet Union.’O 

The Soviet Union’s aim was to export its ideology by planting and fostering 
Communist governments in more and more countries, and America’s was 
to plant and foster democratic ones. President Reagan thought that we should 
worry about the Soviet Union‘s establishing a ”military beachhead” in Nic- 
aragua ”inside our defense perimeters,” thus threatening the safe passage of 
our ships through the Caribbean.” Throwing the cloak of national security 
over our interventions in Central America hardly concealed our rage to rule 
or to dictate to others how to govern their countries. Vice President George 
Bush, in February of 1985, set forth what we expected of Nicaragua and the 
signs of progress we looked for. He mentioned these: “That the Sandinistas 
bring the Democratic leaders back into the political process; that they hold 
honest, free and fair elections; that they stop beating up on the church, the 
unions and the business community and stop censoring the press; that they 
sever control of the army from the Sandinista party; and that they remove 
that most insidious form of totalitarian control, the neighborhood spy system 
called the ‘SDC (Sandinista Defense Committee)’.”12 According to a senior 
official, the Reagan administration “debated whether we had the right to 

9. Arthur Krock, Memoirs (New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1968), appendix A, p. 480. 
10. Barry Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan, Force Without War: U.S. Armed Forces us a Political 
Instrument (Washington, D.C.: Brooking, 1978). 
11. ”Excerpts from Reagan‘s Speech on Aid for Nicaragua Rebels,” New York Times, June 25, 
1986, p. A12. 
12. ”Excerpts from Remarks by Vice President George Bush,” Press Release, Austin, Texas, 
February 28, 1985. 
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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, like the rights of individual people. . . . We don't have the right to 
subvert a democratic government but we do have the right against an un- 
democratic The difference between the United States and the Soviet 
Union has been less in their behaviors than in their ideologies. Each sought 
to make other countries over in its own image. Stalin said of World War 11: 
"This war is not as in the past. Whoever occupies a territory also imposes 
on it his own social system. Everyone imposes his own system as far as his 
army can reach. It cannot be otherwi~e."'~ The effort to impose one's own 
social system continued into the Cold War, with the aim to be accomplished 
by peaceful means if possible. 

Rooted in the postwar structure of international politics, the Cold War for 
more than four decades stubbornly refused to evolve into a warm peace. The 
Cold War could not end until the structure that sustained it began to erode. 
Bipolarity worked against detente in the 1970s. The changing structure of 
international politics worked for dktente in the 1980s. 

Structural change begins in a system's unit, and then unit-level and struc- 
tural causes interact. We know from structural theory that states strive to 
maintain their positions in the system. Thus, in their twilight years great 
powers try to arrest or reverse their decline. We need to look only at the 
twentieth century for examples. In 1914, Austria-Hungary preferred to fight 
an unpromising war rather than risk the internal disintegration that a greater 
Serbia would threaten. Britain and France continued to act as though they 
were great powers, and struggled to bear the expense of doing so, well into 
the 195Os.'j At the end of that decade, when many Americans thought that 
we were losing ground to the Soviet Union, John F. Kennedy appealed to 
the nation with the slogan, "Let's get the country moving again." And 
Defense Secretary Dick Cheney resisted a 50 percent cut in defense spending 
spread throughout the 1990s with the argument that this "would give us the 

13. Quoted in Robert W. Tucker, Intervention and the Reagan Doctrine (New York: Council on 
Religion and International Affairs, 1985), p. 5. 
14. Quoted in Josef Joffe, "After Bipolarity: Eastern and Western Europe: Between Two Ages," 
in The Strategic Implications of Change in the Soviet Union, Adelphi Paper No. 247 (London: IISS, 
Winter 1989/90), p. 71. 
15. The Economist apparently believes that Britain and France were great powers well into the 
1950s, claiming that the Suez Crisis of 1956 "helped destroy Britain and France as great powers"; 
June 16, 1990, p. 101. 
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defense budget for a second-class power, the budget of an America in de- 
cline. ‘‘I6 

The political and economic reconstruction attempted by the Soviet Union 
followed in part from external causes. Gorbachev’s expressed wish to see the 
Soviet Union ”enter the new millennium as a great and flourishing state” 
suggests this. l7 Brezhnev’s successors, notably Andropov and Gorbachev, 
realized that the Soviet Union could no longer support a first-rate military 
establishment on the basis of a third-rate economy. Economic reorganization, 
and the reduction of imperial burdens, became an externally imposed neces- 
sity, which in turn required internal reforms. For a combination of internal 
and external reasons, Soviet leaders tried to reverse their country’s precipi- 
tous fall in international standing but did not succeed. 

The Rise and Fall of Great Powers 

In the fairly near future, say ten to twenty years, three political units may 
rise to great-power rank: Germany or a West European state, Japan, and 
China. In a shorter time, the Soviet Union fell from the ranks, making the 
structure of international politics hard to define in the present and difficult 
to discern in the future. This section asks how the structure of international 
politics is likely to change. 

The Soviet Union had, and Russia continues to have, impressive military 
capabilities. But great powers do not gain and retain their rank by excelling 
in one way or another. Their rank depends on how they score on a combi- 
nation of the following items: size of population and territory, resource 
endowment, economic capability, military strength, political stability and 
competence. The Soviet Union, like Tsarist Russia before it, was a lopsided 
great power, compensating for economic weakness with political discipline, 
military strength, and a rich territorial endowment. Nevertheless, great- 
power status cannot be maintained without a certain economic capability. In 
a conventional world, one would simply say that the years during which 
Russia with its many weaknesses will count as a great power are numbered, 
and that the numbers are pretty small ones. Although Russia has more than 

16. Michael R. Gordon, “Cheney Calls 50% Military Cut a Risk to Superpower Status,” New 
York Times, March 17, 1990, p. 4. 
17. ”Succession in Moscow: First Hours in Power, Gorbachev in His Own Words,” New York 
Times, March 12, 1985, p. A16. 
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enough military capability, technology advances rapidly, and Russia cannot 
keep pace. In a nuclear world, however, the connection between a country’s 
economic and technological capability, on the one hand, and its military 
capability, on the other, is loosened. 

With conventional weapons, rapid technological change intensifies com- 
petition and makes estimating the military strengths of different countries 
difficult. In 1906, for example, the British Dreadnought, with the greater range 
and firepower of its guns, made older battleships obsolete. With nuclear 
weapons, however, short of a breakthrough that would give the United States 
either a first-strike capability or an effective defense, Russia need not keep 
pace militarily with American technology. As Bernard Brodie put it: “Weap- 
ons that do not have to fight their like do not become useless because of the 
advent of newer and superior types.”’* Since America’s nuclear weapons are 
not able to fight Russia’s, the strategies of the two countries are decoupled. 
Each country can safely follow a deterrent strategy no matter what the other 
may In contrast, the development of either a first-strike capability or 
an effective strategic defense would carry the world back to conventional 
times: weapons would once again be pitted against weapons. All of the 
parties to the strategic competition would again become concerned over, or 
obsessed with, the balance of advantage between offensive and defensive 
forces. Worry about the possibly uneven development of weapons would 
drive competition to high intensity. A country with a decisive but possibly 
fleeting offensive advantage would be tempted to strike before another coun- 
try could find ways of safeguarding its forces. A country with an effective 
defense, fearing that an adversary might find ways to overcome it, would 
be tempted to launch a preventive blow. Fortunately, as far ahead as the 
imagination can reach, no offensive or defensive breakthrough that would 
negate deterrent forces is in sight. 

So long as a country can retaliate after being struck, or appears to be able 
to do so, its nuclear forces cannot be made obsolete by an adversary’s 
technological advances. With deterrence dominant, a second-strike force 
need only be a small one, and it is easy to say how large the small force 
needs to be: large enough to sustain a first strike without losing the ability 

18. Bernard Brodie, War and Politics (New York: Macmillan, 1973), p. 321. 
19. Some Soviet commentators understand this. See, especially, Andrei Kokoshin, ”The Future 
of NATO and the Warsaw Pact Strategy: Paper 11,” in The Strategic Implications of Change in the 
Soviet Union, Adelphi Paper No. 247 (London: 1155, Winter 1989/90), pp. 60-65. 
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to retaliate with some tens of warheads. Both the United States and the 
Soviet Union have long had warheads and delivery systems that far exceed 
the requirement of deterrence. Moreover, deterrent strategies make large 
conventional forces irrelevant. They need only be big enough to require an 
adversary to attack on a scale that reveals the extent of its aggressive inten- 
tions. A trip-wire force is the only conventional component that a deterrent 
nuclear strategy requires.20 

Nuclear weaponry favors status-quo countries by enabling them to con- 
centrate attention on their economies rather than on their military forces. 
This is good news for a country in straitened circumstances. By relying on 
deterrence, Russia can concentrate on turning resources in the military sector 
of her economy-a favored and presumably rather efficient one-to civilian 
uses. 

Nuclear weaponry widens the range within which national economic ca- 
pabilities may vary before the boundary between the great and the major 
powers is reached. Nuclear weapons alone do not make states into great 
powers. Britain and France did not become great powers when they became 
nuclear ones. Russia will not remain a great power unless it is able to use its 
resources effectively in the long run. While it is trying to do so, its large 
population, vast resources, and geographic presence in Europe and Asia 
compensate for its many weaknesses. Russia’s vulnerabilities are low, as is 
its need for Third-World intervention forces. The ability of Russia to play a 
military role beyond its borders is low, yet nuclear weapons ensure that no 
state can challenge it. Short of disintegration, Russia will remain a great 
power-indeed a great defensive power, as the Russian and Soviet states 
were through most of their history. 

How does the weakened condition of Russia affect the structure of inter- 
national politics? The answer is that bipolarity endures, but in an altered 
state. Bipolarity continues because militarily Russia can take care of itself and 
because no other great powers have yet emerged. Some of the implications 
of bipolarity, however, have changed. Throughout the Cold War, the United 
States and the Soviet Union held each other in check. With the waning of 
Soviet power, the United States is no longer held in check by any other 
country or combination of countries. According to Herbert Butterfield, 
Franfois Fenelon, a French theologian and political counselor who died in 

20. For fuller treatment of this and other strategic questions, see Waltz, “Nuclear Myths and 
Political Realities,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 84, No. 3 (September 1990). 
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1715, was the first person to understand balance of power as a recurring 
phenomenon rather than as a particular and ephemeral condition. He be- 
lieved that a country wielding overwhelming power could not for long be 
expected to behave with moderation.21 Balance-of-power theory leads one to 
predict that other countries, alone or in concert, will try to bring American 
power into balance. What are the possibilities? 

Because nuclear weapons alter the relation between economic capability 
and military power, a country with well less than half of the economic 
capability of the leading producer can easily compete militarily if it adopts a 
status-quo policy and a deterrent strategy. Conversely, the leading country 
cannot use its economic superiority to establish military dominance, or to 
gain strategic advantage, over its great-power rivals. 

Can one then say that military force has lost its usefulness or simply 
become irrelevant? Hardly. Nuclear weapons do, however, narrow the pur- 
poses for which strategic power can be used. No longer is it useful for taking 
others’ territory or for defending one’s own. Nuclear weapons bend strategic 
forces to one end: deterring attacks on a country’s vital interests. Partly 
because strategic weapons serve that end and no other, peace has held at 
the center of international politics through five postwar decades, while wars 
have often raged at the periphery. Nuclear weapons have at once secured 
the vital interests of states possessing them and upheld the international 
order. 

Nuclear countries can neither gain nor lose much in military conflicts with 
one another. Winning big, because it risks nuclear retaliation, becomes too 
dangerous to contemplate. George Ball has labelled the retaliatory threat a 
”cosmic bluff,”22 but who will call it? Nothing that might be gained by force 
is worth risking the destruction of one’s cities even if the attacker somehow 
knew that the attacked would be unlikely to retaliate. Nuclear weaponry 
solves the credibility problem; put differently, nuclear weapons create their 
own credibility. The mere possibility of nuclear use causes extreme caution 
all around. Logic says that once the deterrent threat has failed, carrying it 

21. Herbert Butterfield, “The Balance of Power,” in Butterfield and Martin Wight, eds., Diplo- 
matic Investigations (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1966), p. 140. Fenelon may have been 
first, but the idea was in the air. See Daniel Defoe, A True Collection of the Writings of the Author 
of the True Born Englishman, Corrected by himself (London, printed and to be sold by most 
booksellers in London, Westminster, 1703), p. 356. 
22. Quoted by David Garnham, ”Extending Deterrence with German Nuclear Weapons,” Inter- 
national Security, Vol. 10, No. 1 (Summer 1985), p. 97. 
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out at the risk of one's own destruction is irrational. But logic proves unper- 
suasive because a would-be attacker cannot be sure that logic will hold. 

Nuclear weapons produced an underlying stillness at the center of inter- 
national politics that made the sometimes frenzied military preparations of 
the United States and the Soviet Union pointless, and efforts to devise 
scenarios for the use of their nuclear weapons bizarre. Representative Helen 
Delich Bentley remarked in the fall of 1989 that, "after having spent more 
than $1 trillion for defense in the last 10 years, we find ourselves not stronger 
but greatly weakened."23 She was right. Our most recent military buildup, 
beginning with the Carter administration and running through most of Rea- 
gan's, was worse than irrelevant because it burned up resources that could 
have safely been put to constructive use. 

If the leaders of a country understand the implications of nuclear weapons, 
they will see that with them they can enjoy a secure peace at reasonable 
cost. Because nuclear weapons widen the range of economic capabilities 
within which great powers and would-be great powers can effectively com- 
pete, the door to the great-power club will swing open if the European 
Community (EC), Germany, China, or Japan knock on it.24 Whether or not 
they do so is partly a matter of decision: the decision by Japan and Germany 
to equip themselves as great powers or, in the case of Western Europe, the 
collective decision to become a single state. But in political as in other realms, 
choices are seldom entirely free. Late in the nineteenth century, the United 
States faced such a decision. Economically it qualified as a great power; 
militarily it chose not to become one. Some observers thought that the 
Spanish-American War marked America's coming of age as a great power. 
But no state lacking the military ability to compete with other great powers 
has ever been ranked among them. America's ability to do so remained 
latent. We entered World War I belatedly, and then we depended heavily on 
the materiel of our allies. In his memoirs, Lloyd George remarked that in the 
great battles of April to June 1918, American aviators flew French planes. He 
added that the "light and medium artillery used up to the end of the War 
by the American Army was supplied by the French. The heaviest artillery 
was supplied by the British. No field guns of American pattern or manufac- 

23. Helen Delich Bentley, letter to the New York Times, November 20, 1989, p. A18. 
24. Earlier I said the opposite, arguing that for would-be great powers the military barriers to 
entry were high. As nuclear technology became widely available, and warheads smaller and 
thus easier to deliver, second-strike forces came within the reach of many states. See Waltz, 
"The Stability of a Bipolar World," pp. 895-896. 
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ture fired a shot in the War. The same thing applies to tanks.“25 At the end 
of World War 11, the United States dismantled its military machine with 
impressive-or alarming-rapidity, which seemed to portend a retreat from 
international affairs. Quickly, however, the world’s woes pressed upon us, 
and our leaders saw that without our constructive efforts the world would 
not become one in which we could safely and comfortably live. 

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 system-wide tasks. As the largest powers in the system, the United 
States and the Soviet Union found that they had global tasks to perform and 
global interests to mind. 

In discussing the likely emergence of new great powers, I concentrate on 
Japan as being by population and product the next in line. When Japan 
surrendered on August 15, 1945, Homer Bigart of the New York Herald Tribune 
wrote that, “Japan, paying for her desperate throw of the dice at Pearl Harbor, 
passed from the ranks of the major powers at 9:05 a.m. today.”26 In 1957, 
when Carter, Herz, and Ranney published the third edition of their Major 
Foreign Powers,27 Japan was not among them. In 1964, projecting national 
economic growth rates to see what countries might become great powers by 
the end of the century, I failed even to consider Japan. Yet now Japan is 
ready to receive the mantle if only it will reach for it. 

Much in Japan’s institutions and behavior supports the proposition that it 
will once again take its place among the great powers. In most of the century 
since winning its Chinese War of 1894-95, Japan has pressed for preeminence 
in Asia, if not beyond. From the 1970s onward, Japan’s productivity and 
technology have extended its influence worldwide. Mercantilist policies en- 
hance the role of the state, and Japan’s policies have certainly been mercan- 
tilist. Miyohei Shinohara, former head of the economics section of the Japa- 
nese Economic Planning Agency, has succinctly explained Japan’s policy: 

The problem of classical thinking undeniably lies in the fact that it is essen- 
tially ”static” and does not take into account the possibility of a dynamic 
change in the comparative advantage or disadvantage of industries over a 

25. David Lloyd George, War Memoirs, 2917-1918 (Boston: Little, Brown, 1936), pp. 452-453. 
26. Quoted by Richard Severa, ”Homer Bigart, Acclaimed Reporter, Dies,” in New York Times, 
April 17, 1991, p. C23. 
27. Gwendolyn M. Carter, John H. Herz, John C. Ranney, Major Foreign Powers (New York: 
Harcourt, Brace, 1957). 
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coming 10- or 20-year period. To take the place of such a traditional theory, 
a new policy concept needs to be developed to deal with the possibility of 
intertemporal dynamic development.2s 

The concept fits Japan’s policy, but is not a new one. Friedrich List argued 
in the middle of the nineteenth century that a state’s trade policy should 
vary with its stage of economic development. He drew sharp distinctions 
between exchange value and productive power, between individual and 
national interests, and between cosmopolitan and national principles. Free 
trade serves world interests by maximizing exchange value, but whether free 
trade serves a nation’s interest depends on its situation.29 States with prim- 
itive economies should trade their primary products freely and use foreign 
earnings to begin to industrialize. At that stage, protective tariffs work against 
the development of manufactures. A state at an intermediate level of devel- 
opment should protect only those infant industries that have a fair chance 
of achieving a comparative advantage. Such a state should aim not to maxi- 
mize ”value” but to develop its “productive power. ” Exposed to competition 
from states that are more advanced economically, a state’s industries may 
die in infancy. Where potential productive power exists, a state should use 
tariffs to promote its development. List likens nations who slavishly follow 
”the School’s” free-trade theory to ”the patient who followed a printed 
prescription and died of a misprint.”30 To clinch the point that cheap imports 
work against the development of a nation’s industries, he observed that ”the 
worst of all things” would be for American farmers to be given their manu- 
factured goods by England.31 Exchange value would be maximized at the 

28. Miyohei Shinohara, Industrial Growth, Trade, and Dynamic Patterns in the Iapanese Economy 
(Tokyo: University of Tokyo Press), 1982, p. 24. Shinohara says that List was the first to develop 
”the theory of infant industry protection,” but thinks that he would be surprised by Japan’s 
thorough application of it. List, however, did not invent the theory. Instead, he applied it to 
developing countries and used it to attack economists’ belief that free trade serves the interests 
of all nations. The belief that Japan invented what is sometimes called “strategic trade theory” 
is widespread. See Bruce R. Scott, “National Strategies: Key to International Competition,” in 
Scott and George C. Lodge, eds., U.S. Competitiveness in the World Economy (Boston: Harvard 
Business School Press, 1985), pp. 95, 138. To give another example, Paul R. Krugman describes 
as a ”new trade theory” what in fact was anticipated by List in every particular. ”Introduction: 
New Thinking about Trade Policy,” in Krugman, ed., Strategic Trade Policy and the New Znterna- 
tional Economics (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1986). 
29. Frederick List, National System of Political Economy, trans. G.A. Matile (Philadelphia: Lippin- 
cott, 1856), pp. 74, 79, 244, 253. 
30. Margaret Hirst, Life of Friedrich List And Sefectionsfrom his Writings, 1909 (New York: Augustus 
M. Kelley, 1965), p. 289. “The School” refers to Adam Smith, David Ricardo, and their followers. 
31. Ibid., p. 51n. 

VOL III - 13



The Emerging Structure of International Politics I 57 

expense of America’s future productive power.32 At the final stage of devel- 
opment, attained in List’s day only by England, free trade is again the 
sensible policy. “For such a country,” he wrote, “the cosmopolitan and the 
national principle are one and the same thing.”33 With rapid technological 
change, one must wonder whether the final stage ever arrives. List, however, 
appeared to believe, as Smith did earlier and Keynes did later, that in a 
distant day nations would have accumulated all of the riches to which their 
resources entitled them.34 

The United States acquiesced in Japan’s protectionist policies when Japan 
was in List’s intermediate stage of development, but objected more and more 
strenuously as its economy became more fully developed. Some Japanese 
and American voices have joined in urging Japan to loosen its economic 
policies, although most of the Japanese voices have been muted. A policy 
report of The Japan Forum on International Relations suggested that the 
government modify its policies to overcome its mercantilist reputation, to 
divorce its overseas development assistance from commercial interests that 
appear self-serving, and to drop ”infant industry policies.”35 But will Japan 
do so? Major changes of policy would be required. Japan’s imports of prod- 
ucts that it manufactures have, according to Clyde Prestowitz, been ”nearly 
nil. “ According to Lester Thurow, rather than allowing foreign companies to 
establish a Japanese market for products of superior technology, the Japanese 
have welcomed such products ”only when they have lost the technological 
edge. ’’36 

Japan might take effective steps toward opening her economy, but I doubt 
it. Shinohara accepts that as “a new major economic power” Japan has an 
obligation to work ”for stable growth of the world economy.” But doing so, 

32. Cf. Shinohara: ”The ‘comparative technical progress criterion’ pays more attention to the 
possibility of placing a particular industry in a more advantageous position in the future. . . . 
The term could be called the ‘dynamized comparative cost doctrine’.’’ Shinohara, Industrial 
Growth, p. 25. Cf. also Scott, who wrote that an interdependent world calls for ”emphasis on 
baking relative to distributing the pie”; Scott, “National Strategies,” p. 137. 
33. List, National System, p. 79. 
34. On Smith and Keynes, see Robert Heilbroner, ”Reflections, Economic Predictions,” New 
Yorker, July 8, 1991, pp. 70-77. 
35. fapan Forum on International Relations, “Japan, the United States and Global Responsibilities,” 

- I  

April,’ 1990, pp. 18-24. 
36. Clyde V. Prestowitz, Jr., Trading Places: How We Allowed Japan to Take the Lead (New York: 
Basic Books, 1988), p. 76; Lester C. Thurow, ”Global Trade: The Secret of Success” (review of 
Michael E. Porter’s The Competitive Advantage of Nations), New York Times, Book Review Section, 
May 27, 1990, p. 7. 

VOL III - 14



lnternational Security 18:2 I 58 

he adds, does not require Japan to drop policies designed ”to nourish infant 
industries over a span of 5-10 years.“ A ”degree of protection may be 
justified.” In a dynamic world, ”competition tends to become brutal,” and 
theories ”framed in a surrealistic and hypothetical world when Adam Smith 
and David Ricardo were predominant are no longer appl i~able .”~~ Whether 
culturally ingrained or rooted in the structure of government, Japan’s eco- 
nomic policy is not likely to take a new direction. Why should more than 
marginal concessions be made, when the policies Japan has followed have 
been so successful? If a country has followed one road to success, why should 
it turn onto another one? The United States may accuse Japan of unfair trade 
practices, or the United States may instead, as Bruce Scott suggests, recognize 
that Japan has a strategy of “creating advantages rather than accepting the 
status quo.” Simply put, its “approach may be more competitive than 

The likelier course for Japan to follow is to extend its economic policies 
regionally. Thus the policy announced by Ministry of International Trade 
and Industry (MITI) Minister Tamura in Bangkok in January of 1987 called 
for integrating other Asian nations, especially the Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations (ASEAN), more closely with Japan’s economy. The five-year 
economic plan, released by the Economic Planning Agency in May of 1988, 
calls, in the words of David Arase, ”for the construction of an international 
division of labor through more imports, more FDI, and more ODA (Foreign 
Direct Investment and Official Development Assistance). ” Japan now uses 
ODA, not simply to develop new sources of supply and to open new markets, 
but more broadly ”to integrate the Asian-Pacific region under Japanese lead- 
ership.’’ The ”flying geese” pattern of development and the notion of an 
“Asian Brain” that manipulates ”capital, technology, and trade to construct 
a regional division of labor tightly coordinated from Tokyo,” are made explicit 
in a major Economic Planning Agency policy study.39 

Japan’s successful management of its economy is being followed by the 
building of a regional economic bastion. Quite a few Japanese talk and write 
as though this represents their future. Other leading states have taken notice. 
The United States made a defensive gesture of despair by putting the ”Super- 
301” retaliation trade-sanction clause in the 1988 Omnibus Trade and Com- 

37. Shinohara, Industrial Growth, pp. 113, 118-119. 
38. Scott, ”National Strategies,” p. 100; cf. p. 131. 
39. David Arase, “U.S. and ASEAN Perceptions of Japan’s Role in the Asian-Pacific Region,” 
in Harry H. Kendall and Clara Joewono, eds., ASEAN, lapan, and the United States (Berkeley: 
Institute of East Asian Studies, 1990), pp. 270-275. 
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petitive Act to be used as a lever for the opening of Japan’s economy more 
widely to America’s-and of course to others’-exports, and the EC strove 
to achieve economic unity in 1992 partly out of fear that a disunited Europe 
could not stand up to Japanese and American competition. Economic com- 
petition is often as keen as military competition, and since nuclear weapons 
limit the use of force among great powers at the strategic level, we may 
expect economic and technological competition among them to become more 
intense. Thus, as Gorbachev reminded the Central Committee in May of 
1986, the Soviet Union is ”surrounded not by invincible armies but by su- 
perior economies.”40 

One may wonder, however, why less concern for military security should 
be followed by more concern for the ability of one’s country to compete 
economically. Should one not expect reduced concern for security to go hand- 
in-hand with reduced concern for one‘s competitive position? Among many 
negative answers that can be given to this question, I emphasize four strong 
ones. 

1. Despite changes that constantly take place in the relations of nations, 
the basic structure of international politics continues to be anarchic. Each 
state fends for itself with or without the cooperation of others. The leaders 
of states and their followers are concerned with their standings, that is, with 
their positions v i s - h i s  one another. Michael Mastanduno has related the 
results of Robert Reich’s asking various groups whether they would prefer 
that over the next decade Japan‘s economy grow by 75 percent and America‘s 
by 25 percent, or that Japan’s economy grow by 10.3 percent and America’s 
by 10 percent. Of six different audiences, only the one made up of economists 
preferred the former, and they did so u n a n i m ~ u s l y . ~ ~  (Clearly, Friedrich List 
and Bruce Scott were not present.) 

2. One may wonder why, with worries over military security reduced, and 
with the disappearance of the Soviet Union, concern for relative gains should 
take precedence over concern for absolute ones. With a 75 percent and 25 
percent increase in production respectively, Japan and the United States 
would both be markedly better off at the end of a decade. With a 10.3 percent 
and 10 percent gain, both countries would be just about stagnant. On the 

40. Quoted by Dusko Doder and Louise Branson, Gorbachev: Heretic in the Kremlin (New York: 
Viking, 1990), p. 207. 
41. Michael Mastanduno, “Do Relative Gains Matter? America’s Response to Japanese Industrial 
Policy,” lnternationnl Security, Vol. 16, No. 1 (Summer 1991), pp. 73-74. 
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face of it, the preference of five out of six groups for the latter condition 
appears to be irrational. But the ”face” is merely a mask disguising interna- 
tional-political reality. Friedrich Engels’s understanding that economic com- 
petition is ultimately more important than military competition is reflected 
in his remark that industrial espionage was in his day a more serious busi- 
ness, and a business more fiercely conducted, than military espionage. Tech- 
nical and economic advances accumulate. One technological breakthrough 
may lead to others. Economic growth rates compound. By projecting adjusted 
national growth rates of gross domestic product (GDP) from the period 1950 
to 1980 into the year 2010 using 1975 international dollars, William Baumol 
and his associates arrived at an expected GDP per capita of $19,000 for the 
United States and of $31,000 for Japan. That disparity will result if the United 
States grows at 1.90 percent yearly and Japan at 4.09 percent. Yet if the 
United States should raise its average annual rate from 1.90 to 3.05 percent, 
the two countries would be tied for first place among the sixteen countries 
for which calculations are shown.42 

3. Prosperity and military power, although connected, cannot be equated. 
Yet with the use of military force for consequential advantage negated at 
least among nuclear powers, the more productive and the more technologi- 
cally advanced countries have more ways of influencing international out- 
comes than do the laggards. America’s use of economic means to promote 
its security and other interests throughout the past five decades is sufficient 
illustration. The reduction of military worries will focus the minds of national 
leaders on their technological and economic successes and failures. 

4. Uncertainty is a synonym for life, and nowhere is uncertainty greater 
than in international politics. Anarchy places a premium on foresight. If one 
cannot know what is coming, developing a greater resource base for future 
use takes precedence over present prosperity. Reflecting Reichs informal 
finding, a NewsweekiGallup poll of September 1989 showed that 52 percent 
of Americans thought the economic power of Japan was a greater threat to 
the United States than the military power of the Soviet Union.43 Whatever 
the limitations on the national use of force, the international political realm 
continues to be an intensely competitive one. Concern over relative gains 
continues to be the natural preoccupation of states.& If Japan’s methods 

42. William J. Baumol, Sue Anne Batey Blackman, and Edward N. Wolff, Productivity and 
American Leadership: The Long View (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1989), Table 12.3, p. 259. 
43. ”The Perceived Threat: A Newsweek Poll,” Newsweek, October 9, 1989, p. 64. 
44. For incisive analysis of the relative-gains problem, see Joseph M. Grieco, “Understanding 
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continue to prove successful, other countries will emulate or counter them. 
Many have argued that, as Richard Barnet has put it, with the ”globalization” 
of the economy, states have ”lost the power to manage stable economies 
within their  frontier^."^^ Japan certainly has not and is not likely to do so. 
To manage ”globalization,” leading states are likely to strengthen their eco- 
nomic influence over states on which they depend or to which they are 
closely connected. Since incentives to compete are strong, the likely outcome 
is a set of great powers forming their own regional bases in Asia, Europe, 
and America, with Russia as a military power on the economic fringe.& Japan 
will lead the east Asian bloc, now forming; questions about China’s and 
northeast Asia’s roles are as yet unresolved. Western Europe, including the 
EC, trades increasingly among the countries that the EC comprises, while its 
global imports and exports are gradually declining.47 And if the North Amer- 
ican Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) succeeds, the United States will be at 
the center of the world’s largest economic bloc with presently about six trillion 
dollars in annual trade. Countries and regions that lag in the race will become 
more and more dependent on others. 

National Preferences and International Pressures 

Economically, Japan’s power has grown and spread remarkably. But does 
that indicate a desire to play the role of a great power? Japan’s 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 all indicate that it does. Confidence in economic ability and 
technical skill leads a country to aspire to a larger political role. “Both Britain 

the Problem of International Cooperation: The Limits of International or Neoliberal Institution- 
alism and the Future of Realist Theory,” in David Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The 
Contemporay DebUte (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993); and Robert Powell, “Absolute 
and Relative Gains in International Relations Theory,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 85, 
No. 4 (December 1991) pp. 1303-1320. 
45. Richard J. Barnet, “Reflections, Defining the Moment,” New Yorker, July 16, 1990, p. 56. 
46. Krugman among others has argued that the postwar free-trade system is giving way to 
regional trading blocs. This outcome, he believes, ”is as good as we are going to get” and has 
the advantage that regional pacts ”can exclude Japan.” Louis Uchitelle, “Blocs Seen as Imperiling 
Free Trade,” New York Times, August 26, 1991, p. D1. Cf. Steve Weber and John Zysman, “The 
Risk That Mercantilism Will Define the New Security System,” in Wayne Sandholtz, et al., The 
Highest Stakes (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), pp. 167-196. 
47. Wayne Sandholtz and John Zysman, ”1992: Recasting the European Bargain,” World Politics, 
Vol. 42, No. 1 (October 1989), pp. 122-123. 
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and the United States,” Yojiro Eguchi of the Nomura Research Institute 
remarked in 1974, “created and ran international systems with themselves at 
the top when they were leading creditors.” Noting that in ten years Japan’s 
external assets would far exceed America’s at their peak, he concluded that 
“now it is Japan’s turn to come up with an international system suited to 
itself.”48 No country has a better claim than Japan to being a larger partner 
in managing the world’s economy. 

Like Japan, Germany has recently shown an inclination to play a more 
prominent role in the world. President Bush described the Houston meeting 
of heads of government held in July of 1990 as the first economic summit 
conference of the “post-postwar era.” Chancellor Kohl emerged at the sum- 
mit as a dominant leader, and Prime Minister Thatcher noted that, ”there 
are three regional groups at this summit, one based on the dollar, one on 
the yen, one on the Deut~chmark .”~~ The terms of German unification, which 
were to have been worked out by the four victors of World War I1 together 
with the two Germanies, were instead negotiated by Kohl and Gorbachev at 
a meeting in the Caucasus. West Germany is the leading state in Europe in 
both economic and conventional military power. East Germany added a gross 
domestic product only one sixth as large as West Germany’s, but this is far 
short of its potential. For some years the eastern part of Germany will be a 
drain on its economy. For Germany’s place in the world, how much does 
that matter? We often underestimate the economic disparities among great 
powers now, as we did in prenuclear days. To cite a striking example, Japan 
and the United States in 1940 had GNPs of $9 billion and $100 billion, 
respectively, and per capita incomes of $126 and $754.50 In the prenuclear 
era, a poor country aspiring to a place among the great ones had to discipline 
its people and harness its resources to its military aims. In the nuclear era, 
countries with smaller economic bases can more easily achieve great-power 
status. Although a united Germany’s GDP is smaller than Japan’s, in one 

48. Quoted by Richard Rosecrance and Jennifer Taw, ”Japan and the Theory of International 
Leadership,” World Politics, Vol. 42, No. 2 (January 1990), p .  207. 
49. R.W. Apple, Jr., “A New Balance of Power,” New York Times, July 12, 1990, p. A l .  
50. Figures expressed in current prices. U.S. data from Historical Statistics of the United States: 
Colonial Times to 1970, Part 1 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census, 1975), p. 224. Japanese data derived from B.R. Mitchell, International Historical Statistics: 
Africa and Asia (New York: New York University Press, 1982), p. 732; National Income and Statistics 
of Various Countries 2938-1947 (Lake Success, N.Y.: Statistical Office of the United Nations, 1948), 
Appendix 111, pp. 246-247; Thelma Liesner, Economic Statistics 2900-2983: United Kingdom, United 
States of America, France, Germany, Italy, japan (New York: Facts on File, 1985), p. 117. 
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sense Germany is already more of an economic presence globally than Japan, 
and even rivals the United States. In four of the seven years from 1986 
through 1992, Germany’s exports were larger than America’s, and they were 
always larger than Japan’s. (See Table 1.) Moreover, Germany is in the best 
position to play a leading role in eastern Europe, Ukraine, and Russia. 
Newsweek quoted a top adviser to Chancellor Kohl as saying, “We want to 
lead. Perhaps in time the United States will take care of places like Central 
America, and we will handle eastern Europe.”51 Ironically, Japan in Asia and 
Germany in eastern Europe are likely in the next century to replay roles in 
some ways similar to those they played earlier. 

The effect of national economic capability varies over the centuries. Earlier, 
enough national productivity to sustain a large military force, however much 
the people had to stint themselves, could make a state a great power. Now, 
without a considerable economic capability no state can hope to sustain a 
world role, as the fate of the Soviet Union has shown. In the mercantilist 
era, international economics was national politics. During the nineteenth 
century, the link was weakened, but no longer. Oligopolistic firms care about 
relative gains and market shares. Similarly, states in today’s international 
politics are not merely trying to maximize value in the present but also to 
secure their future positions. As I have said before, the distinction between 
high and low politics, once popular among international political economists, 
is misplaced. In self-help systems, how one has to help oneself varies as 
circumstances change. 

Table 1. Exports In Billions of U.S. Dollars. 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

us. 227.16 254.12 322.43 363.81 393.59 421.73 447.47 
Germany 243.33 294.37 323.32 341.23 410.10 402.84 422.27 
Japan 210.76 231.29 264.86 273.93 287.58 314.79 340.00 

SOURCE: These data are based on 1975 (Japan), 1980 (Germany), and 1987 (U.S.) prices as 
indexed by the IMF, lnternational financial Statistics, Vol. XLV, No. 1 (Washington, D.C.: 
lnternational Monetary Fund, January 1992), p. 72; and Vol. XLVI, No. 4 (April 1993), p. 58. 

51. “The New Superpower,“ Newsweek, February 26, 1970, p. 17 
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The increased international activity of Japan and Germany reflects the 
changing structure of international politics. The increase of a country’s eco- 
nomic capabilities 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 dependent 
on others and vulnerable to those who have the instruments that the lesser 
state lacks. Even though one may believe that fears of nuclear blackmail are 
misplaced, will Japan and Germany be immune to them? In March of 1988, 
Prime Minister Takeshita called for a defensive capability matching Japan’s 
economic power.52 Whether or not he intended to, he was saying that Japan 
should present itself in great-power panoply before the nations of the world. 
A great power’s panoply includes nuclear weapons. 

Countries have always competed for wealth and security, and the com- 
petition has often led to conflict. Why should the future be different from 
the past? Given the expectation of conflict, and the necessity of taking care 
of one’s interests, one may wonder how a 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. 

Since the 1950s, West European countries have feared that the American 
deterrent would not cover their territories. Since the 1970s, Japan has at times 
expressed similar worries. The increase of Soviet Far Eastern Forces in the 
late 1970s led Japan to reexamine its view of the Soviet threat. It is made 
uneasy now by the near-doubling of China’s military budget between 1988 
and 1993. Its three-million strong army, undergoing modernization, and the 
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 territorial disputes 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 Islands. China and Britain have had trouble agreeing 
on the future of Hong Kong. Cambodia is a troublesome problem for both 
Vietnam and China. Half a dozen countries lay claim to all or some of the 

52. Arase, ”U.S. and ASEAN Perceptions of Japan’s Role in the Asian-Pacific Region.” 
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Spratly Islands, strategically located and supposedly rich in oil. The presence 
of China’s ample nuclear forces and the presumed development of North 
Korea’s, combined with the drawdown of American military forces, can 
hardly be ignored by Japan, the less so since economic conflicts with the 
United States cast doubt on the reliability of American military guarantees. 
Reminders of Japan’s dependence and vulnerability multiply in large and 
small ways. In February of 1992, Prime Minister Miyazawa derided America’s 
labor force for its alleged lack of a “work ethic,” even though productivity 
per man-hour is higher in America than it is in Japan. This aroused Senator 
Ernest F. Hollings, who responded by fliply referring to the atomic bomb as, 
”Made in America by lazy and illiterate Americans, and tested in Japan.”53 
His remark made more Japanese wonder whether they indeed may require 
a nuclear military capability of their own. Instances in which Japan feels 
dependent and vulnerable will increase in number. 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 will lead Japan to acquire greater 
military capabilities, even though many Japanese may prefer not to. 

In recent years, the desire of Japan’s leaders to play a militarily more 
assertive role has become apparent, a natural response to Japan’s enhanced 
economic standing. Again the comparison with America at the turn of the 
previous century is striking, when presidents wanted to develop America’s 
military forces (and also to annex more countries). Congress served as a 
brake;54 in Japan, public opinion now serves the same purpose. Yet the key 
question is not whether the Japanese people wish their country to become a 
great power. The key question is whether its people and its leaders will begin 
to feel that Japan needs the range of capabilities possessed by other countries 
in its region, and in the world, in order, as Andrew Hanami has put it, to 
cope defensively and preventively with present and possible future problems 
and threats.55 The many American voices that have urged Japan to carry a 
larger share of her security burden, and the increasing tilt of American public 

53. David E. Sanger, ”Japan Premier Joins Critics of American’s Work Habits,” New York Times, 
February 4, 1992, p. Al; ”Senator Jokes of Hiroshima Attack,” New York Times, March 4, 1992, 
p. A12. 
54. Fareed Zakaria, ”The Rise of a Great Power: National Strength, State Structure, and Amer- 
ican Foreign Policy, 1865-1908” (Harvard University, PhD dissertation, forthcoming November 
1993), ch. 3. 
55. Andrew Hanami, ”Japan’s Strategy in Europe,” unpublished conference paper, October 
1992, p. 2 .  
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opinion against Japan, have led her leaders to wonder how far they can 
count on the United States for protection. In the emerging multipolar world, 
can Japan expect to continue to rent American military forces by paying 
about 60 percent of their cost, while relying on the American strategic deter- 
rent? The great powers of the world must expect to take care of themselves. 

Yoichi Funabashi has praised Japan for fulfilling its international respon- 
sibilities in non-military ways. In his view, Japan is a ”global civilian power,” 
taking its place in a world in which humane internationalism is replacing the 
heavily military politics of the Cold War.56 One wonders. The United States 
put its security interests above its concern for economic competitiveness 
throughout the years of the Cold War. It no longer does so. As military 
worries fall, economic worries rise. Competition continues, and conflict turns 
increasingly on technological and economic issues. Conflict grows all the 
more easily out of economic competition because economic comparisons are 
easier to make than military ones. Militarily, one may wonder who is the 
stronger but, in a conventional world, will not find out until a war is fought. 
Economically, however, the consequences of price and quality differentials 
quickly become apparent. Decreased concern over security translates directly 
into increased concern over economic competitiveness because the United 
States is no longer so willing to subordinate the second concern to the first 
one. 

For a country to choose not to become a great power is a structural anom- 
aly. For that reason, the choice is a difficult one to sustain. Sooner or later, 
usually sooner, the international status of countries has risen in step with 
their material resources. Countries with great-power economies have become 
great powers, whether or not reluctantly. Japanese and German reasons for 
hesitating to take the final step into the great-power arena are obvious and 
need not be rehearsed. Yet when a country receives less attention and respect 
and gets its way less often than it feels it should, internal inhibitions about 
becoming a great power are likely to turn into public criticisms of the gov- 
ernment for not taking its proper place in the world. Pride knows no nation- 
ality. How long can Japan and Germany live alongside other nuclear states 
while denying themselves similar capabilities? Conflicts and crises are certain 
to make them aware of the disadvantages of being without the military 
instruments that other powers command. Japanese and German nuclear 

56. “Japan’s Better Example,” Editorial, New Yovk Times, April 20, 1992, p. A16. 
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inhibitions arising from World War I1 will not last indefinitely; one might 
expect them to expire as generational memories fade. The probability of both 
countries’ becoming nuclear powers in due course is all the higher because 
they can so easily do so. There is only one nuclear technology, and those 
who have harnessed the atom for peaceful purposes can quickly move into 
the nuclear military business. Allocating costs between nuclear and conven- 
tional armaments is difficult, the more so since some weapons systems have 
both conventional and nuclear uses. Everyone agrees, however, that nuclear 
weaponry accounts for the lesser part of a country’s defense budget. 

For Germany and Japan the problems of becoming a nuclear power are 
not economic or technological; they are political. In time, internal inhibitions 
can be overcome, but other countries will be made uneasy if Germany or 
Japan become nuclear powers. We have been through this before. Americans 
treated the prospect of China’s becoming a nuclear power as almost unthink- 
able. Yet China and other countries have become nuclear powers without 
making the world a more dangerous one. Why should nuclear weapons in 
German and Japanese hands be especially worrisome? Nuclear weapons have 
encouraged cautious behavior by their possessors and deterred any of them 
from threatening others’ vital interests. What reasons can there be for ex- 
pecting Germany and Japan to behave differently? Some countries will fear 
the effects that may follow if Germany or Japan go nuclear, but who will try 
to stop them? A preventive strike, launched before any warheads can pos- 
sibly have been made, would be required. Israel’s destruction of Iraq’s nu- 
clear facility in June of 1981 set the precedent. Would anyone want to follow 
it by striking at Germany or Japan? The question answers itself. 

Moreover, the internal and external problems of becoming a nuclear power 
are not as great as they once were. Israel for years denied the existence of 
its nuclear forces, but no longer bothers to lie about them. One may wonder 
whether Japan, now stockpiling plutonium, is already a nuclear power or is 
content to remain some months or moments from becoming one. Consis- 
tently since the mid-l950s, the Japanese government has defined all of the 
weapons of the Self-Defense Forces as conforming to constitutional require- 
ments. Nuclear weapons purely for defense would be deemed constitu- 
ti0na1.~~ 

57. Norman D. Levin, “Japan’s Defense Policy: The Internal Debate,” in Kendall and Joewono, 
ASEAN, japan, and the United States. 
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Japan has to worry about China, and China has to worry about Japan, 
while both are enmeshed in the many problems of their region. Yet one often 
hears this question asked: Why should Japan want nuclear weapons? To 
argue that it does not misses the point. Any country in Japan’s position is 
bound to become increasingly worried about its security, the more so because 
China is rapidly becoming a great power in every dimension: internal econ- 
omy, external trade, and military capability. 

From 1965 to 1980, China’s annual economic growth rate averaged 6.8 
percent and from 1980 to 1990, 9.5 percent. Western economists estimate that 
China can sustain growth rates between 6 and 9 percent without serious 
inflationary problems. An economy that grows at 8 percent yearly doubles 
in size every nine years. The World Bank estimated that China’s GDP in 
1990 was $364,900 million.5s Data on China are suspect, but to any periodic 
visitor the rapidity of its material progress is obvious. If it manages to main- 
tain an effective government and a measure of economic freedom for its 
industrious people, within a decade it will be in the great-power ranks. 
Modernizing its three-million-strong army, buying ships and airplanes 
abroad and building its own as well, China will rapidly gain in power- 
projection capability. America, with the reduction of its forces, a Cold War- 
weary people, and numerous neglected problems at home, cannot hope to 
balance the growing economic and military might of a country of some 1.2 
billion people while attending to other security interests. Unless Japan re- 
sponds to the growing power of China, China will dominate its region and 
become increasingly influential beyond it. 

Although most Japanese now shy away from the thought that their country 
will once again be a world power, most Chinese do not. Balance-of-power 
politics in one way or another characterize all self-help systems. Nations have 
to make choices. They can always choose not to develop counterweights to 
the dominant power, presently the United States, or not to balance against 
a rapidly growing one, such as China. India, Pakistan, perhaps North Korea, 
and China all wield nuclear military force capable of deterring others from 

58. World Bank, World Development Report, 2992: Development and the Environment (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1992), pp. 220, 222. Recalculating GDP according to the purchasing power of 
its currency at home, the IMF concluded that China’s GDP in 1992 was $1.66 trillion. The World 
Bank, applying purchasing-power parity differently, arrived at a figure of $2.6 trillion, a bit 
higher than Japan’s. But one must remember that China’s GDP is shared by a huge population. 
Using the new method, the IMF estimates America’s per-capita income at $22,200, Japan’s at 
$19,100, Germany’s at $19,500, and China’s at $1,450. Steven Greenhouse, “New Tally of World’s 
Economies Catapults China Into Third Place,” New York Times, May 20, 1993, Al.  
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threatening their vital interests. Increasingly Japan will be pressed to follow 
suit and also to increase its conventional abilities to protect its interests 
abroad. 

Two points about nuclear weapons remain. First, some commentators have 
asserted that Japan and Germany cannot become nuclear powers because 
they have too little land and too great a concentration of targets on it. Roger 
Hilsman has claimed that ”no nation with territory that is less than conti- 
nental size can now play the nuclear game.” He argues that Japan, Germany, 
and England have ”come to understand this.”59 But direct access to the oceans 
solves the problem of force vulnerability for all three of the countries men- 
tioned, and target concentration does not matter since it is easy to make 
enough warheads to cover the targets one cares to, no matter how dispersed 
they may be. Territorially small countries are no worse off than big ones. 
Invulnerability of delivery systems, not dispersal of targets, is the crucial 
consideration. 

Second, an argument of a different sort holds that by monopolizing certain 
technologies, Japan can manipulate the military balance to its advantage. It 
can substitute economic for military means. Diet member Shintaro Ishihara 
is one of the authors of The Japan That Can Say No, a work that became famous 
in the United States before it was published in Japan. He advanced the 
notion that if ”Japan sold chips to the Soviet Union and stopped selling them 
to the United States, this would upset the entire military balance.” But 
because nuclear weapons resist obsolescence, the act he imagines would not 
have the effects he foresees. Ishihara, nevertheless, asserts more broadly that 
”economic warfare is the basis for existence in the free world,” and believes 
that in that kind of struggle there “is no hope for the U.S.”ho Countries 
naturally play their strong suits up and play their weak ones down. Both 
Stalin and Mao belittled nuclear weaponry when only the United States had 
it. Neither superiority in the chip business nor a broader technological lead 
will enable Japan to secure the sources of its oil. Nor will conventional forces, 
along with economic superiority, substitute for nuclear deterrence. 

The case of Western Europe remains. Economically and militarily the pos- 
sibilities are easily drawn. The achievement of unity would produce an 
instant great power, complete with second-strike nuclear forces. But politi- 
cally the European case is complicated. Many believe that the EC has moved 

59. Roger Hilsman, “How Dead Is It?” Neui York Newsday, March 18, 1990, p. 5. 
60. Quoted in Flora Lewis, ”Japan’s Looking Glass,” New Yovk Times, November 8, 1989, p. A21. 
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so far toward unity that it cannot pull back, at least not very far back. That 
is probably true, but it is also probably true that it has moved so far toward 
unity that it can go no farther. The easier steps toward unity come earlier, 
the harder ones later, and the hardest of all at the end. Economic unity is 
not easily achieved, but the final decision to form a single, effective political 
entity that controls foreign and military policies as well as economic ones is 
the most difficult, made more so because the number of states the EC com- 
prises has now grown to twelve, and an additional four have candidate 
status. Especially in Britain and France, many believe that their states will 
never finally surrender their sovereignty. Indeed, the Maastricht Treaty on 
European Union had trouble securing the assent of Denmark and France, 
and its economic and social provisions remain controversial in Britain. Com- 
mon foreign and defense policies are to be concluded only by heavily qual- 
ified majorities, and the defense policies “of certain member states” are to 
be respected.61 The Community’s external policy thereby becomes nearly a 
cipher. Germans may ultimately find that reunification and the renewed life 
of a great power are more invigorating than the struggles, complications, 
and compromises that come during, and would come after, the uniting of 
Western Europe. 

Despite severe difficulties, three factors may enable Western Europe to 
achieve political unity. The first is Germany, the second is Japan, and the 
third is the United States. Uneasiness over the political and economic clout 
of Germany, intensified by the possibility of its becoming a nuclear power, 
may produce the final push to unification. And West Europeans, including 
many Germans, doubt their abilities to compete on even terms with Japan 
and America unless they are able to act as a political as well as an economic 
unit. Indeed, without political unification, economic unity will always be as 
impaired as it is now. 

If the EC fails to become a single political entity, the emerging world will 
nevertheless be one of four or five great powers, whether the European one 
is called Germany or the United States of Europe. The next section asks what 
differences this will make in the behavior and interaction of states. 

61. Council of the European Communities, Commission of the European Communities, Treaty 
on European Union, as signed in Maastricht on February 7, 1992 (Luxembourg: Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities, 1992), Title V, Articles J.8, No. 2; J.3, No. 3; and 
7.4, Nos. 3 and 4. 
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Balance of Power Politics: Old Style, New Style 

The many who write of America’s decline seem to believe that its fall is 
imminent. What promised to be the American century will be halved by 
Japan’s remarkable economic resurgence, or so they say. Yet the economic 
and technological superiority of Japan over the United States is not fore- 
ordained. Technologically, Japan and the United States are about on a par; 
but in economic growth and technological progress the trend favors Japan. 
We should notice, however, that, with a low birth rate, essentially no im- 
migration, and an aging population, productivity is the only road to growth 
unless more women can be effectively used in the workforce. And to increase 
production becomes more difficult as Japan approaches the limit of what 
present technology offers. Under these circumstances, high growth rates 
threaten to bring inflation. And since aging populations consume more and 
save less, Japan and the United States are likelier to converge in their growth 
rates than to diverge, with Japan moving rapidly to a position of economic 
superiority. One may expect the economic gap between America and Japan 
to narrow further, but more slowly, given America’s impressive resource 
base and the tendency of countries to respond energetically to intimations 
of decline. One must be careful: American voices of doom in the 1950s had 
little effect on our policies until Sputnik was lofted in 1957. In the 1970s, the 
Soviet Union did not move to check its declining fortunes but tried, only to 
fail, in the 1980s. The United States in the 1980s concentrated on competing 
militarily-and pointlessly-with a moribund Soviet Union. In the 1990s, it 
will surely heed the economic and technological challenges of Japan. 

The structure of international politics is changing not because the United 
States suffered a serious decline, but because the Soviet Union did so, while 
Japan, China, and Western Europe continued to progress impressively. For 
some years to come and for better or worse, the United States will be the 
leading country economically as well as militarily. 

What about Germany? If Germany should become a great power, it would 
be at the bottom of the list. Japan, with about 60 percent of America’s gross 
domestic product, can easily compete militarily. But can Germany, with about 
half of Japan’s, do so? I believe that it can for two reasons, easily adduced 
from the second part of this essay. First, offensive and defensive advantage 
has been transformed by nuclear weapons into deterrent strength easily 
achieved. Second, an adequate economic base together with the ability to 
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develop an area of operations beyond one‘s borders is enough to enable a 
country to vault into the great-power category. Germany is better placed 
than a British-French combination would be to achieve the second. Many 
possibilities are open. Germany’s beginning to act as a great power may, 
instead of goading Western Europe to unite, cause Britain and France to do 
so. But the second possibility is even less likely than the unlikely first one. 

Changes spawn uncertainties and create difficulties, especially when the 
changes are structural ones. Germany, Japan, and Russia will have to relearn 
their old great-power roles, and the United States will have to learn a role it 
has never played before: namely, to coexist and interact with other great 
powers. The United States, once reflexively isolationist, after 1945 became 
reflexively interventionist, which we like to call “internationalism.” Whether 
isolationist or internationalist, however, our policies have been unilaterally 
made. The country’s involvement became global, but most of the decisions 
to act abroad were made without much prior consultation with other coun- 
tries. This was entirely natural: Who pays the piper calls the tune. Decisions 
are made collectively only among near-equals. 

Events have rent the veil of internationalism that cloaked America’s post- 
war policies. Watching the Germans directing Western policy toward the 
Soviet Union in the summer of 1990, Representative Lee Hamilton remarked 
that ”this is an example of the new multi-polar world that’s going to make 
us learn a new meaning for the word ’consult.’ These days it doesn’t mean 
us going to Europe and telling them what to do.”62 In the spring of the same 
year, the United States tried to shape the charter of a new Bank for Eastern 
Europe because we would not enjoy there the veto over policies that we had 
in such organizations as the World Bank and the International Monetary 
Fund. This prompted a New York Times correspondent to remark that for ”the 
first time in the postwar period, Washington is participating in the establish- 
ment of a multilateral lending institution that it will not control-reflecting 
the decline of this country’s relative global weight.”63 The old and the new 
great powers will have to relearn old roles, or learn new ones, and figure 
out how to enact them on a shifting stage. New roles are hard to learn, and 
actors may trip when playing on unfamiliar sets. Under the circumstances, 

62. R.W. Apple, Jr., “As Bush Hails Decision Many See Bonn Gaining,” New York Times, July 
17, 1990, p. A9. 
63. Clyde H. Farnsworth, “U.S. Threatens Not to Join Bank for East Europe If Soviets Benefit,” 
New York Times, March 15, 1990, p. A l .  
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predictions about the fates of states and their systems become harder to 
make. 

Units in a self-help system engage in balancing behavior. With two great 
powers, balancing is done mainly by internal means. Allies have been useful 
and have therefore been wanted, but they were not essential in the security 
relations of the big two. Because one of the foundations of the postwar 
peace-nuclear weapons-will remain, and one-bipolarity-will disappear, 
we have to compare the problems of balancing in conventional and nuclear 
worlds. In a bipolar-conventional world, a state has to estimate its strength 
only in relation to one other. In a multipolar-conventional world, difficulties 
multiply because a state has to compare its strength with a number of others 
and also has to estimate the strength of actual and potential coalitions. 
Moreover, in a conventional world, no one category of weapons dominates. 
States have to weigh the effectiveness of present weapons, while wondering 
about the effects that technological change may bring, and they have to 
prepare to cope with different strategies. “To be sure,” Georg Simmel re- 
marked, “the most effective presupposition for preventing struggle, the exact 
knowledge of the comparative strength of the two parties, is very often only 
to be obtained by the actual fighting out of the conflict.’“j4 In a conventional 
world, miscalculation is hard to avoid. 

In a nuclear world one category of weapons is dominant. Comparing the 
strategic strength of nations is automatically accomplished once all of them 
have second-strike forces. Even should some states have larger and more 
varied strategic forces than others, all would effectively be at parity. The only 
way to move beyond second-strike forces is to create a first-strike capability 
or to put up an effective strategic defense. Since no one will fail to notice 
another state’s performing either of those near-miracles, war through mis- 
calculation is practically ruled out. Since no one has been able to figure out 
how to use strategic nuclear weapons other than for deterrence, nuclear 
weapons eliminate the thorny problems of estimating the present and future 
strengths of competing states and of trying to anticipate their strategies. And 
since nuclear states easily generate second-strike forces, they do not need 
one another’s help at the strategic level. Strategically, nuclear weapons make 
alliances obsolete, just as General de Gaulle used to claim.65 

64. Georg Simmel, ”The Sociology of Conflict,” American journal of Sociology, Vol. 9 (January 
1904), p. 501. 
65. Waltz, “Nuclear Myths and Political Realities.” 
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Nuclear weapons eliminate neither the use of force nor the importance of 
balancing behavior. They do limit force at the strategic level to a deterrent 
role, make estimating the strategic strength of nations a simple task, and 
make balancing easy to do. Multipolarity abolishes the stark symmetry and 
pleasing simplicity of bipolarity, but nuclear weapons restore both of those 
qualities to a considerable extent. Nuclear weapons have yet another bene- 
ficial effect on the relations of the nations that have them. Conventional 
states shy away from cooperating for the achievement of even large absolute 
gains if their uneven division would enable some to turn their dispropor- 
tionate gain into a military advantage. Because states with second-strike 
forces cannot convert economic gain into strategic advantage, an important 
part of the relative-absolute gains problem is negated. And since nuclear 
countries cannot make important gains through military conquest without 
inviting retaliation, the importance of conventional forces is reduced. The 
elimination of one and the reduction of another military concern means that 
the relative-absolute gains problem will be rooted much more in worries 
about how the distribution of gains from joint ventures may affect the eco- 
nomic and technological progress of competing states. Economic competition 
will provide plentiful sources of conflict, but we should prefer them to 
military ones. 

Balance-of-power theory leads one to expect that states, if they are free to 
do so, will flock to the weaker side. The stronger, not the weaker side, 
threatens them, if only by pressing its preferred policies on other states. John 
Dryden gave the thought poetic expression: 

But when the chosen people grew more strong, 
The rightful cause at length became the wrong.66 

Though this was written three centuries ago as a comment on Great Britain, 
according to Anthony Lewis, the Israeli government found that the couplet 
fit its case closely enough to merit proscription for Arab readers. Even if the 
powerful state's intentions are wholly benign, less powerful states will, from 
their different historical experiences, geographic locations, and economic 
interests, interpret events differently and often prefer different policies. Thus 
within NATO, Western European countries differed with American interpre- 
tations of the Soviet Union's behavior, the nature of the threats it entailed, 
and the best means of dealing with them. 

66. From John Dryden, "Absalom and Acitophel." 
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In a multipolar world, the United States as the strongest power will often 
find other states edging away from it: Germany moving toward Eastern 
Europe and Russia, and Russia moving toward Germany and Japan.67 Yet 
despite the collapse of the Soviet Union and the dissolution of the WTO, 
American policy continues to bank on NATO’s continued cohesion and in- 
fluence. In the words of Secretary of State James Baker, NATO ”provides 
one of the indispensable foundations for a stable European security environ- 
ment.”68 But we must wonder how long NATO will last as an effective 
organization. As is often said, organizations are created by their enemies. 
Alliances are organized against a perceived threat. We know from balance- 
of-power theory as well as from history that war-winning coalitions collapse 
on the morrow of victory, the more surely if it is a decisive one. Internal and 
external examples abound. In Britain, large parliamentary majorities make 
party discipline difficult to maintain. In Poland, Solidarity struggled to pre- 
vail; once it did so, it split into various factions. Coalitions formed to counter 
Napoleon defeated him twice and collapsed both times. Victory in World 
War I1 turned wartime allies into peacetime adversaries. 

As the Soviet Union began to unravel, Josef Joffe, an astute observer of 
American and European affairs, saw that the United States would soon be 
”set to go home.” He asked, “who will play the role of protector and pacifier 
once America is gone?”69 Europe and Russia may for a time look on NATO, 
and on America’s presence in Western Europe, as a stabilizing force in a 
time of rapid change. In an interim period, the continuation of NATO makes 
sense. In the long run, it does not. The presence of American forces at higher 
than token levels will become an irritant to European states, whose security 
is not threatened, and a burden to America acting in a world that is becoming 
more competitive politically and economically as it becomes less so militarily. 

How can an alliance endure in the absence of a worthy opponent? Ironi- 
cally, the decline of the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe entailed the decline 
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of the United States in the West. Without the shared perception of a severe 
Soviet threat, NATO would never have been born. The Soviet Union created 
NATO, and the demise of the Soviet threat "freed" Europe, West as well as 
East. But freedom entails self-reliance. In this sense, both parts of Europe 
are now setting forth on the exhilarating but treacherous paths of freedom. 
In the not-very-long run, they will have to learn to take care of themselves 
or suffer the consequences. American withdrawal from Europe will be slower 
than the Soviet Union's. America, with its vast and varied capabilities, can 
still be useful to other NATO countries, and NATO is made up of willing 
members. NATO's days are not numbered, but its years are. Some hope that 
NATO will serve as an instrument for constraining a new Germany. But once 
the new Germany finds its feet, it will no more want to be constrained by 
the United States acting through NATO than by any other state. 

Conclusion 

A number of scholars have written suggestively about the relation between 
the standing of states and their propensity to fight. A.F.K. Organski and 
Robert Gilpin argue that peace prevails once one state establishes primacy. 
The hegemonic state lacks the need to fight, and other states lack the ability.70 
Some states, however, may concert to challenge the superior one, and when 
leading states decline, other states rise to challenge them. Unrest at home 
may accompany the decline of states, tempting them to seek foreign wars in 
order to distract their people. Or they may take one last military fling hoping 
to recoup their fortunes. Japan, China, and Germany are now the rising 
states, and Russia the declining one. But even if they wished to, none could 
use military means for major political or economic purposes. In the presence 
of nuclear weapons, any challenge to a leading state, and any attempt to 
reverse a state's decline, has to rely on political and economic means. 

John Mueller believes that war among developed states became obsolescent 
after World War I1 for reasons that have little to do with nuclear weapons. 
War has lost its appeal, and "substantial agreement has risen around the 
twin propositions that prosperity and economic growth should be central 
national goals and that war is a particularly counterproductive device for 

70. A.F.K. Organski, World Politics (New York: Knopf, 1958); Robert Gilpin, War and Change in 
World Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981). 
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achieving these goals.”71 Norman Angell was not wrong, but merely pre- 
mature, when he concluded that wars would no longer be fought because 
they do not pay.72 John Mearsheimer, however, makes the telling point that, 
”if any war could have convinced Europeans to forswear conventional war, 
it should have been World War I, with its vast casualties.” But then if 
Mearsheimer is right in believing that an ”equality of power . . . among the 
major powers” minimizes the likelihood of war, World War I should never 
have been fought.73 The opposing alliances were roughly equal in military 
strength, and their principal members understood this. Yet, as we well know, 
war is always possible among states armed only with conventional weapons. 
Some rulers will sooner or later convince themselves that subtle diplomacy 
will prevent opponents from uniting and that clever strategy will enable 
them to win a swift victory at an affordable price. 

Peace is sometimes linked to the presence of a hegemonic power, some- 
times to a balance among powers. To ask which view is right misses the 
point. It does so for this reason: the response of other countries to one among 
them seeking or gaining preponderant power is to try to balance against it. 
Hegemony leads to balance, which is easy to see historically and to under- 
stand theoretically. That is now happening, but haltingly so because the 
United States still has benefits to offer and many other countries have become 
accustomed to their easy lives with the United States bearing many of their 
burdens. 

The preceding paragraph reflects international-political reality through all 
of the centuries we can contemplate. But what about the now-widespread 
notion that because there may be more major democratic states in the future, 
and fewer authoritarian ones, the Wilsonian vision of a peaceful, stable, and 
just international order has become the appropriate one? Democratic states, 
like others, have interests and experience conflicts. The late Pierre Berkgovoy, 
when he was prime minister of France, said in 1992 that a European power 
was needed “because it’s unhealthy to have a single superpower in the 
world.”74 He believed this not because the one superpower is undemocratic, 
but simply because it is super. The stronger get their way-not always, but 

71. John Mueller, Retreat from Doomsday: The Obsolescence of Major War (New York: Basic Books, 
1989), pp. 219, 222. 
72. Norman Angell, The Great Illusion (London: Heinemann, 1914). 
73. Mearsheimer, ”Back to the Future,” p. 18. 
74. Quoted in Flora Lewis, ”Europe’s Last-Minute Jitters,” New York Times, April 24, 1992, 
p. A35. 
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more often than the weaker. Democratic countries, like others, are concerned 
with losing or gaining more in the competition among nations, a point richly 
illustrated by intra-EC politics. 

If democracies do not fight democracies, then one can say that conflict 
among them is at least benign. Unfortunately there are many problems with 
this view. Few cases in point have existed. When one notes that democracies 
have indeed sometimes fought other democracies, the proposition dissolves. 
The American-British War of 1812 was fought by the only two democratic 
states that existed, and conflict and bitterness between them persisted 
through the century and beyond. In the 1860s, the northern American de- 
mocracy fought the southern one. Both parties to the Civil War set themselves 
up as distinct and democratic countries and the Souths belligerence was 
recognized by other countries. An important part of the explanation for World 
War I is that Germany was a pluralistic democracy, unable to harness its 
warring internal interests to a coherent policy that would serve the national 
interest.75 One might even venture to say that if a Japanese-American war 
had occurred in recent years, it would have been said that Japan was not a 
democracy but rather a one-party state. From Kant onward, it has been 
implied that democracies do not fight democracies, but only if they are 
democracies of the right sort. Propositions of this type are constants in the 
thinking of those who believe that what states are like determines how they 
behave. 

And there is the rub. A relative harmony can, and sometimes does, prevail 
among nations, but always precariously so. The thawing of the Cold War 
led to an expectation that the springtime buds of peace will blossom. Instead 
it has permitted latent conflicts to bloom in the Balkans and elsewhere in 
eastern Europe, in parts of what was greater Russia and later the Soviet 
Union, and in the Middle East. Unity in Western Europe has become more 
difficult to achieve partly because there is no real threat to unite against. 

Yet in placid times, and even in times that are not so placid, the belief that 
power politics is ending tends to break out. Brent Scowcroft has written 
recently that balancing “interests off each other” is a “peculiar conception 
that was appropriate for certain historical circumstances. ” He foresees instead 
a world in which all pursue ”the same general goals.”76 John Steinbruner 

75. See Waltz, “America as a Model for the World? A Foreign Policy Perspective,” P S ,  Vol. 
XXIV, No. 4 (December 1991), pp. 667-670. 
76. Brent Scowcroft, in “Geopolitical Vertigo and the U.S. Role,” New Perspectives Quarterly, Vol. 
9, No. 3 (Summer 1992), pp. 6-9. 
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envisions a world in which people accept a ”configuration of cooperative 
forces” because militarily “they cannot manage anything else.” He adds that 
an ”arrangement that does this” must be open to all who wish to belong.= 
These ideas are among the many versions of the domino theory, so long 
popular in America. Once the bandwagon starts to roll, it collects the by- 
standers. Stephen Van Evera believes that if we get through the present 
difficult patch, meaning mainly that if democracies emerge in Eastern Europe 
and the former Soviet Union, then ”for the first time in history, the world’s 
major countries would all share common political and economic systems and 
enjoy the absence of ideological conflict.” The major causes of war would be 
“tamed,” and ”possibilities for wider great power cooperation to prevent war 
worldwide would be opened.”78 In contrast, this article has used structural 
theory to peer into the future, to ask what seem to be the strong likelihoods 
among the unknowns that abound. One of them is that, over time, unbal- 
anced power will be checked by the responses of the weaker who will, rightly 
or not, feel put upon. This statement, however, implies another possibility. 
The forbearance of the strong would reduce the worries of the weak and 
permit them to relax. Fareed Zakaria has pointed out that two countries, 
when overwhelmingly strong, did not by their high-handed actions cause 
other powers to unite against them-Great Britain and the United States in 
their heydays.79 Both exceptions to the expected balancing behavior of states 
can easily be explained. Britain could not threaten the major continental 
powers; its imperial burdens and demographic limitations did not permit it 
to do so. The United States was held in check by its only great-power rival. 

What is new in the proclaimed new world order is that the old limitations 
and restraints now apply weakly to the United States. Yet since foreign- 
policy behavior can be explained only by a conjunction of external and 
internal conditions, 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 to make their own mistakes. But I would not bet 
on it. 

77. John Steinbruner, ”Defense Budget Priorities,” Institute of International Studies, Currents, 
Vol. 1, No. 4 (Supplement), March 30, 1992, p. 3. 
78. Stephen Van Evera, ”Preserving Peace in the New Era,” Boston Review, Vol. 17, No. 6 
(November/December 1992), p.  4. 
79. Fareed Zakaria, ”Is Realism Finished?” The National Interest, No. 30 (Winter 1992/93), p.  24. 
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 From international system to
 international society: structural
 realism and regime theory meet the

 English school

 Barry Buzan

 The purpose of this article is to relate the concept of "international society" to
 structural realism and regime theory. One aim is to bring together three bodies
 of theory-two largely American, the other largely British-and to show how
 they complement and strengthen one another. Another aim is to clarify the
 concept so that it can be used with greater analytical precision. To do this, I
 develop the argument along three lines. First, I establish definitions for
 "international system" and "international society" that enable a clear bound-
 ary to be drawn between them. Without such a boundary, the concept of
 international society is too fuzzy to be used either for comparative analysis of
 different international systems or for analysis of the historical development of
 any given international society. Second, I open up the question of how
 international society relates to world society and try to resolve the rather
 nebulous position in the existing literature as to whether these two ideas are
 complementary or antagonistic. Third, I use the logic of structural realism to
 show how international society can emerge as a natural product of the logic of
 anarchy. This provides an alternative, functionally based account to contrast to
 the largely historical work of the English school. The argument is that this
 functional account is better suited to analysis of the contemporary global,
 multicultural, international society because it answers questions about the
 expansion of European international society that are difficult to deal with if
 society is primarily conceived of in terms of historical community. It also
 provides the tools for conceptualizing a complex international society ordered
 in terms of concentric circles representing lesser degrees of commitment as one
 moves outward from the center. The current international society already has
 this structure, and the logic of uneven development suggests that future
 developments of it will also follow this pattern.

 I would like to thank Richard Little, James Mayall, Nick Rengger, Ole Waever, Nick Wheeler,
 and the Intemational Organization referees for comments on earlier drafts of this article.

 Intemational Organization 47, 3, Summer 1993

 ? 1993 by The 10 Foundation and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
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 In part, the article is a response to Ole Waever's criticism that the English

 school has largely stagnated despite the fact that it occupies an "extremely
 interesting locale in the International Relations landscape," representing a
 tradition of thought distinct from realism and liberalism and able to combine
 elements of both and put them into historical context.' In part it is also a
 response to Andrew Hurrell's critique of regime theory that, in focusing too

 much on the particular and the rational, it has lost sight of some broader
 normative and legal elements on which the phenomenon of contemporary
 regimes rests.2 Regime theory and international society are part of the same
 tradition, but due to the peculiarities of academic discourse, they have become
 largely detached from one another. Regime theory has made considerable
 progress in its own right and could now benefit from being reconnected to the
 older tradition of international society that both puts it into a broader context

 (systemically and historically) and connects it to the underlying political-legal
 framework of the modern international system. The literature on international

 society connects the study of regimes to both its intellectual roots and the
 earlier history of the phenomenon.

 The idea of international society goes back at least as far as Hugo Grotius.3 It
 is rooted in the classical legal tradition and the notion that international law
 constitutes a community of those participating in the international legal order.4
 Within the discipline of international relations, the concept has been put
 forward and developed by writers of the so-called English school, including
 E. H. Carr, C. A. W. Manning, Martin Wight, Hedley Bull, Gerrit Gong, Adam

 Watson, John Vincent, and James Mayall.5 Bull has perhaps been its most

 1. Ole Waever, "International Society-Theoretical Promises Unfulfilled?" Cooperation and

 Conflict 27 (1992) pp. 97-128, and in particular pp. 98-100 and 121.
 2. Andrew Hurrell, "International Law and the Study of International Regimes: A Reflective

 Approach," in Volker Rittberger, ed., Beyond Anarchy: Intemational Cooperation and Regimes
 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, forthcoming).

 3. Claire A. Cutler, "The 'Grotian Tradition' in International Relations," Review of Intemational
 Studies 17 (January 1991), pp. 41-65.

 4. Hermann Mosler, The Intemational Society as a Legal Community (Alphen aan den Rijn, the
 Netherlands: Sijthoff and Noordhoff, 1980), p. xv.

 5. See E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years Crisis, 2d ed. (London: Macmillan, 1946), pp. 162-69;
 C. A. W. Manning, The Nature of Intemational Society (London: LSE, 1962); Martin Wight,
 "Western Values in International Relations," in Herbert Butterfield and Martin Wight, eds.,
 Diplomatic Investigations (London: Allen and Unwin, 1966), pp. 89-131; Martin Wight, Systems of
 States (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1977); Martin Wight, Power Politics (Harmonsworth,
 England: Penguin, 1979), pp. 105-12; Gabriele Wight and Brian Porter, eds., Intemational Theory:
 The Three Traditions-Martin Wight (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1991); Hedley Bull, The
 Anarchical Society (London: Macmillan, 1977); Hedley Bull, Justice in Intemational Relations,
 1983-84 Hagey Lectures, University of Waterloo, 1984; Hedley Bull and Adam Watson, eds., The
 Expansion of Intemational Society (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984); Gerrit W. Gong, The
 Standard of "Civilisation" in Intemational Society (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984); Adam Watson,
 "Hedley Bull, State Systems, and International Studies," Review of Intemational Studies 13 (April
 1987), pp. 147-53; Adam Watson, "Systems of States," Review of Intemational Studies 16 (April
 1990), pp. 99-109; Adam Watson, The Evolution of Intemational Society (London: Routledge,
 1992); John R. Vincent, Nonintervention and Intemational Order (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
 University Press, 1974); John R. Vincent, Human Rights and Intemational Relations (Cambridge:
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 influential recent proponent, playing a leading role in getting published the

 seminal earlier work of Wight and spreading the concept more widely into the

 international relations literature.6

 Despite its long gestation, international society remains better developed as

 a historical than as a theoretical concept. Manning's foundational work,

 despite its undeniably modern insights into the importance of perception,

 belief, and language in constructing international political reality, was too

 convoluted and eccentric in expression to attract a following (though it might

 yet find a revival among postmodernists). Wight's brilliant combination of
 historical depth and range, with the pattern-seeking instincts of a social

 scientist, set the style for most of his successors. The analytical tradition set by

 Bull and others largely followed Wight's historical track. The prime objective

 was empirical analysis of the modern European-generated international

 society. Wight's concern with exploring the concept across the history of the
 international system has only recently been followed up by Watson,7 and little
 attempt has yet been made to link the historical study of international society to

 the more abstract American modes of theorizing about the international

 system.

 Both Carr and, at much greater length, Manning make much of the fact that

 states (and therefore also the idea of a society of states) are in an important
 sense fictions, whose status rests on the strength and breadth of people's
 willingness to believe in, or merely accept, their reality.8 This position is not
 unrelated to Benedict Anderson's discussion of "imagined communities": the
 process by which people bond their own identities to a community whose scale

 means that it is far beyond their ability to experience it directly.9 Carr makes
 much of the rhetorical force and political value of such ideas to those great
 powers than can mobilize them to support the international legitimacy of their
 positions. This view opens up a more normative aspect of international society
 as a concept and provides two answers to the question of why one should adopt
 the idea as an approach to understanding international relations. The first
 answer is simply that it works well as an empirical tool (which is mostly what
 this article is about). Here the case is that the concept of society fits with the

 Cambridge University Press, 1986); and James Mayall, Nationalism and Intemational Society
 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990).

 6. See K. J. Holsti, Peace and War: Armed Conflict and Intemational Order 1648-89 (Cambridge:
 Cambridge University Press, 1991); and K. J. Holsti, "Governance Without Government:
 Polyarchy in Nineteenth-century European International Politics," and Mark Zacher, "The
 Decaying Pillars of the Westphalian Temple: Implications for International Order and Governance,"
 in James N. Rosenau and Ernst-Otto Czempiel, eds., Govemance Without Government: Order and
 Change in World Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 30-57 and 58-101,
 respectively.

 7. Watson, The Evolution of Intemational Society.
 8. See Carr, The Twenty Years Crisis, pp. 162-69; and Manning, The Nature of Intemational

 Society, especially chap. 3.
 9. Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of National-

 ism (London: Verso, 1983).
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 observed data and offers a way of understanding it that is not available using
 alternative concepts.

 The second answer is more political: there is a case for promoting the

 concept on the grounds that it constructs a way of thinking about international
 relations that, if widely adopted, would have a beneficial effect on the practice
 of how states relate to each other. In other words, the very act of perceiving
 international relations in societal terms will itself condition behavior by
 opening new understandings of what is possible and what is desirable. The idea
 of society is self-reinforcing inasmuch as consciousness of it helps to consoli-
 date and reproduce its reality. The idea that language is part of political action
 has long been part of the realist tradition and is by no means absent from this
 work.'0

 The next section sets out the central distinction between an international
 system and international society. It raises the question of when an international
 society can be said to exist and begins to approach an answer by examining two
 different models of how an international society comes into being. The
 following section takes up a second core distinction in the literature, that
 between international society and world society. It argues that the literature is
 unclear about how these two ideas relate to each other and that the nature of
 their relationship is crucial to understanding how, and indeed whether,
 international society can develop beyond a fairly basic level. Next I try to cast
 light on all of these questions by using structural realist logic to see how
 international society could evolve from an international system without the

 preexistence of a natural shared culture. Then I construct a definition of the
 minimum conditions for international society in terms of mutual recognition

 among sovereign states of their legal equality as actors and show how such a
 definition can be analytically deployed. Finally I summarize what is gained
 analytically by using the approach developed here and reflect on the utility of
 bringing the thinking of the English school, structural realism, and regime
 theory into closer contact.

 International system and international society

 Bull and Watson define international society as "a group of states (or, more
 generally, a group of independent political communities) which not merely
 form a system, in the sense that the behaviour of each is a necessary factor in
 the calculations of the others, but also have established by dialogue and
 consent common rules and institutions for the conduct of their relations, and
 recognise their common interest in maintaining these arrangements."" This

 10. Barry Buzan, Charles Jones, and Richard Little, The Logic of Anarchy: Neorealism to
 Structural Realism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), section 3.

 11. Hedley Bull and Adam Watson, "Introduction," in Bull and Watson, Expansion of
 Intemational Society, pp. 1-9. The quotation is drawn from p. 1.
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 definition clearly establishes the principle that system and society are distinct.
 It also begins to suggest where the boundary between them lies, though it does
 not specify any detailed criteria for establishing it. It is particularly useful to the
 present enterprise because its conception of system is close to the mechanistic
 understanding of American usage.'2 It thus avoids the confusion that exists
 between system (as interacting parts) and society (as self-conscious and in part
 self-regulating) and opens the possibility for synthesizing the English school
 with structural realism. On the English side, the terminological confusion
 arises from Wight, who used the term "systems of states" to mean what is now
 meant by international society.13

 The distinction between system and society is central. System is logically the
 more basic, and prior, idea: an international system can exist without a society,
 but the converse is not true. As Bull notes, the expansion of Europe starting in
 the fifteenth century created an international system long before an interna-
 tional society came into being.14 Indeed, by Gong's argument, a truly global
 international society (as opposed to a globally operating European one) did not

 begin to emerge until late in the nineteenth century.15 The international system
 existed because the projection of European power brought previously isolated
 peoples and political communities into regular contact with each other. For a
 system to exist requires the existence of units, among which significant
 interaction takes place and that are arranged or structured according to some
 ordering principle. The Bull and Watson formulation defines significant
 interaction as being action such that "the behaviour of each [actor] is a
 necessary factor in the calculations of the others." In the international system,
 the units are states (or independent political communities). The interactions
 among them include war, diplomacy, trade, migration, and the movement of
 ideas.

 Kenneth Waltz notwithstanding, the consequences of anarchy vary according
 to the level and type of interaction in the system. A system in which interaction
 capacity is relatively low, as during the ancient period of human civilization, is
 quite different from one in which it is relatively high, as in the late twentieth
 century. Whether or not interaction capacity is sufficiently developed to allow
 remote units to trade and fight with each other on a large scale, as in modern
 Europe, or whether it is only sufficient to allow the carriage of a few ideas,
 technologies, and individuals between remote cultures, as between classical
 Rome and Han China, makes an enormous difference to both the nature of
 international relations and the impact of anarchic structure.'6

 12. Richard Little, "The Systems Approach," in Steven Smith, ed., Intemational Relations:
 British andAmerican Approaches (Oxford: Blackwell, 1985), pp. 70-91.

 13. Wight, Systems of States.
 14. Hedley Bull, "The Emergence of a Universal International Society," in Bull and Watson,

 Expansion of Intemational Society, pp. 117-26.
 15. Gong, The Standard of "Civilisation" in Intemational Society.
 16. Buzan, Jones, and Little, The Logic of Anarchy, chaps. 4-9.
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 The question is, when can we say that the society part of Bull and Watson's

 definition-that states "have established by dialogue and consent common
 rules and institutions for the conduct of their relations, and recognise their

 common interest in maintaining these arrangements"-comes into being?

 Writers such as Gong, Watson, and Yongjin Zhang have grappled with that

 question in trying to determine when specific non-European states (China,

 Ethiopia, Japan, Ottoman Empire, Siam) gained entry into the globalized

 European international society.17 This enterprise has made some progress

 despite Roy Jones's dismissal of the whole idea of trying to define membership

 as hopeless.'8 As well as the question of who is in and who is out, there is also

 the larger and less-studied matter of when all or part of an international system

 can be said to have become an international society.

 Bull's analysis does not give much guidance on this point. He argues that

 international society is closely associated with the idea of international order,

 where order means "an arrangement of social life such that it promotes certain
 goals or values."'19 This definition is similar to the earlier one of Wight: "a
 system of relationships for certain common purposes."20 But if international
 society is a synonym for order, the idea potentially stretches across an

 enormous spectrum of possibilities, ranging from early, underdeveloped, and
 minimal at one end (such as norms against the seizure or murder of emissaries)
 to late, well-developed, and maximal on the other (a community of states
 enmeshed in a network of agreed regimes and institutions covering much of
 their interaction-an expanded version of the "complex interdependence"

 formulated by Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye).21 The huge scope of this
 spectrum underlines the need both for a boundary to distinguish between
 system and system-plus-society and for some kind of model to handle the
 different stages or levels of development of international society. Bull's crude
 notion that international society is subject to strengthening and weakening

 trends is a rather feeble analytical tool unless some benchmarks can be

 established against which to measure the extent and direction of change.
 Indeed, his failure to establish a clearer analytical framework caused him to

 reach wholly mistaken and unnecessarily pessimistic conclusions about the

 development of international society in the twentieth century.22

 17. See Gong, The Standard of "Civilisation" in Intemational Society; Watson, "Hedley Bull,
 State Systems, and International Studies"; and Yongjin Zhang, "China's Entry into International
 Society: Beyond the Standard of Civilization," Review of Intemational Studies 17 (January 1991), pp.
 3-16.

 18. Roy E. Jones, "The English School of International Relations: A Case for Closure," Review
 of Intemational Studies 7 (January 1981), pp. 1-13.

 19. See Bull, TheAnarchical Society, p. 4; and Bull and Watson, "Introduction."
 20. Wight, Power Politics, p. 105.

 21. Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence (Boston: Little, Brown,
 1977).

 22. Barry Buzan, People, States, and Fear: An Agenda for Intemational Security Studies in the
 Post-Cold War Era (Hemel Hempstead, England: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991), pp. 166-74.
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 Before one can answer precisely when an international system acquires an
 international society, it is necessary to examine how an international society

 comes into being. There are two possible views, and it is helpful in understand-

 ing these to use the classical distinction from sociology between gemeinschaft

 and gesellschaft conceptions of society.23 The gemeinschaft understanding sees
 society as something organic and traditional, involving bonds of common
 sentiment, experience, and identity. It is an essentially historical conception:
 societies grow rather than being made. The gesellschaft understanding sees
 society as being contractual and constructed rather than sentimental and
 traditional. It is more consciously organizational: societies can be made by acts

 of will.

 The first view of how an international society comes into being is rather

 forcefully advocated by Wight: "We must assume that a states-system [i.e., an
 international society] will not come into being without a degree of cultural
 unity among its members."24 This view results from historical analysis and fits
 closely with the gemeinschaft conception of society. Wight develops two
 examples to support his case, classical Greece and early-modern Europe. In
 both cases, international societies developed in subsystems whose units shared
 significant elements of culture, especially religion and language. The ancient
 Greeks shared a language and religion that differentiated them from so-called
 barbarians.25 Most Western and Southern (though fewer Eastern) Europeans
 shared the cultural residue of the Roman Empire, most notably in the Catholic
 church and the Holy Roman Empire.26 Watson continued the analysis in this
 vein, identifying an additional nine cases.27 Since a prior shared culture occurs
 in most of the main historical examples of international society (either
 naturally or as a result of earlier imperial homogenizings), the force of this
 argument is strong. At a very minimum it suggests that the preexistence of a
 common culture among the units of a system is a great advantage in stimulating
 the formation of an international society earlier than would otherwise occur.
 Whether or not it is a necessary condition, as Wight argues, is arguable.

 Unfortunately, historical cases are few: eleven altogether, if Watson is
 correct. Even worse, the period of European expansion has so shaped and
 dominated all subsequent developments of international society that we are
 unlikely to get any further clear historical evidence of how an international
 society forms de novo. Although the development of the better known cases of
 international society historically may have been associated with the preexis-
 tence of a common culture, there is no logical necessity for such an association.
 Indeed, the messy multicultural history of the Middle East, with its many
 waxings and wanings of empires, suggests that significant elements of interna-

 23. F. Tonnies, Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft (Leipzig: Fues's Verlag, 1887).
 24. Wight, Systems of States, p. 33.
 25. Ibid., pp. 83-85.
 26. Ibid., chap. 5.
 27. Watson, The Evolution of Intemational Society.
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 tional society can form in a subsystem that does not share a common culture.28
 This points to a functional view, more in accordance with gesellschaft
 understanding of society, in which the development of international society can
 be seen as a rational long-term response to the existence of an increasingly
 dense and interactive international system.

 Whether or not units share a common culture, at some point the regularity
 and intensity of their interactions will virtually force the development of a
 degree of recognition and accommodation among them. As ruling elites
 recognize the permanence and importance of the economic and strategic
 interdependence among their states, they will begin to work out rules for
 avoiding unwanted conflicts and for facilitating desired exchanges. Failure to
 do so would mean enormous inconvenience and, more seriously, potential loss
 of competitive advantage for those who failed to take this step when others had
 done so. Although we have no fully documented historical model for this
 process, its logic is clear: international society could evolve functionally from
 the logic of anarchy without preexisting cultural bonds. This perspective solves
 some of the problems that arise for the gemeinschaft perspective when
 shared-culture international societies develop close relations with states
 outside their civilizational sphere. Examples here are Wight's difficulty in
 deciding whether Persia and Carthage were part of the Greek international
 society despite their lack of common culture29 and Bull's problem in seeing how
 a European international society became a truly global one. Although
 European imperialism did provide important elements of a common culture for
 a global international society, the contemporary development of that society
 also contains a good deal of functional accommodation by states representing a
 diversity of cultures.

 While not challenging Wight's hypothesis, Bull leans toward that functional
 line in trying to establish his basic view of society. Given the inevitability of
 relations with other units, a common desire for order is the minimum necessary
 condition to begin the evolution of international society along gesellschaft
 lines. Except in international systems with very low interaction capacity, states
 cannot choose whether or not to have a foreign policy. Note the location of
 most utopias outside the international system and the characterization of many
 dystopias as warfare states. A minimal desire for order begins to emerge when
 leaders realize the disadvantages of permanent chaos if interstate relations
 remain wholly unregulated. Bull posits three elementary goals as basic to any
 society: (1) some limits on the use of force, (2) some provision for the sanctity
 of contracts, and (3) some arrangement for the assignment of property rights.30
 The idea is that mutual self-interest will push leaderships into pursuing

 28. See Michael Mann, The Sources of Social Power, vol. 1, A History of Power from the Beginning
 to AD 1760 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), chaps. 3-6 and 8; and Watson, The
 Evolution of Intemational Society, chaps. 2-4, 6, and 12.

 29. Wight, Systems of States, chap. 3.
 30. Bull, The Anarchical Society, pp. 4-5.
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 common objectives in these three areas and thus into constructing an
 international order. As Watson notes, "The regulating rules and institutions of
 a system usually, and perhaps inexorably, develop to the point where the
 members become conscious of common values and the system becomes an
 international society."31 This approach, with its strong orientation toward
 realist concerns with national security, provides a useful and effective frame-
 work for probing why otherwise competitive or even antagonistic units establish
 "by dialogue and consent common rules and institutions for the conduct of
 their relations, and recognise their common interest in maintaining these
 arrangements." Watson's term raison de systeme captures this logic nicely.32

 One weakness of this functional line, however, is that it omits the notion of
 common identity that is central to the concept of society. To deserve the label,
 societies have to contain an element of common identity, a sense of "we-ness,"
 that comprises more than mere shared goals. Wight's gemeinschaft line takes
 such an identity to be a historical precondition for international society and
 therefore does not have to consider the issue. But how does shared identity
 come about in a gesellschaft society in which the units start out with different
 cultures? There are two possibilities. The first and simpler builds on the
 Waltzian logic that anarchy generates like units.33 As interaction makes units
 more similar, it becomes easier for each to accept that the other members of
 the system are in some important sense the same type of entity as itself. Mutual
 exchanges of this acceptance enable a collection of otherwise disparate actors
 to consider themselves members of a community. Historical discussions of how
 non-European states came to terms with what Gong has termed the European
 "standard of civilization" are suggestive of how this process of convergence
 toward a shared identity works, the most striking case being Japan's conscious
 reshaping of itself into a Western state during the late nineteenth century.34

 The second possibility for gesellschaft community concerns the more
 complicated situation of unlike units in anarchy. Waltz denies this possibility,
 but John Ruggie as well as Barry Buzan and Richard Little argue that Waltz is
 wrong to close off this element of structure.35 Bull's term "neomedievalism" is
 gaining currency as a label for a system of unlike units, though he saw that
 possibility as incompatible with international society, which, like Waltz, he saw
 as strictly state-based. Nevertheless, there is no logical reason why neomedieval
 versions of anarchic systems could not develop international societies. In such a

 system, shared identity as a similar type of unit is by definition not a basis for

 31. Watson, "Hedley Bull, State Systems, and International Studies," p. 151.
 32. Watson, The Evolution of Intemational Society, p. 14.
 33. Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of Intemational Politics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979),

 p. 93.
 34. See Gong, The Standard of "Civilisation" in Intemational Society; Bull and Watson, Expansion

 of Intemational Society.
 35. John Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity: Towards a Neo-Realist

 Synthesis," World Politics 35 (1983), pp. 261-85; and Buzan, Jones, and Little, The Logic ofAnarchy,
 chap. 3.
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 society. In a neomedieval international system, the only possibility for shared
 identity is not in acceptance of likeness as units but in acceptance of a set of

 rules that legitimize the differentiation of units and establish the distribution of
 rights and responsibilities among functionally differentiated actors. Compared

 with the primitive possibility of shared identity among like units, this is a

 complex and sophisticated form of international society. It is difficult to
 imagine such an arrangement coming about from scratch. The historical case of

 medieval Europe had the enormous legacy of the Roman Empire, especially
 the Church, to underpin and enable it and is therefore a gemeinschaft model. It
 seems likely that any future neomedieval international society would have to

 evolve from an already stable international society of the like-units type. In the
 discussion that follows I will therefore concentrate mainly on the simpler form
 of like-units international society because it is the prior type. Nevertheless, the
 neomedieval form is worth keeping in mind as an evolutionary possibility for
 highly developed international societies.

 In the gesellschaft model, it can be argued that shared goals and identity

 converge at some point; that is, that the development of common norms, rules,
 and institutions-of a sense of raison de systeme-must eventually generate, as
 well as be generated by, a common identity. A community arrived at by this
 route would be a narrower, more conditional, and more fragile one than that
 formed by a common culture. Unless there is some sense of common identity,
 however, society cannot exist. Curiously, Bull does not follow his own logic

 down this line. Indeed, he does not discuss common identity as an element of
 international society at all.

 There are thus two distinct ways for an international society to come into

 existence: what might be called the "civilizational" (gemeinschaft) and the
 "functional" (gesellschaft) models. Historically, the civilizational model is the
 more powerful. Whether resulting from an original shared culture, as in the
 case of the classical Greeks, or from an imperial legacy of shared culture, as in
 the case of Europe, civilizational international societies have dominated the
 historical record. There appear to be no pure cases of functional international
 societies, but the functional process is nonetheless vital to understanding what
 happens when an international society expands beyond its original cultural
 domain. Unless a civilizational international society can either transcend its
 original culture or transmit it outward, it will inevitably be confined to some
 region of the planet. In a postcolonial world, a global international society can
 only be multicultural and must therefore have strong gesellschaft elements.

 International society and world society

 A second key distinction acknowledged by most of the writers associated with
 the tradition is between "international society," which is about the nature of
 relations among states (or whatever political units compose the international
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 system), and "world society," which takes individuals, nonstate organizations,
 and ultimately the global population as a whole as the focus of global societal
 identities and arrangements. International and world society may refer to the

 entire global system-and contemporary discussion of them tends to have that
 focus-but they can also refer to subsystemic phenomena (Europe, Islam,
 ancient Greece). It is therefore possible for more than one international or
 "world" society to coexist or for one part of the system to have an international
 society while other parts do not. The central question is how these two ideas
 relate to each other: are they complements or opposites? The literature has not
 yet explored this question adequately, and until the relationship is made
 clearer it is impossible to make much progress toward a layered understanding
 of international society ranged along a spectrum from basic/minimal to highly
 developed. The discussion in the previous section already has raised the issue.
 The civilizational and functional models of how international societies come
 into being seem to point to quite different conclusions about how international
 and world society relate to one another. In the civilizational view, especially as
 advocated by Wight, some element of world society is a precondition to
 international society. In the functional view, it is possible to imagine primitive
 international societies existing without any elements of world society at all.

 Discussion of international society has taken place largely within the realist
 framework, with writers stressing the centrality of the state and the role of
 anarchic structure. World society is associated more with idealist thinking: a
 possible and desirable development for the future and, as a present trend,
 largely seen as antagonistic to the primacy of the state. These associations with
 realism and idealism are unfortunate inasmuch as they reinforce a tendency to
 think of the ideas as necessarily conflicting: states acting as bastions of mutually
 exclusive identities preventing the emergence of a world citizenry or global
 cosmopolitanism necessarily undermining the identity and legitimacy of states
 and thus corroding the foundations of international society. Andrew Linklat-
 er's work is a good example of the attempt to use a global logic of human rights
 and human development to mount an assault on the state and to seek "a higher
 form of international political life ... maximising the conditions for individual
 and collective self-determination."36 Surprisingly, this view also surfaces in the
 writings of Bull, who argues that the extension of international law to subjects
 other than states (e.g., human rights law) undermines the international order
 based on the society of states.37 Some realists, such as Hans Morgenthau, saw
 world society as a precondition for a world government that would eventually
 bring the anarchic era of the international system to a close.38

 36. Andrew Linklater, "Men and Citizens in International Relations," Review of Intemational
 Studies 7 (January 1981), pp. 23-37 and especially pp. 34-35.

 37. Bull, The Anarchical Society, pp. 151-53.
 38. Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 5th ed. (New York: Knopf, 1978), pp. 17-18

 and 24.
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 There is a contrary tendency to see the two concepts as somehow developmen-
 tally linked, as in the idea that international society is a kind of way station on
 the historical road away from a raw and unmoderated anarchy and toward a
 world society. Bull hints faintly in this direction.39 Manning does so more
 explicitly.40 Wight makes the incisive observation that the basis of international
 society lies both in the recognition of similarities between political units and in
 a general sense of common humanity, but he does not take the point further
 than that.41 It is on this view that I plan to build, arguing that beyond a certain
 point, an international society cannot develop further without parallel develop-
 ments in its corresponding world society.

 None of the authors in the tradition has attempted to resolve the relationship
 between international and world society. This omission allows, and is perhaps
 in part caused by, persistent ambiguities in the concept of society itself. Even
 sociology, whose job one might think this to be, has failed both to define society
 as a unit of analysis and to separate social processes from economic and
 political ones.42 At least two distinguished sociologists have advocated rejection
 of "society" as an analytical concept on the grounds that no unit can be found
 to correspond with it.43 However, from an international relations perspective, it
 is not all that difficult to construct societal actors in terms of the strong identity
 groups generated by nationalism and religion.44 Only when this relationship is
 clarified can one make any progress toward a theoretical model of how
 international society develops. Without such a model, the concept is trapped in
 history and doomed to remain theoretically nebulous despite the rising
 significance of the phenomena that it describes.

 The tension between international and world society is quite strong in Bull's
 writing, and his failure to explore common identity goes some way toward
 explaining the poorly developed and unsatisfactory relationship in his work
 between international society (and international order and international
 political system) and world society (and world order and world political
 system). In Bull's view there is no global world society, and he does not say
 much about it. He says more about world order and the world political system,
 seeing these simply as more-inclusive categories than international order and
 international political system, containing relationships among a wide range of
 actors in addition to states. But it is clear by inference, and by his references to
 universal values, that the key difference between world and international
 society is that the former is based on units at the level of individuals and the
 latter, at the level of states (though international society can also be seen in

 39. Bull, The Anarchical Society, p. 319.
 40. Manning, The Nature of International Society, chap. 14.
 41. Wight, "Western Values in International Relations," pp. 95-97.
 42. Leon H. Mayhew, "Society," in International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, vol. 14,

 1968, pp. 583-85.
 43. See Immanuel Wallerstein, The Politics of the World-Economy (Cambridge: Cambridge

 University Press, 1984) p. 2; and Mann, The Sources of Social Power, p. 2.
 44. Ole Wzever, Barry Buzan, Marten Kelstrup, Pierre Lemaitre, et al., Identity, Migration, and

 the New SecurityAgenda in Europe (London: Pinter, 1993), especially chap. 2.
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 individual terms as existing among the ruling elites of states). For Bull,
 international society rests on common norms, rules, and identities among

 states, whereas world society would rest on common norms, rules, and
 identities held by individuals across the system. In structural terms, the modern

 political system of international society is anarchic, featuring the sovereignty of
 states as the foundation of societal relations among them. The political
 structure of a potential world society is ambiguous. It could be a hierarchy
 (world government); it could continue to be international anarchy; or it could
 be primal anarchy at the individual level-the stateless society of classical
 anarchism-that effectively eliminates the political sector. Although it has not
 been much discussed in relation to world society, the very idea of a global

 society based on individuals presupposes rather high levels of interaction
 capacity. Only on a densely networked and interactive planet-some version of
 Marshall McLuhan's global village-could a shared identity and common
 norms develop at the individual level across the system.

 As noted above, in some ways these two levels of society appear fundamen-
 tally antagonistic. The cultivation of distinct national identities and the explicit
 fragmentation of the global polity into sovereign units appear at first glance to
 be the antithesis of world society. Conversely, if the global citizenry share a
 wide range of common values, what is the point of organizing politically into
 separate states? But note how this superficially plausible antagonism depends
 on the assumption that identities must be mutually exclusive; that is, that
 people can hold only one identity at the expense of another. This is a rather
 nineteenth-century view of exclusive nationalisms. A postmodern view suggests
 that people are quite capable of holding several identities in parallel. One can,
 for example, be English, British, European, and Western all at the same time
 without the same conflict that would arise if one tried to be, say, both English
 and Scottish or English and French at the same time. Alongside this layered set
 one could also hold other large-scale identities as a member or supporter of

 various political, cultural, gender, professional, or religious movements. From
 this perspective it becomes possible to imagine the development of a world
 society alongside national or civilizational ones without there being any
 necessary erosion of one by the other.

 A similar analysis can be applied to international law. Bull makes much of
 the potential conflict between international law and the international society of
 sovereign states.45 He worries about the extension of legal rights to nonstate
 entities and individuals (human rights), fearing that such extensions will
 undermine sovereignty and therefore the bases of international order. His
 worry could be justified, but it is not necessarily so. Imagine a set of open,
 liberal states in which human rights are firmly embedded in each member's
 domestic constitution. All states are also committed to relatively open
 economic and cultural interaction. Among such states, an international law

 45. See Bull, The Anarchical Society, chap. 6; and Bull, Justice in International Relations, pp.
 11-18.
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 (i.e., a regime) of human rights would do little more than codify and
 standardize existing practice.

 The case for antagonism between world society and international society is
 neither automatic nor firm. Opposed to it is a set of arguments suggesting that
 if international society is to progress (or in Wight's view even to come into
 being) beyond a rather basic level, then it can, and possibly must, be
 accompanied by world society developments. The key link is in the level of
 making foreign policy. In pluralist societies, mass opinion sets constraints on
 what kind of foreign policies can be promoted and sustained. In an interna-
 tional system characterized by high interaction capacity and complex interde-
 pendence, policies of openness require public support across a wide range of
 issues. Only if publics share certain values can such policies be sustained. Bull
 seems to lean in this direction, though apparently without seeing the full
 significance, when he talks about the need, at least among elites, for a common
 culture, including language, art, epistemology, welfare values, and morals.46 To
 the extent that such a common culture emerges among the masses as well, it
 should enormously reinforce the possibility for international society.

 There is therefore a plausible case that world society and international
 society can only develop hand-in-hand. An international society cannot
 develop past a fairly primitive level without being supported by the develop-
 ment of elements of "world" culture at the mass level, and this is true on both
 the subsystem and global scales. Conversely, a world society cannot emerge
 unless it is supported by a stable political framework, and the state system
 remains the only candidate for this.

 To pursue this argument in more detail and to resume progress toward
 answering the question of when an international society can be said to exist, it is
 helpful to return to the process of how an international society develops in a
 primitive international system, this time thinking it through more fully in
 structural realist terms. This is not an attempt to represent the actual history of
 how any given international society developed. Instead, it tries to develop in
 abstract the functional line that international societies can evolve naturally
 from the logic of anarchy. One of its uses is to provide a basis for rethinking
 some of the assumptions about international society that have come from the
 historical approach. It should also provide a clearer way of thinking about the
 relationship between international society and world society and lead us
 toward identifying a boundary between international system and international
 society.

 System before society

 The easiest way to construct an abstract developmental model of international
 society is to imagine an anarchic international system before any societal

 46. Bull, The Anarchical Society, pp. 315-17.
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 development takes place: pure system, no society. For such a system to exist, by
 definition there is significant interaction among the units: they have become
 sufficiently numerous and powerful that their activities regularly cross paths.
 Some peaceful interaction will occur (trade, individual visits, intermarriage),
 and these, along with conflictual contact, will inevitably transmit ideas and
 technologies. Trade automatically creates pressure for codes of conduct that
 facilitate the process of exchange and protect those engaged in it. Without
 some assurances of security, trading activity would be severely restricted, or
 even extinguished, by piracy, theft, or excess taxation.

 While levels of contact remain low (i.e., the system has a low interaction
 capacity), the internal conventions of society toward strangers and the utility of
 exotic trade may well keep interaction quite peaceful. But as interaction
 capacity increases, contact becomes more intense and the probability of
 conflict rises. Different societies will find their boundaries rubbing up against
 each other and will fall into dispute over territory, resources, and status. Some
 societies will respond to the fact that there is a good living to be made from
 piracy and aggression and will specialize accordingly. Horse-mounted herds-
 men, for example, have sometimes found that the tools and skills of their
 life-style give them a military advantage over more sedentary agriculturalists.
 Others will acquire imperial ambitions, finding internal legitimation for
 expansionism in their religion, economy, culture, or simply in their superior
 power. Once this level of strategic interaction is reached, all the units within
 the system come under the pressure of the security dilemma and the balance of
 power. Since the units share no culture, do not formally recognize each other,
 and have no established conventions for diplomatic communication, it is easy
 for the behavior of each to take on a highly self-centered and self-righteous
 character in relation to the interests of others. In individuals, an excess of
 inner-driven over relational behavior is defined as autism. The international
 relations of a system without any society are thus analogous to those of a
 madhouse: idiosyncratic, unpredictable, only weakly mediated by communica-
 tion and a sense of raison de systeme, and easily moved to violence.

 It is possible to imagine a primitive international system existing in this mode
 for a long time but difficult to imagine it doing so without developing at least a
 few basic elements of international society. In such an underdeveloped system

 (or, as I have earlier called it, "immature" anarchy47) the struggle of individual
 units to survive automatically leads to balance of power and the reproduction
 of the anarchic structure of the system.48 Casualty rates might be rather high:
 some units would be obliterated (note the fates of Assyria, Carthage, the
 Hittite Empire, the Incan Empire, and many others). The overall configuration
 of boundaries and membership would be unstable. In a natural or free-for-all
 balance of power of this type, it is possible that one unit might gain control of
 the system, temporarily transforming anarchy into a hierarchical structure,

 47. Buzan, People, States, and Fear.
 48. Waltz, Theory of International Politics.
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 until internal weakening and disintegration allow the reemergence of interna-

 tional anarchic relations (China, Persia, Rome). Such imperial episodes

 transmit elements of common culture throughout the system, as the Hellenic

 and Roman empires did, and these elements can play an important role in
 facilitating the development of international society when the system returns to
 anarchic structure.

 Watson postulates a spectrum of possibilities for systemic political structure,
 ranging from anarchy on one end, emphasizing the independence of units (e.g.,
 classical Greece), to empire on the other, where the system is controlled by a

 central imperial authority (e.g., China and Rome). In between lie hegemony,
 suzerainty, and dominion, indicating increasing degrees of domination over the
 system by a major power.49 The two ends of this scheme parallel Waltz's
 distinction between anarchic and hierarchical systems, Wight's between a
 system of states and a suzerain state system, Immanuel Wallerstein's between a
 "world economy" and a "world empire," and Michael Mann's between

 "multipower actor civilizations" and "empires of domination."50 Watson's
 innovation is to present a spectrum rather than a dyadic choice and to suggest

 that the ends represent extreme and unstable positions, with the middle range
 being the more natural condition of international systems.

 If we assume as a starting point a raw unsocialized anarchic system in which

 strategic interaction among the units is in play, Waltz's "shoving and shaping"
 forces of socialization and competition would be at work, pressuring units to
 adapt to the practices of the most successful (and powerful) by punishing those
 that did not with weakness, insecurity, and possible loss of independence.51
 This kind of intense and regular interaction necessitates the development of

 some conventions for communication and negotiation among the units, which
 in turn creates pressure for some form of recognition. Even if all of the units
 remain fundamentally at war, seeking to expand their influence and territorial

 control whenever opportunity allows, there will still be periods of truce, there
 will still be incentives to trade, and there will at times be the need or desire to
 form alliances against other rivals or to negotiate cease-fires. The element of
 common humanity would also sometimes create points of contact over issues
 such as obligations to the dead. Where long-term rivalry results in standoff, as
 between Rome and Parthia or classical Greece and Persia, the durability of the
 facts on the ground creates incentives for the parties to recognize at least the
 reality of each other's existence.

 Unless one unit is able to dominate the system, the pressures of life in the
 anarchy virtually force the eventual development of at least a few basic

 49. Watson, The Evolution of International Society, pp. 13-18.
 50. See Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 114-16; Wight, Systems of States, chap. 1;

 Immanuel Wallerstein, "The Rise and Future Demise of the World Capitalist System," Compara-
 tive Studies in Society and History, vol. 16, no. 4, 1974, especially p. 390; and Mann, The Sources of
 Social Power, chaps. 4 and 5.

 51. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, chaps. 5 and 6.
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 elements of international society. This would be true even if each of the units

 contained its own language and culture group, with little or no common culture

 among them, though it is easier if prior imperial or hegemonic episodes have

 spread some elements of common culture. A version of this situation arose
 during Europe's encounter with Asia during the nineteenth century, when
 Europeans used the idea of a "standard of civilization" in deciding whether to
 treat Asian states as legal equals or as subordinates. Reflecting on this problem
 at the time, the international lawyer John Westlake argued that any country
 "with an old and stable order of its own, with organised force at the back of it,
 and complex enough for the leading minds of that country to be able to

 appreciate the necessities of an order different from theirs ... must be
 recognised as being civilised, though with other civilisation than ours."52

 Here we find Bull's functionally driven logic of order that was sketched

 above. Units that have no choice but to interact with each other on a regular,
 long-term basis, and that begin to accept each other as essentially similar types
 of sociopolitical organization, will be hard put to avoid creating some
 mechanisms for dealing with each other peacefully. They will need to be able to
 exchange emissaries or ambassadors. They will need to be able to make
 agreements for truce, alliance, or division of property. They will need, in other

 words, to be able to create some level of order in their relations in terms of
 Bull's three core values of security, contract, and property rights. To do these
 things they will perforce have to give at least de facto recognition to each other
 as units and to develop some arrangements for diplomacy and making treaties.
 All of this will be true even if peace in the system is merely an interlude
 between renewed rounds of fighting, for in a system with even moderately
 developed levels of interaction capacity (sufficient, say, for sustained force
 projection or trade over distances of a few hundred kilometers), the costs and
 inconveniences of not having such mechanisms would be intolerable. In

 Waltzian terms, those units that failed to adopt such mechanisms once others
 had done so would weaken themselves sufficiently to risk elimination from the
 system.

 The boundary between international system
 and international society: mutual recognition
 of sovereign equality

 In this model of immature international anarchy, a preexisting common culture

 does not provide the basis for a gemeinschaft international society. But through
 the interactive operation of trade, war and the balance of power, the transfer of
 technologies (both mechanical and social), intermarriage, travel, and the
 homogenizing effects of periods of hegemony, suzerainty, dominion, or

 52. Cited in Gong, The Standard of "Civilisation, " p. 59.
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 imperial rule, units will tend to become more similar to each other. This is
 Waltz's logic of anarchy generating "like units.""3 The process never reaches
 total homogeneity, but it can quite early reach sufficient levels to facilitate
 communication and some level of diplomatic exchange and recognition.
 Finding himself in the grip of this functional logic, Watson concedes that "no
 international system as defined by Bull has operated without some regulatory

 rules and institutions," even though these are not sufficiently developed to
 constitute an international society.54 In other words, elements of international
 society exist even in a primitive international system.

 At some point, the logic of contact and the desire for a degree of
 international order will result in the formation of an international society, but
 what is that point? By Watson's logic, the boundary between a system without
 and one with international society cannot be defined by the mere presence or
 absence of rules and institutions among states. Bull's definition is not precise
 enough to avoid creating a large gray zone in which some norms, rules, and
 institutions exist, but not enough to justify calling it an international society.

 Watson evades the issue by suggesting an intermediate level of regulated
 system between mere interaction and shared culture.55 In taking this route he
 demonstrates the difficulty discussed above of reconciling the gemeinschaft and
 gesellschaft understandings of society. Given his Wightian predispositions
 toward a prior shared culture, he is clearly reluctant to accept that the
 unfolding of gesellschaft functional logic will produce a society and a sense of
 community sufficient to stand comparison with the gemeinschaft understand-
 ing of society. It may produce common interests, norms, rules, and even values
 and institutions, but these do not add up to a society in Wight's gemeinschaft
 sense. The gap between the functional development of gesellschaft and the
 historical evolution of gemeinschaft points to the intermediate zone, or gray
 area, as an alternative to a distinct boundary separating international system
 from international society. But this gray zone in which Watson seeks refuge
 does not solve the problem. It merely creates two boundary problems instead of
 one (system to gray zone and gray zone to society) and lends support to critics
 such as Jones, Mann, and Wallerstein who dismiss society as analytically
 useless because of its operational imprecision.

 The need for a firm boundary between system and society is underscored by

 the kinds of questions that arise in any attempt to trace the historical evolution
 of international society. Since the logic of anarchy works more powerfully over
 shorter distances than longer ones (especially when interaction capacity is low),
 international societies, like international systems, will emerge initially within
 regional subsystems and only later develop at the level of the international
 system as a whole. This region-first logic is true for both gemeinschaft and

 53. Waltz, Theory of Intemational Politics.
 54. Watson, "Hedley Bull, State Systems, and International Studies," pp. 151-52.
 55. Watson, "Systems of States," pp. 100-102.
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 gesellschaft societies. It has three implications for the boundary issue. First, it

 means that international society will, to begin with, be unevenly distributed in

 the international system, with some regions (perhaps only one) having it and

 others not. There is therefore a need to establish boundaries not only between

 system and society per se (i.e., whether or not any international society exists)

 but also between societal subsystems existing within larger nonsocietal interna-

 tional systems (i.e., where two or more international societies exist contempo-

 raneously). Second, it opens the possibility that some of Wight's civilizational,

 gemeinschaft international societies will face the challenge of expanding into

 regions alien to their founding culture. If this happens, as it did in the cases of

 classical Greece and modern Europe, it brings the functional logic of

 developing international society into direct contact with the historical one.
 How do expanding gemeinschaft international societies incorporate members

 that do not share their culture, and what happens when one international

 society challenges another? Third, this pattern of uneven development means
 that even when some measure of international society takes effect over the

 whole international system, some part of the system will have more developed

 (or at least more elaborate) international societies than others. As in
 economics, uneven development is the rule. The consequence once interna-

 tional society begins to operate throughout the system (or perhaps, to start
 earlier, once a global international system exists within which there is at least

 one societal subsystem) is that layers of concentric societal circles will develop.
 States in the core circle will have more shared values, and much fuller sets of
 rules and institutions, than those in the outer circles. The existence of

 international society is not simply a yes or no issue. Within yes, a spectrum of

 both levels of development and degrees of participation is possible.

 Given that the gap between gesellschaft and gemeinschaft does pose a real
 problem in generating a consensus understanding of "society" in its interna-

 tional application, how is a distinct boundary between international system and
 international society to be demarcated? A solution can be found in the idea of
 shared identity, which was noted above as a necessary ingredient in the concept
 of society. If clear-cut criteria for shared identity can be established, then the
 need for a gray zone disappears, and the path to a distinct boundary is clear. In
 order to work in the functional model, this shared identity needs to be rooted at

 least initially in the behavioral criteria of gesellschaft rather than in the cultural

 ones of gemeinschaft. By these criteria the defining boundary between

 international system and society is when units not only recognize each other as

 being the same type of entity but also are prepared to accord each other equal
 legal status on that basis. Mutual recognition and legal equality signify not only

 a turning point in the development of rules and institutions but also acceptance
 of a shared identity in which states accept each other as being the same type of
 entity. This act denies the possibility of suzerain, dominion, and imperial
 relations (though not hegemonic ones) and sets the minimum conditions for
 societal relations among culturally diverse units. As Wight puts it, "It would be
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 impossible to have a society of sovereign states unless each state while claiming

 sovereignty for itself, recognised that every other state had the right to claim
 and enjoy its own sovereignty as well."56

 Historically, this transition occurred in Europe with the emergence of

 sovereignty as the basic principle of interstate relations.57 The claim of

 exclusive right to self-government provided a clear basis for legal equality
 despite differences in power among the units. It raised territory to political
 primacy and imposed on states an obligation of nonintervention in each other's
 internal affairs that was, and still is, very clear in principle though extremely
 difficult and complex in practice.58 To get the flavor of this difficulty, try
 answering no to the philosophical question: Is all interaction intervention? By
 accepting each other as sovereign equals, states form the sense of community
 among like units that is the essential ingredient of any society. Note also how
 this definition confirms the centrality of international law to international
 society. In its most basic and essential form, international society is a legal
 construction. From this point of view, the emphasis that Waltz puts on the

 powerful tendency of socialization and competition under anarchy to force the
 development of like units takes on a new significance, for it identifies the logic
 by which the natural dynamics of anarchic international relations creates the
 conditions for a basic gesellschaft international society to develop.

 The formation and operation of such an international society marks several

 changes from a presocietal international system, though much remains the
 same. Balance of power and war carry over much as before, since both are main
 features of an anarchic international system. As can be seen in the history of
 Europe during the eighteenth century, states still need to seek security by

 adjusting to shifts in the distribution of power and status.59 That is why war and
 alliance remain legitimate instruments of policy. But the possibilities for
 formalizing and extending diplomacy and international law are much improved
 by the institution of sovereign equality. Diplomatic representation becomes
 more secure and more continuous, and as Bull notes, international law can
 move away from natural law into the wider realms of positive law.60 With the
 foundation of legal equality, much scope opens for the development of law as a
 way of ordering relations among sovereign states, though it can only develop
 where consensus allows. As previously, great powers remain the most influen-
 tial actors but now have the additional responsibility of maintaining the
 framework of order represented by international society.61

 56. Wight, Systems of States, p. 135.
 57. Bull, TheAnarchical Society, pp. 33-38.
 58. Mayall, Nationalism and International Society, pp. 18-21.
 59. Holsti, Peace and War, chap. 5.
 60. Bull, TheAnarchical Society, pp. 33-38.
 61. Bull, TheAnarchical Society, chap. 9, especially pp. 200-205.
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 The status of sovereign equality gives even less powerful units some

 protection against elimination. The formal mutual recognitions required under
 sovereign equality serve to institutionalize the external status of sovereignty.
 Without an international society, units can only assert their claim to autonomy
 and establish it by sustained and successful defense against challengers. With
 an international society, units can have their claims validated by the recognition
 of others. This validation gives them standing as sovereign members of a
 community and reinforces, though as the Poles know by no means guarantees,
 their right to exist as an independent entity. The right to exist adds importantly
 to the security of units by defining the boundaries of legitimacy and order
 within which they function. In contemporary international society, legal
 equality has been the basis for the delegitimization of many threats of
 intervention, annexation, secession, and coercion that were earlier seen as part
 of the natural behavior of states in an anarchic system.62 In extremis, as
 demonstrated in recent times by cases such as Cambodia, Chad, Lebanon, and
 Somalia, external sovereignty can even keep in existence states whose internal
 sovereignty is extremely weak. External recognition of secessions, as in the
 cases of Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union, seals the internal demise of larger
 units.

 At the most basic level, the development of international society can proceed
 with no parallel evolution of world society. At most, some minimal elements of
 common culture among ruling elites is required, but in monarchical, autocratic,
 or authoritarian states this can be constructed without reference to the masses.
 Ruling elites may favor the arrangements of international society simply
 because they facilitate the maintenance of the elites' rule. Among other things,
 some alleviation of external pressure frees resources for the consolidation of
 domestic control. International society favors states first, and there is nothing
 necessarily benign about the first emergence of international society as far as
 the mass of the population is concerned.

 One major change that comes with the advent of even a rather basic
 international society is that political order and the balance of power become
 explicit foreign policy goals for many (not necessarily all) states. In his analysis
 of early-modern Europe, K. J. Holsti, for example, puts much emphasis on the
 development of antihegemonic goals as a driving force in the negotiations that
 produced major war-termination agreements at Westphalia (1648) and Vienna
 (1814-15).63 Most of the major powers were actively concerned to take
 measures that would prevent any one state, or any one dynasty, from
 dominating Europe. This goal reflected a passionate concern to protect the
 system of independent sovereign states: Watson's raison de systeme. Interna-

 62. Alan James, "The Equality of States: Contemporary Manifestations of an Ancient
 Doctrine," Review of International Studies 18 (October 1992), pp. 377-92.

 63. Holsti, Peace and War, chaps. 2 and 6.
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 tional order was based on the legitimation of anarchy as defined by interna-
 tional society.

 Once the balance of power is recognized as a possible basis for order, rather

 than being, like the security dilemma, simply an automatic consequence or

 mechanism of the anarchic system, then the great powers can, if they agree,

 consciously manage their relations to preserve a balance.54 In the nineteenth
 century this was done by agreements over allocation of territory and colonies.

 During the cold war it was achieved by superpower agreements on levels of

 nuclear armament. In this way the principle of balance can become a means of
 reducing conflict among the great powers and of moderating the security

 dilemma among them. It also gives great powers some security (again not a

 guarantee) against elimination from the system. A development along these
 lines may, as is well-established, increase threats to minor powers or units

 outside the society that can find themselves being used as resources for
 adjustments by the great powers.

 But the shift to consciousness about order and the balance of power does

 create another significant difference between international systems with
 societies and those without. In those without, the operation of the balance of

 power works automatically to reproduce the system structure. As units struggle
 to preserve their independence, they work to preserve the anarchic structure of
 the system. As long as at least two of them are successful, anarchy endures. But
 in systems with an international society, the process of reproduction becomes

 conscious and intentional, even if there is no specific awareness of or desire for
 anarchic structure as such.65 Mutual recognition as sovereign equals by states is
 an affirmation of anarchic structure. It gives systemwide legitimacy to the idea

 that political fragmentation defines international order, and over time, it allows
 the working of international law and diplomacy to consolidate and institution-
 alize that idea. Conscious pursuit of the balance of power as an ordering

 principle of great power relations has the same effect. It reinforces the right of
 great powers to exist and institutionalizes an oligopolistic view of international
 order.

 Conclusions

 On the basis of the definitions and clarifications worked out above, it is possible
 to construct a relatively clear image of exactly what is meant by international

 society in the contemporary international system. Present day international
 society is a hybrid. In part it stems from the gemeinschaft international society
 that developed in modern Europe and imposed itself on most of the planet

 64. Richard Little, "Deconstructing the Balance of Power: Two Traditions of Thought," Review
 of International Studies 15 (April 1989), pp. 87-100.

 65. Buzan, Jones, and Little, The Logic of Anarchy, chap. 9.
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 during its imperial heyday, and in part it reflects a gesellschaft process by which
 different cultures embedded in a system with high levels of interaction have

 learned to come to terms with each other. We have certainly come a long way
 from the period in which international society was largely a globalized

 expression of the European gemeinschaft, from which most non-European
 cultures and peoples were excluded by their colonial or unequal status. The
 bottom line of this international society is the mutual recognition by nearly all
 states of each other as legally equal sovereign entities. By that criterion only a
 tiny number of states are now outside international society.

 This truly global international society is by definition a postcolonial phenom-
 enon. As one would expect from its partly gemeinschaft origins, it has a

 European (now Western) core that is much more highly developed than the
 rest of it in terms of having a higher number, variety, and intensity of rules,
 norms, and institutions binding its members in a network of regimes. And as
 one would expect from its partly gesellschaft origins, it is globally multicultural
 in character and significantly differentiated in terms of the degree of commit-
 ment with which states adhere to it. The overall cohesion of this society has
 been substantially increased by the demise of the Soviet Union, which until
 1990 led a challenge to the West in almost all areas of norms, rules, and
 institutions except those concerning state sovereignty and nuclear weapons.

 The ending of the cold war removed the obscuring distraction of superpower
 rivalry, leaving a clearer picture of a postcolonial global international society
 constructed in terms of concentric circles of commitment. A small number of
 pariah states are partially excluded by the refusal of many others to accord
 them diplomatic recognition. A few states such as North Korea and Myanmar
 (Burma) place themselves on the outer fringes of international society by
 accepting little more than the basics of diplomatic recognition and exchange. In
 the middle circles one finds states such as Argentina, China, and India that

 seek to preserve high levels of independence and select quite carefully what
 norms, rules, and institutions they accept and what they reject. In the core one
 finds the main generator of and support for the global network of regimes. One
 also finds a dense network of overlapping regimes into which states voluntarily
 bind themselves in pursuit of increased security, economic efficiency, environ-
 mental management, societal openness, and a range of other objectives. The
 European Community has progressed so far down this road that the density of
 its international society is beginning to assume statelike qualities, bringing into
 question the continued existence of an anarchic international system among its
 members.

 The Persian Gulf War in 1991 illustrates particularly clearly how the
 concentric circles of international society operated and identified themselves in
 relation to one violent and fundamental challenge to the existence of one if its
 accepted members. In the center circle stood the United States, which was
 willing to lead only if followed and to fight only if given wide support and
 assistance. In the second circle were others prepared to fight, including some
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 members of the Western core (principally Britain and France) and others
 usually further from the ring's center but with immediate interests in the region
 (principally Egypt and Saudi Arabia). In the third circle were those prepared to
 pay but not to fight, primarily core members such as Japan and Germany. In the
 fourth circle were those prepared to support, but not fight or pay. This group

 was large and contained those prepared to vote and speak in favor of the
 action, some of whom also sent symbolic military forces (such as Denmark). It
 included the Soviet Union and China as well as a mixture of states usually
 resident in core and middling circles. The fifth circle contained those states
 satisfied to be neutral, neither supporting nor opposing the venture but
 prepared to accept United Nations Security Council resolutions as legitimate.
 Within these five circles stood the great majority of the international commu-
 nity and all of the major powers. In the sixth circle were those prepared to
 oppose, mainly verbally and by voting (i.e., still within the rules). This
 contained Cuba, Jordan, Yemen, and a few other Arab states. In the seventh
 circle stood those prepared to resist: Iraq. This case is only one (rather
 extreme) instance. It does not show, though it suggests, the normal configura-

 tion and membership of the circles of international society. What it does
 illustrate is the fact and the significance of the concentric-circles structure of
 international society itself.

 If international society is understood in these terms, it is clearly more than a
 regime. It might be seen as a regime of regimes, adding a useful element of
 holism to the excessively atomized world of regime theory. But it is also the

 legal and political foundation on which the whole idea of regimes rests. There
 has to be some sense of community before even a norm of reciprocity can
 emerge, and it is to this that the international society tradition draws
 attention.66 As Hurrell argues, purely rationalist (and positivist) conceptions of
 regime leave out the element of community that is expressed in the interna-
 tional law that fundamentally constitutes the system of sovereign states.
 International law defines what states are, and they cannot therefore be
 independent of it. This backdrop of international law, and the community of
 mutual recognition of sovereignty on which it rests, is not merely a regime but
 something much more basic: the political foundation that is necessary before
 regimes can come into play.67

 The combining of regime theory and international society opens up a
 fascinating research agenda about how a global international society develops.
 Is the European Community a model for where advanced international society
 leads (i.e., to integration), or should it be disqualified as a model for the
 international system as a whole on the grounds that its own development is too
 much influenced by the pressure to become a larger (and therefore more
 powerful) unit in a surrounding international system? Can one identify levels of

 66. Hurrell, "International Law and the Study of International Regimes."
 67. Ibid.
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 development of international society and specify them in terms of a spectrum of
 regimes in the economic, political, and military sectors, stopping short of full

 political integration? Can one specify the details and the membership of the

 different circles of international society by examining states' patterns of

 adherence to rules and norms, membership in institutions, and participation in

 regimes? Can one identify what conditions the development of international

 society and what might cause it to go into decline? There is no guarantee that
 international society is a one-way process, and as the collapse of the world

 trade and financial regimes during the interwar years suggests, unraveling is
 almost certain to be a painful and probably violent business.

 The question of how international society develops requires a clear view of

 how international and world society relate to each other. It was argued above

 that elements of world society are a precondition for international society if the
 latter is conceived of in gemeinschaft terms but are not necessary to the initial

 stages of a gesellschaft international society. This does not lead to the
 conclusion that world society is either irrelevant or opposed to the idea of a

 gesellschaft global international society. Indeed, when one thinks through the
 higher levels of possible development of international society, involving dense
 networks of regimes, it becomes apparent that such regimes make the states
 and societies within them progressively more open to each other economically,
 politically, militarily, and societally. Pluralist, democratic states are those most
 attracted to high levels of international society, and in such states openness can

 only be sustained if societies themselves have converged to a significant degree.
 As international society develops, substantial elements of world society become
 increasingly necessary to the stability and furtherance of that development, a
 truth recently discovered by the governments of the European Community in
 their crisis over Maastricht.68

 Indeed, at higher levels of development, international society and world
 society, far from being contradictory ideas, become symbiotic. International
 society provides the political framework without which world society would
 face all the dangers of primal anarchy. In return, world society provides the

 gemeinschaft foundation without which international society remains stuck at a
 fairly basic level. This interrelationship tells us much about how and why the
 contemporary global international society is organized into concentric circles.
 Because humankind is so deeply differentiated culturally, it also tells us how

 difficult it will be-perhaps impossible for the foreseeable future-ever to
 create a uniform global international society.

 Extending from this line of thought on international society are questions
 about how the different rings of its concentric circles do (and should) relate to
 each other. Here lies the problematic agenda of intervention. International
 society sets the rules for what is and what is not legitimate intervention. These
 rules can be difficult to fathom even close to the core of international society, as

 68. Wwever et al., Identity, Migration, and the New Security Agenda in Europe, especially chap. 4.
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 the case of the former Yugoslavia demonstrates. The question of how, or if,

 they operate across the rings is even more difficult. Do core members have the

 right to intervene in outer-circle states over issues on which those states do not

 accept the norms or adhere to the regimes? In concrete terms, does the

 international community have the right to prevent a state outside the nuclear

 nonproliferation regime (e.g., Pakistan) from acquiring nuclear weapons?

 Does it have the right or responsibility to attack a member discovered cheating

 (e.g., Iraq or possibly North Korea)? One cannot answer these questions

 adequately from within the perspective of the specific regime. A clearer view of

 what is and what is not legitimate and/or necessary intervention can only be

 developed on the basis of a fuller understanding of international society as a
 whole.

 Much of this research agenda becomes available because of the joining of
 English school thinking to structural realist theory. That link makes possible a

 gesellschaft conception of international society that fits neatly into structural
 realist ideas about the shaping effect of systemic pressure on units. "Like units"
 become a critical input into defining the boundary between international

 systems with and without international societies, and international societies
 become, like the balance of power, a natural product of the shoving and
 shaping forces of anarchy. This synthesis strengthens both bodies of thought.
 The link rescues the English school from the stagnation of its historical

 cul-de-sac by giving the concept of international society a much firmer claim to
 theoretical status. For structural realism it opens useful connective channels to
 both history and liberal theory that are compatible with existing structural
 realist analysis. This fitting together of the English school, structural realism,

 and regime theory would appear to contain no substantial drawbacks and to
 offer many advantages in constructing a coherent theoretical foundation for a
 wide-ranging and policy-relevant research agenda.
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Sovereignty, International Relations,
and the Westphalian Myth
Andreas Osiander

The 350th anniversary of the Peace of Westphalia in 1998 was marked by a � urry
of conferences and publications by historians, but it was largely ignored in the
discipline of international relations (IR). This oversight is odd because in IR the end
of the Thirty Years’ War is regarded as the beginning of the international system
with which the discipline has traditionally dealt. Indeed, the international system has
been named for the 1648 peace.1 For some time now, this “Westphalian system,”
along with the concept of sovereignty at its core, has been a subject of debate: Are
the “pillars of the Westphalian temple decaying”?2 Are we moving “beyond
Westphalia”?3

In this debate, “Westphalia” constitutes the taken-for-granted template against
which current change should be judged. I contend, however, that the discipline
theorizes against the backdrop of a past that is largely imaginary. I show here that
the accepted IR narrative about Westphalia is a myth.

In the � rst section of the article I discuss what this narrative says about the Thirty
Years’ War. In the second section I discuss the alleged link between 1648 and the
creation of a new, sovereignty-based international system. In the third section I
discuss the Holy Roman Empire—with which, though this is seldom noted, the
Peace of Westphalia was almost exclusively concerned. In the process it will
become clear that “Westphalia”—shorthand for a narrative purportedly about the
seventeenth century—is really a product of the nineteenth- and twentieth-century
� xation on the concept of sovereignty. I conclude by discussing how what I call the
ideology of sovereignty has hampered the development of IR theory and by

I wish to express my gratitude both to the anonymous reviewers and to the editors of IO for invaluable
help with this article.

1. For a recent critique of this usage from a non-Anglo-Saxon perspective, see Duchhardt 1999.
2. Zacher 1992.
3. Lyons and Mastanduno 1995.
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suggesting that the historical phenomena analyzed in this article may help us to gain
a better theoretical understanding of contemporary international politics.

The Thirty Years’ War and the Problem
of Hegemonial Ambition

According to the standard view, the Thirty Years’ War was a struggle between two
main parties. On one side were the “universalist” actors: the emperor and the
Spanish king, both members of the Habsburg dynasty. Loyal to the Church of Rome,
they asserted their right, and that of the Pope, to control Christendom in its entirety.
Their opponents were the “particularist” actors, speci� cally Denmark, the Dutch
Republic, France, and Sweden, as well as the German princes. These actors rejected
imperial overlordship and (for the most part) the authority of the Pope, upholding
instead the right of all states to full independence (“sovereignty”).

Quotes showing the prevalence of this view in IR are easily adduced. David
Boucher states that the settlement “was designed to undermine the hegemonic
aspirations of the Habsburgs.”4 Hedley Bull says that it “marked the end of
Habsburg pretensions to universal monarchy.”5 According to Graham Evans and
Jeffrey Newnham’s Dictionary of World Politics, the settlement “marked the
culmination of the anti-hegemonic struggle against the Habsburg aspirations for a
supranational empire.”6 For Kal Holsti the war was mainly fought over “religious
toleration . . . and the hegemonic ambitions of the Hapsburg family complex.”7

According to Michael Sheehan, the peace “refuted the aspirations of the papacy and
the Holy Roman Empire to recreate a single Christian imperium.”8

Albeit widely shared, this interpretation is dubious. It hinges on the notion that the
Habsburgs were a threat to the “nascent” individual states.9 But, quite apart from the
fact that most of the states in question had been around for a long time, neither their
survival nor even their independence was at stake in this war. None of the actors
� ghting the Habsburgs went to war for defensive purposes, as I show in the
remainder of this section.10

4. Boucher 1998, 290.
5. Bull 1977, 32.
6. Evans and Newnham 1990, 420.
7. Holsti 1991, 34.
8. Sheehan 1996, 38.
9. Holsti 1991, 26.
10. Recent treatments of the war include Asch 1997; Burkhardt 1992 and 1998; Schmidt 1998; and

Schormann 1993. While I am indebted to these works, in terms of interpretation the synthesis offered here
is my own.
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The Bohemian Secession and the Near Collapse of Habsburg Power
in Central Europe

The original Bohemian crisis did not break out because the Habsburgs were
powerful, but because in important respects they were weak. In the early seven-
teenth century the system of government throughout much of Europe, including the
Habsburg territories in central Europe, was “dualist” (the technical term employed
by historians). Power was shared between the prince and the notables of the realm,
known as the estates. The “balance of power” between these two poles might favor
one side or the other; in the case of the Habsburg kingdoms of Bohemia and
Hungary it had increasingly come to favor the estates. While the dynasty remained
Catholic, the estates were largely Protestant. Anxious to forestall any attempt by the
crown to limit their religious freedom, the Bohemian and Hungarian estates took
advantage of a quarrel within the dynasty to strengthen their constitutional position.

To consolidate those gains and to maintain their own in� uence, in 1618 the
radicals among the Bohemian estates initiated an uprising that sidelined the
pro-Habsburg “doves” and eliminated any remaining power of the Habsburg-held
crown. Eventually, following the death of Emperor Matthew, a Habsburg, in 1619,
the Bohemian estates deposed his heir, Ferdinand, and persuaded the elector
Palatine Frederick, a German Protestant, to be their king. The Hungarian estates also
elected a Protestant, Gábor Bethlen, to replace Ferdinand. The Habsburgs seemed
set now to lose the imperial title as well. The Bohemian king was a member of the
seven-strong electoral college by which the emperor was chosen. With the Bohe-
mian crown in Protestant hands, there would be a Protestant majority in the college.

The Habsburg position in central Europe was thus on the brink of collapse. Twice
in 1619 rebel troops reached the suburbs of Vienna. The Spanish king sent both
money and troops, but the imminent resumption of the Spanish-Dutch war (at the
expiry in 1621 of a twelve-year truce) made it dif� cult for him to put his full military
weight behind Ferdinand. In this situation, a crucial question was what the German
princes would do. Some Protestant princes and free cities of the empire had formed
an anti-Catholic alliance, called the “Union.” Its leader was none other than the
elector Palatine, soon to be the new Bohemian king. A counteralliance named the
“League” was headed by the duke of Bavaria, the most powerful of the Catholic
German princes. In the past, he had played second � ddle to the Habsburgs but had
done his best to rival their in� uence in the empire. Now, with Ferdinand (to whom
he was also closely related) in a desperate situation and dependent on League
support, the ambitious duke found himself an arbiter of his kinsman’s fate.

As it turned out, rather than welcome the opportunity to bring the Habsburgs
down, the German princes, including, crucially, both the Protestant ones and
Bavaria, instead distanced themselves from Frederick. His collusion with rebels
against their legitimate ruler alienated his fellow princes. Moreover, he was
expected to take advantage of the religious dimension of the con� ict and use his
position as head of the Union to defend his “ill-gotten” royal title. This would almost
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certainly lead to war in the empire at large between the Union and the League, a
prospect universally dreaded.

When the imperial throne was left vacant by the death of Emperor Matthew, the
electoral college elected Ferdinand emperor in August 1619. Signi� cantly, it did so
unanimously, with all three Protestant votes going to Ferdinand. A member of the
college, Frederick sought to delay the proceedings until after the Bohemian estates
had deposed Ferdinand. But though they did so a few days before the election,
Ferdinand, not Frederick, was allowed to cast the Bohemian vote. Contrary to what
Frederick had hoped and worked for, the duke of Bavaria refused to be a candidate
against Ferdinand. In the end, Frederick voted for Ferdinand himself to avoid a
gratuitous further provocation.

Although Frederick did mount the Bohemian throne, he failed to obtain the
British and Dutch support on which he had counted. In Germany, the Union
eventually put its desire to prevent the crisis from spreading to the rest of the empire
ahead of other considerations. Despite Frederick’s position as its leader, the Union
accepted a nonaggression pact with the Catholic League. This enabled the League
to assist Ferdinand against the elector Palatine. The Union then fell apart: while
religious af� liation always played an important role in the con� ict, at no point
between 1618 and 1648 did it produce stable cleavages along religious lines. Aided
not only by the duke of Bavaria and League troops but also by troops of the
Protestant elector of Saxony, Ferdinand reconquered the Bohemian capital in
November 1620 and drove Frederick into exile. Gábor Bethlen stepped down as
ruler of Hungary and made peace with Ferdinand.

The Habsburgs thus preserved their position in central Europe, but, inevitably,
Ferdinand emerged from the crisis a somewhat diminished � gure. He was emperor
now, but the power of that of� ce was limited and subject to constitutional checks
and balances (see the third section). He was also heavily indebted, not just morally
but � nancially, to the rulers of Saxony and Bavaria. His fate had been in their hands,
and he had been forced to buy their support through the promise of signi� cant
rewards. Ferdinand transferred important Habsburg territories—respectively, Lusa-
tia and Upper Austria—to their temporary ownership since he could not meet his
obligations to them immediately (and would not for a long time to come; in fact,
Lusatia was eventually transferred to Saxony for good).

The Danish Bid for Expansion and the Sudden Rise and
Decline of Habsburg Hegemony in Germany

Throughout this initial phase of the war, key actors regarded Habsburg power as less
threatening than the prospect of its collapse. This only changed in the second,
“Danish” phase of the war (1625–29).

Of the two branches of the Habsburg dynasty, the Spanish branch was the more
powerful; but though its position in the European system was formidable, it did not
threaten the independence of other actors. Its dominions formed the largest mon-
archy in Europe in geographical, but not demographical, terms; militarily, this was
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not an undiluted advantage. In the Spanish-Dutch con� ict the Dutch were well able
to hold their own. On its expiry in 1621, a twelve-year truce between the two actors
could have been renewed or even turned into a proper peace treaty. There was a
peace party on both sides. Despite the truce, however, the Dutch had continued to
harass the Spanish colonies, and the trade with them, doing much economic damage.
In resuming the war, the Spanish government had few illusions that Dutch inde-
pendence could be undone. It did hope to improve the terms on which Dutch
sovereignty would � nally be recognized over those accepted in 1609 and regarded
as humiliating; meanwhile, open war might relieve the pressure on the colonies.
Conversely, in 1621 the prevailing view among the Dutch was that resuming the war
would bring greater concessions from Spain.11

Dutch willingness to engage the Spanish—who, therefore, would not be able to
intervene forcefully in Germany— emboldened the Danish king to prepare a military
strike against troops of the Catholic League (not the emperor) who remained
garrisoned in north Germany after the � ght against Frederick. The king, a Protestant,
feared that these troops would be employed to repossess some north German
ecclesiastical principalities that had passed into Protestant hands—illegally, from a
Catholic point of view.

The principalities in question were bishoprics whose incumbents had the same
rights as secular princes of the empire except that their position was not hereditary.
They were elected for life by the cathedral chapters. The 1555 religious settlement
concluded among the princes and free cities of the empire gave them the power to
determine freely whether their lands should be Catholic or Protestant. However,
ecclesiastical territories were excluded from this provision by a clause known as the
reservatum ecclesiasticum. With the important exception only of the Habsburgs and
Bavaria, most secular princes in the empire and most of the free cities were
Protestant, which made the reservatum ecclesiasticum crucial for maintaining the
political role of Catholicism in the empire. Unfortunately for the Catholic side, this
clause was contested by the Protestant camp and had not stopped further Protestant
inroads into ecclesiastical territories.

Canons would turn Protestant and then elect to the episcopal see some member of
a Protestant dynasty who they hoped would protect them, or who bribed or bullied
them. And once a powerful princely house got hold of the see, dislodging it would
be almost impossible, since it would then control the appointment of new canons. It
was clear that the more bishoprics were lost to Protestantism in this fashion, the
more the chances of recovering any of them for the Catholic camp diminished.

This problem of critical mass explains the importance of who would secure
control of the north German bishoprics. No one understood this better than the
Protestant Danish king. Operating in the shadow of the Bohemian crisis, in the early
1620s he had cajoled no less than three cathedral chapters—Bremen, Verden, and
Halberstadt—into electing the second of his two sons to succeed the current

11. See Elliott 1998, 27; and Israel 1998, 117–19.
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incumbents (still alive at that point); and he was working on Osnabrück. With the
promise of Dutch and British subsidies, and the hesitant support of the Protestant
north German princes and free cities, he now deployed an army in north Germany.
His main purpose was to defend his claims and north German Protestantism; but to
qualify for Dutch and British subsidies he also had to adopt the cause of the deposed
elector Palatine. With Spain distracted by the Dutch, the emperor and the Catholic
League looked weak enough for the Danish venture to be promising.

Unpredictably, at this point an altogether exceptional � gure entered the scene:
Albrecht von Wallenstein. A nouveau riche Bohemian nobleman with uncommon
managerial and strategic abilities, he offered the impecunious emperor an army,
which he would raise and initially pay for himself (he would later bill the emperor
punctiliously for all expenditures incurred). This � amboyant gesture struck many at
the imperial court as too bizarre, and indeed humiliating, to accept; however, after
much deliberation, the court did accept the offer in direct response to news that the
Danish king was leading an army to secure the reinstatement of Frederick. The
emperor at that time had few troops of his own; those of the League were not under
his command and essentially were controlled by the duke of Bavaria. In 1629
Wallenstein forced the Danish king to accept a peace that basically restored the
status quo ante. The king had to renounce the bishoprics to which he had had his son
elected (but none of them had actually passed into the son’s possession yet).

As a result of the failed Danish intervention, and thanks, in large part, to
Wallenstein, north Germany now found itself under the military control of the
emperor. Many feared that he would make himself “the master of Germany,” as a
famous anonymous pamphlet of 1628 put it, which no emperor had been in the past.
In retrospect, it seems clear that this was not his aim; Habsburg archives have
yielded no evidence for any such program.12 But, in the heated atmosphere of the
time, everything the emperor did was taken as corroboration of sinister, oppressive
designs. Events in Bohemia seemed to set an alarming precedent. There, Ferdinand
restored the leading role both of Catholicism and the crown by expropriating and
expelling much of the Protestant nobility and enacting a new constitution that
reduced the prerogatives of the estates. Would the emperor attempt something
similar in Germany?

Having deposed the existing dynasty for supporting the Danish king, in 1628
Ferdinand made Wallenstein duke of Mecklenburg, a large north German princi-
pality. For the cash-starved emperor, this move was, not least, a means to dispose
of some debts. But it caused strong antagonism. The Protestant camp was rattled by
this transferal of a Protestant principality to a Catholic by a stroke of the pen, and
the princes of the empire, Catholic and Protestant alike, were concerned about the
summary removal of an ancient ruling family in favor of a despised upstart. In 1629
Ferdinand proceeded to decree the re-catholicization of all church assets that had
passed into Protestant hands after the Augsburg religious settlement. This so-called

12. See Albrecht 1990; Haan 1977; and Sturmberger 1957.
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Edict of Restitution, designed to enforce the reservatum ecclesiasticum of 1555, was
to be applied to the entire empire.

We have seen how the Danish intervention was dictated by a combination of
territorial ambition and concern over the religious balance of power in the empire.
This concern was also behind the Edict of Restitution, whose main purpose was to
stop, indeed reverse, the continual decline in the number of Catholic ecclesiastical
princes of the empire since 1555 and to recover other assets (such as monastic
endowments) for the Catholic church. Again, the measure caused much discontent.
Not only would many Protestant princes suffer important losses; there was concern
even among Catholic princes of the empire about this kind of imperial unilateralism.

It is often implied today that, in some roundabout way, the edict aimed at
strengthening the emperor. More plausibly, its main motive was genuinely religious,
since Ferdinand II was an extremely pious man. Any gain for the emperor himself
was outweighed by the political cost of the measure. By issuing the edict, he
effectively turned on his own followers in the Protestant camp. He now lost the
support of the elector of Saxony, with disastrous political and military consequences
over the next few years. At the same time, the edict itself would have to be enforced
militarily. It thus effectively diminished the emperor’s resources while increasing,
and seriously overstretching, his commitments.

That the measure dangerously weakened Ferdinand was the view both of
Wallenstein, who initially refused to carry it out, and of the Spanish government.13

Madrid was furious about the edict because it needed all the troops that Ferdinand
could spare to support it in a war against France that had broken out in northern Italy
in 1628. Although Wallenstein insisted that he could spare no troops, Ferdinand, the
recent bene� ciary of Spanish aid, sent some troops to Italy anyway. This caused
further irritation in Germany, where there was strong sentiment that the empire
should not become involved in the long-standing Franco-Spanish rivalry just
because the emperor was a cousin of the Spanish king.

The powerful electoral college leveled its anger at Ferdinand when it met with
him (as it did quite regularly) at Regensburg in 1630. Since an emperor usually
expected the college to elect his own chosen successor during his lifetime, he had
a strong stake in maintaining good relations with it. The cost of not doing so was
brought home to Ferdinand when, at Regensburg, the college denied his request to
elect his eldest son emperor-designate. The college also demanded that he dismiss
his unpopular generalissimo, Wallenstein, along with three-quarters of his troops;
the remaining troops were to be merged with the League army, which Ferdinand did
not control. Furthermore, the college told the emperor to withdraw from Italy.
Strikingly, Ferdinand met these demands in full even though the college still refused
to settle his succession. Before the conference was over, Wallenstein was removed
from of� ce and his army was being disbanded. Ferdinand accepted a peace
agreement with France while he was still at Regensburg.

13. Elliott 1998, 32.
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The Swedish Bid for Expansion and the French Attempt
to Break Habsburg Power

If, again, the war continued, it was because the Swedish and French crowns saw it
as a means to enhance their own positions in Europe by eroding the position of the
Habsburgs.

Following the defeat of the Danish king, his rival in the Baltic, King Gustaf Adolf
of Sweden, now decided to take his turn to attack the emperor, ostensibly to protect
Germany from Habsburg oppression in general and the Edict of Restitution in
particular. While the electoral college met at Regensburg (July to November 1630),
Swedish troops invaded north Germany (in early July), though no one at Regensburg
appears to have taken the invasion seriously.

The invasion at � rst was hampered by � nancial dif� culties and a disinclination by
Protestant princes of the empire to rally around their self-appointed savior, King
Gustaf Adolf. Moreover, it was apparently assumed that the Swedish king’s main
aim was to restore Mecklenburg to its rightful Protestant dynasty. This meant that
Wallenstein would be deprived of that duchy, a prospect that many in the empire
welcomed. But once the Swedes had overcome their initial dif� culties, it became
clear that their agenda was not to conduct a geographically limited intervention but
to deliver a decisive blow to both Habsburg and German Catholicism. The League
army proved no match for the Swedish troops, and many Protestant princes and free
cities of the empire now joined the Swedish side, though reluctantly and for the most
part in response to military pressure. It is ironic that Gustaf Adolf invaded the
empire for the stated purpose of removing the threat posed by the emperor just when
the electoral college stripped Ferdinand of much of his military power. Indeed, the
Swedish invasion brought the collapse of the Regensburg agreement and the
reinstatement of Wallenstein as commander of the emperor’s forces.

After the decisive Swedish defeat of 1634, and with both Gustaf Adolf and
Wallenstein dead, the emperor and the Protestant elector of Saxony reached an
agreement. The princes and free cities of the empire were invited to accede to this
so-called Peace of Prague, and almost all of them did. If that settlement had entered
into force, the emperor would have secured substantial gains for the Catholic church
but would, for all practical purposes, have abandoned the Edict of Restitution. The
Mecklenburg dynasty would have been rehabilitated. Alliances of the princes and
cities of the empire with each other (such as the Union and the League) would have
been banned but not alliances with actors outside the empire. There would have been
in the future only a single army in the empire, the greater part of which would have
been under the command of the emperor, with smaller contingents commanded by
the rulers of Saxony and Bavaria. Although this settlement would have strengthened
the emperor, the point should not be taken too far. The peace would have left the
constitution of the empire, with its checks on imperial power, unchanged in other
respects. Certainly, the electoral college was suf� ciently pleased with Ferdinand to
proceed, in 1636, with the election of his son as emperor-designate (who succeeded
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Ferdinand at his death in 1637). But the peace did not take effect. Now, the French
king (re-)entered the war to prevent the emperor from getting out of it.

After crushing French Protestantism and its threat to the authority of the crown
militarily (the main Protestant stronghold, La Rochelle, surrendered in 1628), the
French chief minister, Cardinal Richelieu, concentrated on enhancing his king’s
position abroad. In order to drain Habsburg resources Richelieu sought to engage the
Habsburgs on as many fronts as possible. He pursued the aim of � nally winning the
long-standing competition between the Habsburgs and the House of Bourbon.

Richelieu’s war with Spain in northern Italy over the succession of the late duke
of Mantua (1628–31) has already been mentioned. Through his success there—
owing in part to the electoral college’s pressure on the emperor to withdraw his
support for Spain—Richelieu gained a foothold in northern Italy (in particular, the
key fortress of Pinerolo). This threatened Spain’s extensive possessions centered in
Milan, which were important not only in themselves but also for the Spanish war
effort in the Low Countries: The main supply route between Spain and the Spanish
southern Netherlands was by sea; however, the naval strength of the Dutch (in the
northern Netherlands) made that route hazardous, and so the preferred route was by
land from northern Italy through the Rhine Valley.

To increase Spanish dependence on this overland route vulnerable to attack from
French soil, Richelieu was anxious to maintain military pressure on Spain. For a
while (1631–35) he was content to make war by proxy and channeled large amounts
of money to the Dutch to help pay for their war against Spain. He also channeled
money to the Swedes. The Swedish king was engaged in a war with the king of
Poland, but in 1629 Richelieu brokered a truce between them with the explicit
purpose of enabling Gustaf Adolf to attack the emperor instead. Richelieu’s motive
was to prevent Ferdinand from being of assistance to the Spanish king now that
Denmark had quit the war.

Once Richelieu had established a French presence in northern Italy, he prepared
to block the Rhine Valley, at last declaring war on the Habsburgs almost simulta-
neously with the Peace of Prague. He feared that after the Swedes’ crushing defeat
in 1634, nonmilitary French support might not be enough to keep them � ghting. At
the same time he was surprised by the scope of their operations in the empire. Both
their geographic extent and their devastation of Catholic territories impinged on
what Richelieu thought should be a French zone of in� uence, namely, southern and
western Germany and the lesser Catholic princes of the empire. By resuming active
warfare against the Habsburgs, he could keep the Swedes in the war and also
counterbalance them.

Summary

I am aware that historians specializing in this period will regard my brief account of
the war as outrageously simpli� ed. Even so, it demonstrates the complexity of the
con� ict and the variety of considerations guiding the belligerents, factors that make
the search for a single fundamental issue a dubious undertaking. However, it should
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have become clear that the very issue generally put forward, the struggle between
universalism and particularism or between empire and sovereignty, has little to
commend it. The war was not fought because the Habsburgs were straining to
expand their role, but because other actors were seeking to diminish it. The
Habsburgs did not want this war and did not threaten the independence of other
actors, least of all outside the empire. Conversely, once the war had begun, what
sustained it was expansionist aggression by other actors. The Danish, Swedish, and
French crowns all entered, and prolonged, the con� ict through deliberate planning,
absent any immediate threat, and in order to aggrandize themselves.

The Danish king feared that the forces of the counterreformation might get hold
of the north German bishoprics before he did. In the case of Gustaf Adolf, the
decision to intervene in Germany was, perhaps, in� uenced by fear that the emperor
would threaten Swedish domination of the Baltic. Yet this explanation does not
account for the huge scale of the Swedish operations in the empire. Safeguarding the
Swedish position in the Baltic hardly necessitated the capture of Munich. Unfortu-
nately, we have no � rst-hand information on what kind of concrete, ultimate goal
Gustaf Adolf was pursuing. There was and is talk about his plans for a Protestant
empire. This remains speculative, but, in any case, the Swedish intervention in the
war cannot easily be described as defensive.

There is no ambiguity regarding Richelieu’s intentions, since the meticulous
cardinal left a wealth of written evidence about his thinking. In a 1632 memoran-
dum, for example, Richelieu spells out what he saw as the point of direct French
intervention in the war: to make it possible “to ruin the House of Austria completely,
. . . to pro� t from its dismemberment, and to make the [French] king the head of all
the catholic princes of Christendom and thus the most powerful in Europe.” This
goal would be achieved jointly with the Swedes, but afterwards the Swedish king
would be no match for the French king, not least because he “does not have
resources similar to those of France.”14

1648: Peace, Propaganda, and the (Non-)issue
of Sovereignty

If the war was not fought to ward off a threat to the independence of other European
actors posed by the Habsburg dynasty, then the traditional interpretation of the 1648
peace cannot be right either. Scholars, especially in IR, often see the peace as having
been concerned with the issue of sovereignty, and more generally with the need to
reorder the European system and give it new rules.

David Boucher, for example, contends that the settlement “provided the founda-
tion for, and gave formal recognition to, the modern states system in Europe”;
elsewhere he claims that it “sanctioned the formal equality and legitimacy of an

14. Richelieu 1997, 518–20.
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array of state actors, while at the same time postulating the principle of balance as
the mechanism to prevent a preponderance of power.”15 Seyom Brown speaks of the
“Westphalian principles” and elaborates that “even to this day two principles of
interstate relations codi� ed in 1648 constitute the normative core of international
law: (1) the government of each country is unequivocally sovereign within its
territorial jurisdiction, and (2) countries shall not interfere in each other’s domestic
affairs.”16 Evans and Newnham’s Dictionary of World Politics � nds that “a number
of important principles, which were subsequently to form the legal and political
framework of modern interstate relations, were established at Westphalia. It explic-
itly recognized a society of states based on the principle of territorial sovereignty.”17

Kal Holsti explains that “the peace legitimized the ideas of sovereignty and
dynastic autonomy from hierarchical control. It created a framework that would
sustain the political fragmentation of Europe.”18 According to Torbjörn Knutsen,
“the powers of the pope and the emperor . . . were drastically reduced by the Treaty
of Westphalia. With this Treaty, the concept of the territorial state gained common
acceptance in Europe.”19 Hans Morgenthau asserts that certain “rules of interna-
tional law were securely established in 1648”; more speci� cally, “the Treaty of
Westphalia . . . made the territorial state the cornerstone of the modern state
system.”20 According to Frederick Parkinson, the settlement “spelt out in full the
terms on which the new international diplomatic order was to be based.”21 Michael
Sheehan believes that the settlement “formally recognized the concept of state
sovereignty.”22 Hendrik Spruyt declares that “the Peace of Westphalia . . . formally
acknowledged a system of sovereign states.”23 Mark Zacher speaks of “the Treaty
of Westphalia of 1648 which recognized the state as the supreme or sovereign power
within its boundaries and put to rest the church’s transnational claims to political
authority.”24

Such quotes could be multiplied almost at will. Yet the actual treaties do not
corroborate any of the claims quoted earlier: the settlement to which they refer is a
� gment of the imagination. How can it be that for decades IR has accepted a
� ctional account of the settlement? In this section I will show � rst that while the
Westphalian myth has little or nothing to do with the real stakes over which the war
was fought, it does re� ect the claims of seventeenth-century anti-Habsburg propa-
ganda. Second, I will try to explain how this propaganda image of the war made its
way into IR and why it fell on such fertile ground there. Finally, the popular image

15. Boucher 1998, 289, 225.
16. Brown 1992, 74.
17. Evans and Newnham 1990, 420.
18. Holsti 1991, 39.
19. Knutsen 1992, 71.
20. Morgenthau 1985, 294.
21. Parkinson 1977, 33.
22. Sheehan 1996, 38.
23. Spruyt 1994, 27.
24. Zacher 1992, 59.
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of the 1648 peace must be corrected by showing what the settlement was really
about.

War and Propaganda

Never before or during the war was the emperor in a position to threaten the
long-established independence of actors outside the Holy Roman Empire. With the
exception of the Habsburg dynastic lands, even the principalities and free cities of
the empire itself were not actually governed by the emperor (see the third section).
As mentioned, there is no indication that, even at the height of his military power
in the late 1620s, the emperor intended to change that.

Ironically, the very fact that Ferdinand enjoyed military preponderance in Ger-
many only so brie� y before it dissolved again under the impact of a combination of
factors (overcommitment by virtue of the Edict of Restitution, the felt obligation to
help the Spanish king in Italy, the revolt of the electoral college, the Swedish
intervention) greatly helped the anti-Habsburg propaganda. Because the moment of
imperial power did not last, it remained possible to accuse the emperor of all sorts
of things that he had allegedly intended to do, or would still do given the chance.

In an important sense, the war certainly can be seen as a jostling for position
among major European actors. In the Middle Ages, the emperor was the notional
secular head of Christian society, conceived of as a single hierarchy. This notional
position was a matter of rank, based on historical convention, rather than power. In
the seventeenth century, despite the religious schisms, the conception of Christen-
dom as a single society and a single hierarchy was still strong. There was as yet no
notion of a system in which actors would regard each other as equal, as Johannes
Burkhardt has rightly insisted (this notion did not really gain ground until the
eighteenth century). Therefore, to borrow an apt image from Burkhardt, a major
power struggle among dynastic actors could not but become a jostling for the top of
the pyramid.25 Burkhardt adopts the view that by the seventeenth century the place
at the top of the pyramid was vacant, at least in the sense that there was no
agreement on its rightful occupant.26

But as the imperial dynasty, the Habsburgs had long been the most obvious
contender for top rank in Christian society. They had tradition and legitimacy on
their side. Their combined dominions not only were more extensive than those of
any other dynasty but had been acquired (at least within Europe) very largely
through nonviolent means, especially marriage; contrary to what is often supposed,
at that time conquest was regarded as a dubious title to possession.27 Again,
although the Habsburgs had monopolized the imperial dignity, that, too, was owed
not to raw power but to custom and established legal procedures. The imperial title
as such did not bestow great power. But as the senior royal title in Christendom, it

25. Burkhardt 1998.
26. Ibid., 52.
27. Osiander 1994, 49–51.
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carried immense prestige; in the aristocratic political culture of the era, that was
more valuable than we can readily imagine today. All those assets were based on
inherited right or ancient custom. The obvious legitimacy of the Habsburgs made
challenging their primacy, in terms of rank, all the more dif� cult.

By contrast, the French and Swedish crowns brought power to the struggle rather
than legitimacy. To be sure, King Gustaf Adolf in 1630 probably had fewer than a
million subjects28—no more than the rulers of Saxony or Bavaria. But he also had
charisma, generous French subsidies, and a serviceable ideology as defender of the
Protestant faith. Had the king lived longer, some form of Protestant counter-empire
might perhaps have been founded on this as a more extensive power base than that
provided by his native country. France being a Catholic monarchy, Richelieu had no
such ideology at his disposal. But his king had more subjects by far than any other
Christian ruler, including the emperor and the Spanish king. Moreover, their
territories were less compact.29

Neither the Swedes nor the French had suffered from Habsburg aggression in
their own territories, nor was this an imminent threat. They could challenge the
Habsburgs militarily. However, they had to be concerned not just with power but
also with rank and thus with prestige and legitimacy. Therefore, a military challenge
necessitated at least some semblance of a just cause, an of� cial motive for waging
war that was not merely self-seeking— hence the importance of accusing the
Habsburg dynasty of abusing its position to oppress everybody else.

The French and Swedish crowns both of� cially justi� ed their intervention in the
German war by claiming that the princes of the empire were in danger of being
subjugated by the emperor (assisted by the Spanish king), and that any strengthening
of the Habsburg position would threaten actors outside the empire as well. This
claim was the main argument of the widely circulated war manifesto for Gustaf
Adolf. Written by his councilor Johan Adler Salvius, it accused the Habsburgs of
having always plotted a “universal monarchy” and the conquest of, at least, all
western Europe.30 More than a decade later, Salvius was still repeating that charge
in the run-up to the peace talks, where he was to be one of the Swedish
plenipotentiaries. In 1643 and 1644 he urged the French to prepare for the congress
by stepping up not only their military efforts but also their propaganda efforts. Both
the French and the Swedish sent diplomatic missives to the German princes warning
them once more of Habsburg designs for “universal monarchy” and “absolute
dominion” and suggesting that these would begin with their own enslavement if they
failed to support the Franco-Swedish efforts to protect them.31

Salvius, who spent much of his life in Germany, knew he would not be taken
entirely seriously. The fulsome protestations of Habsburg villainy and Swedish

28. Schmidt 1998, 49.
29. Twenty million inhabitants is the standard � gure given for seventeenth-centur y France. See, for
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sel� essness in his relatively accessible 1630 manifesto must not be taken at face
value. But Salvius also knew that, however far-fetched the accusation, in terms of
public relations a small � g leaf was in� nitely better than none. Moreover, far-
fetched or not, the charge against the Habsburgs really hinged on unveri� able
Habsburg intentions and was thus conveniently irrefutable. By contrast, the French
delegation repeatedly expressed surprise at how little even Protestant German
princes embraced the notion of a Habsburg menace, which the French routinely
conjured up in the initial phase of the congress— but later dropped.32

The Westphalian Myth in IR

While its original addressees were thus relatively impervious to the anti-Habsburg
propaganda, posterity has proved more amenable. Imbued with the ideal of the
nation-state and, indeed, harboring more or less explicit nationalistic (as well as
confessional) preconceptions, nineteenth- and twentieth-century historians readily
espoused the view that somehow the Danes, Dutch, French, and Swedes were really
“defending” themselves while also sel� essly helping others to ward off oppression.
The Habsburg dynasty, on the other hand, found few sympathizers, because it could
not be harnessed for any national cause. German historians tended to point to its
“excessive” ambition to explain its failure to create a German nation-state. Had the
Habsburgs not pursued such far-� ung European, even global interests, this argument
goes, they could have concentrated successfully on their “German” role. In this way,
whatever the national perspective from which they wrote, historians could agree to
cast the Habsburg dynasty as the “villain” in line with seventeenth-century propa-
ganda. Unaware of its roots in nineteenth-century historiography, but still very much
under the normative in� uence of the concept of the nation-state underlying that
literature, twentieth-century IR scholars have been among the most eager continu-
ators of the old propaganda image of the war. The notion that the peace enshrined
a new, anti-hegemonial order goes back to this image.

I suspect that many of the misleading statements about 1648 in IR literature
derive directly or indirectly from an oft-quoted 1948 article by Leo Gross.33 In line
with the many (predominantly legal) older scholars cited in that article, Gross
regarded the peace as a major turning point. For him it was “the majestic portal
which leads from the old into the new world.”34 But it looks as if having decided to
check the treaties—which he quotes—for support of this view, he was disappointed
to � nd little that was serviceable. Probably for this reason he essentially dismissed
a key bit of evidence. The “actual terms of the settlement,” Gross writes,

32. Ibid., for example, 37–38.
33. Originally published in the American Journal of International Law, it was later included in a

reader edited by Richard Falk and Wolfram Hanrieder (1968), and again in a posthumous collection of
essays by Gross (1993). That volume opens with the 1948 article, which the editor, Alfred P. Rubin, in
his introduction describes as “timeless” and “seminal.” Rubin also comments that Gross “popularized the
phrase and the notion of a ‘Westphalian constitution’ for the international order” (Gross 1993, x).
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would hardly suf� ce to account for the outstanding place attributed to it in the
evolution of international relations [!]. In order to � nd a more adequate expla-
nation it would seem appropriate to search not so much in the text of the trea-
ties themselves as in their implications, in the broad conceptions on which
they rest and the developments to which they provided impetus.35

Gross goes on to express or at least adumbrate almost all the elements of the
Westphalian myth that form the common pool from which scholars routinely draw:
how the war was a struggle between hierarchical, “universalistic” aspirations and the
aspirations of the rising individual states; how the peace was really about sovereign
equality; how it was a charter for all Europe; how, implicitly at least, it was based
on the principle of the balance of power; how it effectively sidelined the Pope; and
so on. The old-fashioned learned style with its ample references to scholars now
largely forgotten has probably made the piece appear more historically knowledge-
able and less speculative than it really is. Gross after all was an expert on
international law, not history (I know of no other work of his that deals with a
pre-twentieth-century topic). As the quotes at the beginning of this section show,
much subsequent IR literature then introduced a further twist by assuming that the
various tenets that according to Gross the treaties implied were actually laid down
in them.

I am aware of only one outspoken IR critic of the standard view of the settlement,
and even he seems to have gone back on his original, more resolute stance on the
issue. In an essay published some years ago, Stephen Krasner dismissed the alleged
link between 1648 and the creation of the sovereign territorial state, asserting
unambiguously that “the conventional view that the Peace of Westphalia of 1648
marks a turning point in history is wrong” and that the peace “was not a clear break
with the past.”36 But in his most recent book, Krasner writes that “the Peace of
Westphalia was a break point with the past.” He concedes that even though this
break point was “not the one understood by most students of international relations
and international law,” the settlement “did mark the transition from Christendom to
reason of state and balance of power as the basic cognitive conceptualization
informing the actual behavior of European rulers.”37 This looks like a nod to
conventional wisdom, indeed, like a typical instance of attributing to “Westphalia”
concepts of IR theory whose factual link with the settlement is far from clear. While
acknowledging that this expression is incorrect historically, Krasner also employs
the term “Westphalian sovereignty” throughout the book.

Given that IR scholars, much more so than recent historians, continue to put such
emphasis on 1648 as a turning point, why have there not been more efforts at
checking the standard account of the settlement against, at least, the actual treaties?
One reason, perhaps, is that they are dif� cult to understand. Perusal of the treaties,
� lled as they are with endless technical detail on constitutional and other matters of

35. Ibid., 26.
36. Krasner 1993, 235.
37. Krasner 1999, 82.

The Westphalian Myth 265

VOL III - 111



the Holy Roman Empire, must leave nonspecialists bewildered and thus all the more
inclined to accept the available standard interpretation. Yet on a deeper level, the
conventional view may serve an important function. A typical founding myth, it
offers a neat account of how the “classical” European system, the prototype of the
present international system, came about. Conveniently and comprehensively, it
explains the origin of what are considered the main characteristics of that system,
such as territoriality, sovereignty, equality, and nonintervention. It � ts perfectly with
the accepted view of what international relations is about, or at least has “tradition-
ally” been about: relations of a speci� c kind (with the problem of war occupying a
central position) among actors of a speci� c kind (territorial, sovereign, legally
equal). While IR authors are divided on the applicability of this conventional model
to current phenomena, very rarely do they question its applicability to the past.

The Peace Treaties and the Problem of Sovereignty:
Some Clari� cations

I have argued that the standard account of the peace ultimately re� ects not its actual
content but wartime anti-Habsburg propaganda. The quotations from IR scholars
adduced earlier all create the impression that the settlement laid down what the
propaganda image of the war would lead one to expect: a con� rmation of the
autonomy, or sovereignty, of the various European actors, just saved from attempted
oppression. But since, rather than propaganda, the treaties deal with practicalities,
the settlement contains nothing of the sort. It is silent on the issue of sovereignty, or,
less technically, independence, of European actors. It does not refer to any corollary
of sovereignty either, such as nonintervention. It does not deal with the prerogatives
of the emperor, nor does it mention the Pope. There is nothing in it about the balance
of power.

Moreover, while delegates from several countries attended the congress, the
treaties that it produced were not a pan-European charter. The Peace of Westphalia
proper was an agreement between only three parties. It consists of two treaties
signed on 24 October 1648, one—the Treaty of Münster (Instrumentum Pacis
Monasteriense or IPM)—between the Holy Roman Empire and the king of France,
and the other—the Treaty of Osnabrück (Instrumentum Pacis Osnabrugense or
IPO)—between the Holy Roman Empire and the queen of Sweden. A large portion
of both treaties is identical and about internal affairs of the Holy Roman Empire.
This is the main focus of the settlement and will be discussed in the third section.
Apart from this, the treaties are concerned with certain territories awarded to France
and Sweden, respectively. France and Sweden were also made guarantors of the
settlement, which theoretically authorized them to intervene in the empire in certain
circumstances, but this provision never gained practical relevance.38

38. I have given a detailed analysis of the peace talks and the treaties elsewhere (Osiander 1994,
chap. 2).
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Like all other actors outside the empire, the French and the Swedes as the two
non-German signatories to the treaties took their own complete independence for
granted. So did everybody else. No one, before or during the war, had questioned
that independence, let alone threatened it militarily. Why should they have wanted
it con� rmed? The treaties con� rm neither their “sovereignty” nor anybody else’s;
least of all do they contain anything about sovereignty as a principle. It is because
of the arbitrary habit of regarding 1648 as a milestone in the evolution of
sovereignty that this concept is projected into the settlement, which becomes
possible only if the historical evidence is either ignored or forced into a straight-
jacket. The apparently ineradicable notion (repeated even by many recent historians
of the war) that the Peace of Westphalia sanctioned the “sovereignty” of Switzerland
and the Netherlands and their independence from the empire demonstrates this. In
the case of the Swiss it is based on a willful (and sometimes uninformed)
interpretation of the relevant clause in the treaties, giving it a meaning that its
drafters did not intend. And as to the Dutch the treaties do not even deal with them.

The complete autonomy of Switzerland vis-à-vis the empire was uncontroversial
in practice, and the Swiss were reluctant to have anything to do with the peace
congress. If they eventually allowed themselves to be represented there by the
burgomaster of Basel, it was because this city had only joined the Swiss confeder-
ation after the other cantons had had their autonomy recognized in a treaty of 1499.
The supreme courts of the empire (more particularly, the Imperial Cameral Tribu-
nal) did not consider Basel to be exempt from their jurisdiction and allowed lawsuits
against Basel and its citizens, a situation that had caused continual irritation. For this
reason Basel insisted on having the immunity of the entire confederation recon-
� rmed in such a way that it would cover Basel, too. The request was granted, and
a clause to that effect included in the treaties.39 This clause, which explicitly names
Basel as its initiator and bene� ciary, restates the immunity (exemptio) of the Swiss
cantons from the jurisdiction of the empire and their complete autonomy (plena
libertas).

Both terms were traditional, and neither signi� es, or even presupposes, sover-
eignty in the modern sense.40 A recent article by Franz Egger repeats the traditional
assertion that Swiss “sovereignty” was recognized in 1648. Paradoxically, the same
article furnishes strong evidence that the Swiss themselves saw no discontinuity but
still regarded themselves as associated with the empire. In conclusion, Egger
concedes with evident puzzlement that most Swiss “had not realised that Switzer-
land had become a sovereign state independent of the empire.”41 But the explanation
for this is simply that indeed it had not, at least not in the sense that its status had
changed in 1648. For several more decades, at least two Swiss cantons retained
references to the Holy Roman Empire in their oath of citizenship.42

39. IPM sec. 61; IPO art. 6.
40. For an analysis of the wording, see Müller 1946.
41. Egger 1998, 431.
42. Stadler 1998, 391.
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Concerning the Dutch, their autonomy from the empire was likewise unques-
tioned. At the peace congress, the Dutch did not raise the issue of their relationship
with the empire. IPM or IPO do not deal with them, and they did not sign either of
those documents. What interested the Dutch was, of course, the de� nitive recogni-
tion of their independence by Spain. This was granted in the Treaty of Münster of
January 1648, which is not part of the Peace of Westphalia (of October 1648)
proper. In the Spanish-Dutch treaty, the emperor and the empire are only mentioned
once. Article 53 is concerned with “the continuation and observation of the
neutrality, friendship, and good neighbourhood” between the emperor and the
empire, on the one hand, and the Dutch, on the other, which the Spanish king
undertakes to procure from the emperor and the empire. The Dutch for their part
pledge it already in Article 53 itself.

Robert Feenstra has discussed this matter in a thorough 1952 article that should
have laid to rest the notion that Dutch independence from the empire was obtained
in 1648. At the request of the Spanish king, the emperor produced an appropriate
declaration in July 1648. The Reichstag only looked into the matter in 1654, when
it voted a preliminary resolution according to which it was willing to provide the
desired declaration in exchange for a similar, reciprocal one from the Dutch
themselves. This resolution was communicated to the Dutch States General, but they
did not pursue the matter further.43 The way the relationship between the empire and
the Dutch was discussed here shows that all the parties involved already regarded
the Dutch republic as a distinct entity.

Summary

In this section I have shown that the prevalence of the Westphalian myth in IR is the
result of nineteenth- and twentieth-century historians adopting a certain standard
account of 1648, in� uenced by ideas that can be traced to anti-Habsburg propaganda
of the Thirty Years’ War. In IR, this account has been further distorted through the
probable intermediation of Leo Gross. Though he was not himself a historical
expert, his commentary on the settlement nevertheless gained near-canonical ac-
ceptance.

Even historians have been slow to distance themselves from cherished interpre-
tive tradition. The effect of this tradition may be seen in the frequent claims about
Dutch and Swiss “independence from the empire” that the 1648 peace is erroneously
thought to have brought about and which cannot be explained otherwise. In fact, in
historical works this old, sovereignty-centered interpretive overlay is now mostly
latent rather than the object of explicit propositions as is the case in IR. I do not think
that statements of the kind quoted at the beginning of the section would pass muster
with any historians writing now. However, the lack of a clear, explicit break with the
old type of account has made it easier for IR to cling to its version of it, extreme and
over-simpli� ed as it is even in comparison to many older historical writings.

43. Feenstra 1952, 196–205.
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The Holy Roman Empire from an IR perspective

While, originally, the peacemakers entertained visions of a settlement ending all
con� ict in Christendom, four years of negotiations brought “only” the Peace of
Münster between Spain and the Dutch Republic and the Peace of Westphalia for the
empire; the war between Spain and France continued until 1659. It is to the empire,
not to the European system at large, that the Peace of Westphalia is devoted.

Concerning the effect of the peace on the emperor and the empire, IR scholars
once more offer far-reaching and generally concordant claims. “Westphalia
thwarted the hegemonic aspirations of the emperor by conceding the right of over
three hundred political entities to enter into making alliances and conduct their own
foreign affairs without interference.”44 “The Treaty of Westphalia gave virtually all
the small states in the heart of Europe sovereignty, thus formally rendering the Holy
Roman Emperor politically impotent. . . . The powers of . . . the emperor . . . were
drastically reduced by the Treaty of Westphalia.”45 “Although technically still part
of the empire (which would last in name until 1806), these [German] principalities
gained all the trappings of sovereign statehood. The Peace of Westphalia formally
acknowledged their status and granted them all the rights of state actors. . . . The
Peace of Westphalia made the territorial lords of the basically defunct Holy Roman
Empire full participants in the international system.”46 “By ending Habsburg
predominance [the 1648 settlement] gave independence to the states of Germany.”47

Once again such statements are hardly tenable. And once again, the habit of
misunderstanding and largely ignoring the Holy Roman Empire in the last century
and a half of its existence goes back to the nation-state-oriented historiography of
the nineteenth century. This habit was based on the notion that the uni� ed,
centralized, sovereign nation-state was the desirable endpoint of history, and that,
regrettably, Germany had failed to reach this stage in the early modern period when
other countries � rst did so. Frequently, this failure was blamed in large measure on
the Peace of Westphalia. As late as 1960, Fritz Dickmann, in what is still the
standard study of the peace congress, termed the settlement “a national disaster” for
Germany.48

The conceptual and normative � xation on the uni� ed sovereign nation-state has
for a long time made it almost impossible to understand the empire on its own terms.
The tendency to treat the separate territories of the empire as, in practice, sovereign
was near irresistible because it seemed impossible to imagine what else they could
have been. If they were sovereign, then surely the empire was essentially meaning-
less. At the same time, those territories were not totally like other state actors. In
some ill-understood way they still seemed to have residual obligations toward the

44. Boucher 1998, 224–25.
45. Knutsen 1992, 71.
46. Spruyt 1994, 29, 171.
47. Wight 1986, 31.
48. Dickmann 1960, 494.
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empire, at least in a formal sense, and they were mostly small. As a consequence,
they were treated as a slight but unimportant aberration that did not challenge the
view of the modern European system as based on the sovereign state as its unit. Only
relatively recently has the empire been “rediscovered” by historians.

In this section I show how very different the empire looks if one breaks free from
the fetters created by regarding sovereignty as the sole possible master concept for
interpreting relations among autonomous actors. I describe the general structure of
the empire and then highlight how its component units were subject not to any
governmental authority but to external juridical control. Finally, I highlight the
structural relationship between the empire and the European system at large and
discuss how this analysis contributes to a better understanding of the European
system, or indeed any international system.

A Cooperative Legal Order of Non-Sovereign Autonomous Entities:
The Concept of Landeshoheit

The Peace of Westphalia did not establish the “Westphalian system” based on the
sovereign state. Instead, it con� rmed and perfected something else: a system of
mutual relations among autonomous political units that was precisely not based on
the concept of sovereignty. Understanding this alternative model requires an
analysis of the constitution of the empire. The mutual relations of the estates of the
empire (reichsstände)—those princes and cities of the empire that had no other
hierarchical superior than the emperor and were entitled to vote in the imperial diet,
the Reichstag—were based on constitutional law. “In a peculiarly important sense,
the empire really was its constitution.”49

Put simply, the 1648 peace was the outcome of the breakdown of the Augsburg
religious peace of 1555. Religious rights were the one area where the 1648
settlement substantially added to the constitution of the empire. It also clari� ed other
aspects of the constitution but there abstained from innovating. It did not seek to
alter the way the estates of the empire, on the one hand, and the emperor, on the
other, were balanced against each other. The prerogatives of the emperor are not
dealt with in the peace. Formally, they remained the same in 1648 as they had been
in 1618.

Compared to the religious-political deadlock that had paralyzed the empire during
the decade or two preceding the war, it emerged from the peace congress unchanged
in its conception, but in a better working condition.50 The way the Peace of
Westphalia is discussed in much of the literature tends to imply that the empire was
much more divided after 1648 than before 1618, and that the role of the emperor was

49. Gagliardo 1980, 4 (emphasis in original). For a good overview of the constitution, see von Aretin
1993, chap. 1; Buschmann 1984; and Gagliardo 1980, chap. 2. The analysis of the constitution in Krasner
1993 is not entirely reliable. Eighteenth-centur y works on the constitutional law of the empire are still
invaluable; see, for example, Moser 1745; or, in English, Pütter 1790.

50. This is pointed out by Georg Schmidt (1998, 7, 109).
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much reduced by the peace. But even before 1618 the empire was not a unitary state,
and the constitution limited the emperor’s role. Conversely, the post-1648 empire
was not the congeries of basically sovereign territories often depicted by scholars,
and recent analyses of the emperor’s position after 1648 concur that it remained
stronger than earlier literature suggests.51

The emperor exercised direct jurisdiction only over his own dynastic lands, not
over the subjects of other estates of the empire. Yet he retained a pivotal role in the
politics of the empire even after 1648. He exercised considerable in� uence over the
Reichstag. Motions he proposed carried particular weight, and the Habsburgs
disposed of a considerable number of Reichstag votes. Conversely, the emperor
could veto any decision of the Reichstag. He also retained certain other prerogatives,
such as supreme command of the joint army that the estates of the empire would
raise if the Reichstag decided it.

The Reichstag, the assembly of the estates (or their delegates), was competent to
deal with any matters of concern to the empire or to individual estates. Whereas
previously it had been called by the emperor at irregular intervals, from 1663
onward it was a permanent body established at Regensburg. It was composed of
three councils. The electoral college comprised those princes who were entitled to
elect the emperor. After 1648 there were eight (and for some decades nine) of them.
The college of princes comprised the other princes. There were one hundred votes
in this college. However, major princes had several votes because they ruled several
legally distinct territories. No less than about thirty votes were in the hands of
members of the electoral college. Conversely, about a hundred minor lords did not
have separate votes but shared in a total of six collective votes, while the so-called
imperial knights (members of the landed gentry who enjoyed certain individual and
collective privileges once granted by the emperor) had no representation in the
Reichstag. The usual impressive � gures that put the number of autonomous entities
in the empire anywhere between 300 and 2,500 fail to take account of these
distinctions: the empire was not composed of “like units” in the Waltzian sense.52

Finally, the college of cities comprised the � fty-one imperial free cities and an equal
number of votes.

Motions were passed if two councils approved them. In practice, the electoral and
princely delegates always agreed with each other rather than leave a decision to the
cities, but that does not mean that the cities had no political weight. Particularly
active in the economic � eld,53 the diet served as a forum for discussion but did also
pass binding legislation for the empire as a whole. It could sanction the behavior of
individual estates, if necessary by coercive means, but even its mere censure was
something that princes or cities preferred to avoid. The image of a cumbersome and

51. See Buschmann 1993; Haug-Moritz 1992, for example, 137, 251; and Press 1990.
52. Waltz 1979, 93.
53. Blaich 1970.
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politically marginal institution traditionally associated with it has recently been
vigorously attacked by Johannes Burkhardt.54

The empire had no central government (either before or after 1648): it was not a
state, but a regime, in IR terminology. The estates of the empire, that is, its princes
and free cities, did the actual governing within their territories. This right, con� rmed
by the Peace of Westphalia,55 was known as landeshoheit , literally “territorial
jurisdiction.” Scholars writing in English sometimes render it as “territorial sover-
eignty.”56 This is misleading because what makes landeshoheit interesting from an
IR point of view is precisely that which makes it different from sovereignty.

Johann Jacob Moser, an eighteenth-century authority on German constitutional
law, de� nes the landeshoheit of the estates of the empire as

a right pertaining to them and empowering them in their lands and territories
to command, to forbid, to decree, to undertake, or to omit everything that . . .
pertains to any ruler, inasmuch as their hands are not tied by the laws and tra-
ditions of the empire, the treaties with their local estates and subjects, the lat-
ter’s ancient and well-established freedoms and traditions, and the like.57

As this de� nition shows, the autonomy of the estates was limited in two ways:
externally through the laws of the empire and internally through the constitutional
arrangements within the various territories. The estates were not free to shake off
either kind of restraint unilaterally. Changing the laws of the empire required the
consent of the majority of at least two of the three Reichstag councils and of the
emperor. Likewise, constitutional changes within the various territories of the
empire could not be imposed by the government without the consent of existing
representative bodies in those territories.

The limitations imposed on the estates of the empire by the laws of the empire
may be illustrated by examples from the Peace of Westphalia. It is often asserted,
for instance, that the Peace of Westphalia was based on the principle cuius regio eius
religio, meaning that a ruler could determine the religion of his or her subjects. On
the contrary: the cuius regio-system established by the 1555 Peace of Augsburg
proved destabilizing and ultimately unworkable, which is why it was abandoned at
the Peace of Westphalia. Regarding of� cial religion, the 1648 treaties laid down that
each part of the empire would henceforth be frozen according to its situation
(Catholic, Protestant, or mixed) on 1 January 1624.58 In other words, the Peace of
Westphalia deprived the princes and free cities of the empire of the power to
determine the religious af� liation of their lands. It also guaranteed the private
exercise of any recognized denomination (Catholic, Lutheran, Calvinist) and man-
dated a certain amount of legal protection for the adherents of minority faiths. This

54. Burkhardt 1999.
55. IPM sec. 62, 65; IPO art. 8.1, 8.4.
56. For example, John Gagliardo.
57. Moser 1745, 492–93.
58. IPM sec. 47; IPO art. 5.1 ff.
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whole body of rules became part of the laws of the empire, which meant that
individual princes and cities could not abrogate it.

Another element of the Peace of Westphalia that is often interpreted wrongly as
making the estates of the empire “sovereign” is the right to conclude alliances with
foreign actors. The estates had always had this right. It is often claimed that the 1635
Peace of Prague, proposed by the emperor, outlawed foreign alliances, but this is not
true.59 The frequent assertion that this was a new right, “won” in 1648, is thus
untenable.60 Nor did this right amount to sovereignty. The passage con� rming it in
the treaties stipulates that it must not be exercised to the detriment of the emperor
or the empire and its public peace or the 1648 settlement, a formulation in line with
landeshoheit , but not with sovereignty.61 Even after 1648, other European actors did
not recognize the estates of the empire as sovereign.62

A System of Juridical Control

The empire possessed two supreme courts who heard complaints regarding viola-
tions of the laws of the empire and of the internal constitutional arrangements of its
component entities. The role of these courts is worth examining in more detail.

The Imperial Cameral Tribunal (Reichskammergericht ) was at Wetzlar. The
emperor appointed some of its judges, but most were nominated by the estates of the
empire according to a complicated key. The judges, some noblemen and some
commoners, had to possess high legal quali� cations; the court rejected candidates it
deemed un� t. The Peace of Westphalia provided that half the judges must be
Protestant; it also called for a total of � fty judges; however, the estates of the empire,
who � nanced the court through a special tax, proved unwilling to pay for so many.63

After 1648 there were about twenty judges, divided into two so-called senates that
heard cases independently; in 1782 their number was raised to twenty-eight, with
three senates.

The Imperial Aulic Council (Reichshofrat) was at Vienna. It had eighteen full
members, complemented, in the eighteenth century, by a dozen or more unpaid
supernumeraries. Members were appointed, and paid, by the emperor alone. Only
six of the full councilors were Protestant, but in religious matters they could not be
overruled by the majority. The council was divided into the Lords’ Bench (Her-
renbank), whose members were recruited from the nobility, and the Knights’ and
Scholars’ Bench (Ritter- und Gelehrtenbank, the “knights” being distinguished by a
modest title comparable to a British knighthood), but it always decided as one body.

59. Repgen 1998, 360.
60. Böckenförde 1969.
61. IPM sec. 63; IPO art. 8.2.
62. Duchhardt 1990, 8, 11, 19.
63. IPM sec. 47; IPO art. 5.53.
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Legal quali� cations were required of the councilors regardless of which bench they
sat on, and their votes had the same weight.64

For most practical purposes, litigants were free to seize either court as they saw
� t (it was not possible to appeal from one to the other). Both acted as appeals courts
in civil proceedings against decisions by the highest courts in the individual
territories of the empire. Over the centuries many estates of the empire obtained a
so-called privilegium de non appellando, which restricted the right of appeal to the
two supreme courts; sometimes the possibility of appeal was excluded altogether.
More frequent was the so-called privilegium limitatum, � xing a variable minimum
cash value for cases that could be appealed to the supreme courts. This limitation of
access (granted, however, only to territories that themselves had appeals courts) was
vital to prevent the supreme courts from drowning in their massive case loads.
Privilegia de non appellando had no validity if the litigants claimed, credibly in the
eyes of the judges, that they had been denied due process. In this fashion, any
litigation could be brought before the supreme courts, including criminal proceed-
ings, which they were not otherwise competent to deal with. Apart from appeals,
both courts also dealt with complaints against the estates of the empire—that is,
quarrels among the estates themselves as well as complaints by subjects against their
ruler. One of the most interesting aspects of the legal order of the empire is that
anyone within it could take their ruler to court (only the emperor himself was
immune); here, too, privilegia de non appellando had no validity.

Many such lawsuits were brought against rulers by the local estates (landstände,
that is, parliamentary assemblies or permanent committees of notables that operated
in most territories of the empire). They could and frequently did turn to the supreme
courts, usually the Aulic Council, if they held that their prerogatives had been
infringed. Often the con� ict concerned taxation, which in most territories was
subject to the approval of the local estates. Examples of this are the well-known
constitutional quarrels in Mecklenburg and Württemberg.65 Both quarrels continued
intermittently over several decades, re� ecting long-drawn-out power struggles
between the local dynasty and its estates and in which the Aulic Council played a
key role. In both cases the con� ict at one point led to the deposition of the ruler by
the emperor. Following a complaint by the Württemberg estates before the Aulic
Council, the emperor deposed the Württemberg regent Frederick Charles in 1693.
Similarly, a complaint before the Aulic Council by the Mecklenburg estates
eventually caused the deposition by the emperor of Duke Charles Leopold in
1728.66 Both quarrels eventually resulted in victories of the estates over their
respective princes (Mecklenburg in 1755, Württemberg in 1764/70).

64. On the two courts see, for example, Diestelkamp 1990 and 1997; von Gschliesser 1942; Hertz
1961; Hughes 1988; and Smend 1911.

65. On Mecklenburg, see Hughes 1988; and Jahns 2000. On Württemberg, see Carsten 1959, chap. 1;
Haug-Moritz 1992; Liebel-Weckowicz 1984; and Wilson 1995.

66. Deposition of a ruler, normally following a decision either by one of the two supreme courts or
by the Reichstag, occurred on a number of occasions after 1648; see Trossbach 1986, whose list,
however , is not exhaustive.
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This pattern was typical and is likewise found, for example, in eighteenth-century
Bavaria: by twice bringing complaints before the Aulic Council (in 1760 and 1765)
while threatening to do so on other occasions, the local estates there also success-
fully defended their traditional control over the taxation system against recurrent
attempts by the prince to disempower them.67 The system was not a one-way street;
for example, in early eighteenth-century East Frisia it was the ruler who repeatedly
sued his estates before the Aulic Council.68 But mostly complaints were brought
against, not by, a ruler.

That both courts were sympathetic to “the slightest complaints brought by those
recalcitrant vassals and subjects,” as the Vienna envoy of the duke of Mecklenburg-
Schwerin put it in 1714, was a widespread and apparently justi� ed opinion.69 Both
courts gave priority to complaints brought by subjects against their rulers.70 Such
complaints were also brought by private individuals. Bruno Heusinger gives details
of some cases from the 1780s in which the Cameral Tribunal found in favor of
lower-class subjects against their prince.71 “In both courts, a distinct receptivity to
the urgency of cases involving immediate human misery can be con� rmed.”72

Low social status or limited funds were no automatic obstacle to litigation before
the supreme courts, which were required to assign needy parties members of their
own staff as counsel free of charge. Peasant complaints were common. There are
numerous eighteenth-century instances of peasant delegations from sometimes
distant parts of the empire seeking personal audiences with the emperor to voice
their complaints (even though this conferred no advantage over addressing the
courts directly). The emperor on such occasions gave the formulaic reply, “you shall
have justice [Euch wird Recht werden]” and turned the matter over to the Aulic
Council.73 Peasants also seized the Cameral Tribunal. A member of its staff
observed in 1767 that “these kinds of lawsuits [that is, complaints against rulers]
have unfortunately become so frequent of late that every day whole � ocks of
peasants may be seen” on their way to the court.74

In the eighteenth century, the Cameral Tribunal received 220 to 250 new cases
each year.75 In the 1790s it produced in excess of one hundred decisions annually.76

Much has been written about an allegedly huge backlog of cases and inordinate
delays in the workings of the court. However, those eighteenth-century cases of
which I am aware were processed relatively quickly and certainly no more slowly
than one would expect from a similar court today. The discrepancy between the

67. Von Aretin 1997b, 160–61.
68. Haug-Moritz 1992, 28.
69. Quoted in Vierhaus 1976, 48.
70. Von Aretin 1993, 143.
71. Heusinger 1972, 9–10.
72. Gagliardo 1980, 31–32.
73. See Diestelkamp 1997, 135–36; Press 1982, 237–38 and 1990, 146; and Trossbach 1990.
74. Quoted in Trossbach 1990, 142. Peasants habitually sent delegations rather than individuals to

represent them.
75. Von Aretin 1993, 148.
76. Von Aretin 1997a, 151.
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number of new cases and the number of � nal decisions does have something to do
with overload, but the matter is more complicated than may appear at � rst sight. The
judges sought to avoid formal decisions and encouraged parties to settle out of court.
Often, too, the mere fact of formal proceedings having been initiated at Wetzlar
brought about a stand-off or even compromise between parties. The court therefore
deferred non-urgent cases unless or until plaintiffs con� rmed their interest in
continuing the proceedings. Notoriously, such “reminders” were often accompanied
by voluntary cash payments to the underfunded court. But this does not appear to
have affected the objectivity of the judges, nor, apparently, was it expected to; nor
were such payments a precondition for cases being prioritized.

A similar system operated at the Aulic Council, which in the eighteenth century
was more popular with litigants. In 1767 it handled 2,088 cases (without necessarily
bringing them to a conclusion), in 1779 the � gure was 3,388, and in the following
� ve years it averaged around 2,800.77 If necessary the council could issue a formal,
binding pronouncement in a matter of weeks (as in the Württemberg affair in 1764).
The Aulic Council was barred from accepting cases originating from within the
Habsburg lands, so its docket came mostly from other parts of the empire. As an
exception, cases from within the Habsburg territories were brought by Jews, who
being under the special protection of the emperor could put all their lawsuits before
the council (that is, not just appeals or complaints against estates of the empire).
Jewish businessmen often used the council to sue princes of the empire for
nonpayment of debts.78

The Aulic Council also exercised a certain droit de regard over the estates of the
empire in nonjudicial matters. In particular it was supposed to watch their � nances.
Since, in most territories, taxes had to be approved by the local estates, who tended
to be stingy, many princes were constantly looking for alternative sources of
revenue. To prevent them (or free cities) from contracting too many debts, they were
theoretically obliged to have all major loans to them authorized by the council,
although this requirement was often evaded. If they defaulted, the council appointed
a commission that actually took over the government of their territories until all
creditors were paid off; during that time, princes received a pension and were
temporarily suspended. This situation was rare but did happen (for example, to the
landgrave of Hesse-Darmstadt in the mid-eighteenth century).79 The princes of the
empire probably tolerated this system because it enhanced their often shaky
creditworthiness.

In the eighteenth century, the prestige of the emperor and of the empire as an
institutional framework rested in no small measure on the legal protection it offered
to corporate bodies and individual citizens within its component territories. Johann
Stephan Pütter, an eighteenth-century authority on German constitutional law, wrote
in 1777 that “the constitution of the German empire indeed shows itself in a very

77. Von Gschliesser 1942, 38 –39.
78. Ibid., 35.
79. Von Aretin 1993, 87–88, 109.
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favourable light, since every estate of the empire is free to do good in his lands, but
can be prevented from doing evil by a higher power.”80 August Ludwig von
Schlözer, a professorial colleague of Pütter at Göttingen and a prominent enlight-
enment � gure, in 1793 spoke of “happy Germany, the only country where, without
prejudice to their dignity, one can prevail against one’s rulers through legal action
before an external tribunal, rather than before their own one.”81

The emperor, as the of� cial guarantor of the system and in whose name decisions
of both courts were handed down, was for all practical purposes forced into an
impartial position. He had an interest in supporting subjects against their princes lest
the latter become too powerful, but he could not exploit this role to increase his own
power at the princes’ expense because he could not be emperor against their
opposition. But impartial application of the law also served his interests because his
function as guardian of the law enhanced his prestige and thus his in� uence.82

The Holy Roman Empire as Part of the European System

As a historical phenomenon the empire proves that relations among autonomous
actors do not require those actors to be completely “sovereign” and that the
alternative to “sovereignty” is not necessarily “empire” (in the ordinary sense of the
word). I also suggest that the post-1648 Holy Roman Empire, on the one hand, and
the seventeenth and eighteenth-century European system surrounding it, on the
other, do not represent mutually exclusive paradigms. Instead, they are part of a
spectrum.

IR scholars have tended to assume that sovereignty— or, more generally, actor-
hood—in the European system originally presupposed the ability of actors to defend
themselves against each other, making the concept little more than a label for a
certain level of military capability. According to Charles Tilly, “until recently only
those states survived that held their own in war with other states.”83 Building on this
kind of “Darwinian” view (albeit acknowledging elements of international “society”
even among early modern European states), Robert Jackson has suggested that only
later, in the twentieth century, did sovereignty become a purely normative concept,
capable more or less in its own right of maintaining the independence even of states
unable to defend themselves militarily. Jackson has called “quasi-states” actors
whose sovereignty is “merely” ascriptive (such as many former European
colonies).84

This power-political view of the classical European system has been criticized.
John Gerard Ruggie has pointed out that the transition from the Middle Ages to the

80. Quoted in Link 1998, 7.
81. Quoted in Heusinger 1972, 19–20.
82. Gabriele Haug-Moritz, in her magni� cent study of the eighteenth-century empire at work, makes
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83. Tilly 1990, 63.
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early modern period allowed many weak actors (he speci� cally mentions the “more
than two hundred German ‘states’”) to subsist while more powerful actors disap-
peared. According to Ruggie, the real issue was not how much power actors had, but
how much legitimacy.85 Hendrik Spruyt, arguing against the “war making” theory
of the evolution of the states system put forward by Tilly,86 holds that city-states and
city-leagues as the medieval competitors of territorial actors were not overcome
militarily. He explains the triumph of territorial states as the result of a preference
for them by “social actors” and a process of “mutual empowerment,” that is,
preferential recognition granted to each other by a certain dominant type of actors
that led to “institutional mimicry.”87

I think that this deemphasizing of military power as a factor in the evolution of
the European system is quite justi� ed. While I would not deny that war making and
military rivalry played a large role in the evolution of European states, I would also
point out that, in fact, even before the twentieth century European actors hardly ever
ceased to exist because of military defeat. The only notable exception to this are the
city-states of northern Italy in the late Middle Ages and the early Renaissance. This
region and period apart, I cannot think of any European actors destroyed because
they were unable to defend themselves before the French Revolution (the suppres-
sion of Poland took place after the outbreak of that revolution and was linked to it).

The gradual obsolescence, in the late Middle Ages and the early modern period,
of the feudal system with its hierarchy of largely autonomous actors led in some
countries to the consolidation of actors at the sub-royal level (Germany, for
example), whereas in other countries power gravitated toward the crown at the
expense of lesser actors (France, for example). Yet even in the latter case, and even
though this process of centralization could indeed be accompanied by warfare
between the crown and certain great nobles, warfare by itself did not extinguish any
actors. Thus the powerful duke of Burgundy (a vassal, for different territories, both
of the French king and the emperor) ceased to be a player in European politics in
1477, not because of the death of Charles the Bold on the battle� eld, but because he
left no male heir. Through the marriage of his daughter, his dominions fell to the
Habsburg dynasty (except that the French crown claimed those parts of the
inheritance that it saw as French � efs). Likewise, the French king eliminated the
autonomy of the last of the great French duchies, Brittany, by marrying the crown
prince to its heiress in 1514. If the number of actors declined, it was thus generally
through marriage and inheritance.

Even the European system at large was really a regime: “sovereignty” or rather
actorhood was based not on power but on mutual convention. Throughout the
ancien régime, military power was a conspicuous attribute of some but not all actors
of the system, and its use was built into the regime in which they took part as
something that was acceptable if not carried too far. Warfare would stop short of

85. See Ruggie 1989, 28; and compare Ruggie 1993, 163.
86. Spruyt 1994, 30 –33.
87. Ibid., 175–76.

278 International Organization

VOL III - 124



suppressing other actors entirely and remain limited to adjusting their frontiers and
assets. Powerful actors tended to � ght each other, not weaker actors. Thus in
eighteenth-century Europe warfare was a domain of the � ve major actors, whereas
smaller actors tended to be involved only marginally or not at all.88 The two major
eighteenth-century actors that were also estates of the empire, Habsburg and
Brandenburg-Prussia , waged war against each other but abstained from attacking
weaker German princes.

If the European system as a whole can be called a loose, informal regime with few
institutions (though institutions did come to exist, such as standardized forms of
diplomacy), the empire was essentially a more developed regime with more
elaborate institutions, providing a system of governance for matters of common
interest while leaving internal government to each of the participating actors
individually. With the military strength of most estates of the empire negligible or
indeed nonexistent, evidently their actorhood was exclusively ascriptive: based on
rules, not power. They, as well as the collective entity they made up, existed
exclusively because of collective and mutual empowerment, which in turn was
based on a shared, rather elaborate code of structural and procedural legitimacy. If
this is what enabled those units to exist in the � rst place, it obviously restrained
them, too. As well as a system of empowerment, the empire was therefore also a
system of collective restraint. It actually shared this double quality with the
European system of which it was part but displayed it more conspicuously.

The actors in this system, the estates of the empire, remained free agents in the
sense that there was little to prevent them from leaving the empire had they been
determined to do so. Interestingly, even the most powerful, like the king of Prussia,
apparently never even contemplated leaving. One reason for this may have been the
high degree of legitimacy and recognition of the actors’ status and possessions that
membership in the empire bestowed and that was presumably seen as advantageous
even by those who need not have depended on it. Besides, breaking the link with the
empire would have made it necessary to gain recognition of the new status thus
established afresh and would have entailed a cost (when the elector of Brandenburg
adopted the title of king of Prussia in 1701, it required years of negotiations to have
even that mere change of title accepted by the other European actors).

While Kenneth Waltz has posited that “in any self-help system, units worry about
their survival,”89 I doubt that this concern applied to European actors of the ancien
régime. Rather than being exclusively “self-regarding,”90 they displayed a consid-
erable amount of “social” behavior even in the European system at large and still
more in the German subsystem. At least a partial explanation for this social behavior
is that the actors in question did indeed feel part of a single society. It is important
to realize that before the nineteenth century state and society were not generally seen
as coextensive (certainly not in continental Europe). In economic terms, a large

88. This emerges clearly from Duchhardt 1997.
89. Waltz 1979, 105.
90. Ibid., 91.
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territorial state of the preindustrial era was invariably a patchwork of economic
circuits with little overlap between them and with local circuits the most important
by far. While mercantilist theorists might treat a given monarchy as a unit, that
nevertheless did not make it economically integrated. In social and cultural terms,
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century European society was still very much a trans-
border, pan-European phenomenon, the more cosmopolitan the higher up one
moved the social ladder; if many people never strayed far from where they had been
born, their attachment was less to a political entity than to a locality or area.
Consciousness of a common civilization balanced consciousness, within that civi-
lization, of group separateness (ethnicity, for example), which on the whole was not
exploited politically.

As late as the dawn of the nineteenth century, the German philosopher Johann
Gottlieb Fichte could write that “the peoples of modern Christian Europe may be
regarded as a single nation.”91 He pointed out that

this is how the modern states came into being—not as the origin of states is
usually described in jurisprudence, by the gathering and uniting of uncon-
nected individuals under a common law, but rather through the separation and
dismemberment of a single, large, but weakly connected human mass. The
several states of Christian Europe, then, are pieces torn from the former whole
and whose extent has for the most part been determined in rough and ready
fashion. It is no wonder that this separation, which occurred not so long ago,
is not yet complete.92

In the ancien régime, rulers felt that the stage on which they acted was watched
not just by their subjects but by a wider society, and this latter, wider public was
important to them. European rulers would not ignore European opinion, still less
German rulers German opinion beyond their borders. Linguistically uni� ed, in
cultural terms the empire obviously formed a single society almost entirely unaf-
fected by geographical borders between actors. Comparing the eighteenth-century
European system with its German subsystem may well shed light on how the extent
to which actors are embedded in transborder social networks (including in the
cultural � eld) in� uences the character of their mutual relations.

Summary

The main point of this section is that there is more to IR than dealings between
“sovereign” actors each seen as a society unto itself. A � xation on sovereignty and
the dubious view of sovereignty as based on military capability rather than mutual
empowerment have tended to produce a narrow perception of “international”
political phenomena. This selective, simplistic approach has been unable to deal
with “deviant” patterns such as the Holy Roman Empire. Regularly dismissed as

91. Fichte 1800, 136.
92. Ibid., 140–41.
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unimportant, the empire turns out to be a rich source of insights once the sover-
eignty-centered view of “international” relations is abandoned for a more open
approach. This is especially true if, rather than regarding it as a phenomenon sui
generis, the empire is seen against the background of the larger European system of
which it formed part: its peculiarities throw into relief aspects that are in fact also
apparent in the European system.

Conclusion: Sovereignty and IR Theory

All this may offer clues for understanding contemporary international politics, too.
What I think emerges from this critique of the standard account of the 1648
settlement and related topics, such as the Thirty Years’ War or the nature of the Holy
Roman Empire, is the need for a reappraisal of the role that the concept of
sovereignty has played in IR theory.

Though the word is older, of course, the concept of sovereignty itself was honed
and given its present key role (both interpretive and normative) by the great
nineteenth- and twentieth-century international lawyers. This happened while tech-
nological progress facilitated and intensi� ed the central administration even of large
territorial units, giving greater power than ever to central government and thus
making each state more of a closed circuit in economic, political, and social terms.
The process by which the single society of medieval Europe, with its intertwining
of multiple, “heteronomous”93 political authorities evolved into neatly divided,
“sovereign” territorial states was a gradual one. But the most signi� cant transition
occurred with the French Revolution and the onset of industrialization, not with the
Peace of Westphalia. As the nineteenth century wore on, the international system
owed less and less to its antecedents in the ancien régime because industrialization
caused its ongoing and ever more radical transformation. It was industrialization that
created much more extensive and at the same time more integrated economic
circuits, the means to administer them, and—as Ernest Gellner has argued94— the
phenomenon of modern nationalism as a unifying and functionally indispensable
ideology for this new type of political entity.

Only in this kind of system could the concept of sovereignty acquire its present
meaning. For a long time after Jean Bodin popularized the concept in the late
sixteenth century, political theorists and practicians alike attached more importance
to its domestic than to its external side. They were concerned with the power of
rulers over their subjects and only marginally with relations among rulers, much less
peoples. But now, for the � rst time in history, the integrating power of industrial-
ization brought about a near congruence between state and society: each “nation”
state was now, or at least could conceivably be, its own society, considered complete

93. Friedrich Meinecke, quoted in Ruggie 1992, 159.
94. Gellner 1983.
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unto itself. In this novel situation, regarding sovereignty as a master concept of both
domestic and international politics made a great deal of sense.

What goes unnoticed is the historically exceptional and transitory character of
that particular situation, of near congruence between state and society. In the context
of the new nation-state, sovereignty had a highly positive ring, a popular emotive
appeal. And as it increasingly became a central concept of contemporary interna-
tional politics, historians eager to anchor the new nationalism in history tended to
project the heightened role of the concept into the past. Though routine usage of the
word itself does go back at least to the seventeenth century, historians have
overlooked the fact that the connotations were not quite the same then as later— one
major difference being that in the ancien régime sovereignty was regarded as
pertaining to individual rulers, not their dominions or subjects. With history almost
invariably written from a national angle, the transhistorical link connecting past
actors to contemporary ones (such as seventeenth-century “France” to nineteenth-
century “France”) was emphasized over the link connecting actors within a given
period.

This tendency made actors appear in retrospect as similarly neatly divided from
each other and as similarly inspired only by their own self-interest and largely
unfettered by mutual obligation as, from the late nineteenth century onward, the
modern sovereign state was seen to be. Actors evidently unable to stand on their
own feet militarily, such as the majority of those making up the Holy Roman
Empire, tended to be dismissed with contempt. That attitude was also passed on to
twentieth-century IR realism with its explicit bias in favor of powerful actors.95

From a theoretical point of view, unless power as such is regarded as a key variable,
powerful actors are no more interesting than less powerful ones; and the primary
importance attached to power is itself explained by the historically speci� c char-
acteristics of late nineteenth-century thinking.96

IR theory, and its still-dominant paradigm realism, thus developed against the
background of what may be called the ideology of sovereignty. It was not realized
that, far from being traditional, this ideology had its roots only in the transient
nineteenth-century heyday of state autonomy. Its emotive appeal has made sure that
its adherents are still numerous despite the fact that the process of industrialization,
with its inexorable dynamic, is now destroying the very autonomy that it at � rst gave
the nineteenth-century state. Industrialization is about division of labor, which it
brings about on an ever greater scale. In the nineteenth century, this process raised
the level of the most important economic circuits from the local to the “national”
(that is, state) level; this evolution made the state more integrated and strong and
gave us the sovereign state (rather than prince) as, intellectually, we know it. Very
quickly, however, beginning already in the late nineteenth century, industrialization
went on to produce ever more division of labor and thus ever greater economic

95. For example, Waltz 1979, 131.
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interdependence across state frontiers, offsetting the enhanced internal cohesion
gained earlier. The administrative prowess acquired by the nineteenth-century state
as well as the ideology of nationalism also dating from that period endow the
territorial state with considerable staying power. But ongoing division of labor
(“globalization”) puts it under ever-increasing pressure, and with it sovereignty-
based IR theory.

Growing interdependence as a result of industrialization has, for a century or
more, continuously undermined the capacity for self-reliance of international actors
(states) and will diminish it further. This development has been accompanied by an
ongoing swing of the pendulum away from near-total autonomy of states and by a
proliferation of international institutions trying to “get in” on the management of
transborder politics. As a result, the global system today in certain respects bears
more resemblance to the type of system exempli� ed by the Holy Roman Empire
than to the so-called Westphalian model. There is a clear de facto trend in
international politics away from classical sovereignty and toward something closer
to landeshoheit, territorial jurisdiction under an external legal regime shared by the
actors. Like the estates of the empire, modern states are also tied into a complex
structure of governance that creates a network both of cooperation and of mutual
restraint. Participation in this network is voluntary in principle but dif� cult in
practice to escape because of the high cost escaping would entail.

How elaborate (and effective) this external legal regime becomes will evidently
depend on the actors’ situation. The closest contemporary parallel to the early
modern Holy Roman Empire is the European Union. Factors favoring integration
and present in both instances would seem to be a common cultural identity and the
presence of outside threats faced by all the actors in common. During the peace
negotiations of the 1640s, delegates of the German princes expressed their fear that
without the empire Germany would come under foreign domination.97 European
integration started in the 1950s with the memory of World War II still fresh and in
the face of the Soviet threat. It continues to be fueled by the realization that
individually the European states are too weak to defend their interests against, for
example, the United States or to face possible new threats from the east. Conversely,
at present U.S. unilateralism, the somewhat problematical relationship between the
United States and such international organizations as the UN, the likelihood that
Washington will stand apart from establishing a world criminal court (the only
Western government to do so), and the reluctance of (U.S. dominated) mainstream
IR to abandon the “Westphalian” model of international relations with its master
concept of “sovereignty” may well re� ect the fact that in the current global system
the erosion of the autonomy of states affects the United States less than others.

We can shed new light on the debate about whether sovereignty is coming to an
end and what this means for international politics once we realize that our current
understanding of sovereignty as central, indeed, near indispensable, to international

97. Osiander 1994, 33, 74, and chap. 2 passim.
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relations is based on nineteenth-century rationalizations for conditions prevailing at
the time that were not only historically unprecedented but by their very nature
transitory. We cannot be moving “beyond Westphalia” if “Westphalia” as generally
understood today in IR is really a � gment of the nineteenth-century imagination,
stylized still further, and rei� ed, by the discipline of IR itself in the twentieth
century.

If accepted, my reexamination here of the standard account of “Westphalia”
should alert us to a number of important insights: namely, that sovereignty as
currently understood does not go back to the seventeenth century; that, even then
and nevertheless, relations among autonomous actors were perfectly possible
without waiting for the concept (in its current sense) to be invented; that the degree
of autonomy of the actors might vary considerably (in part by their own choosing)
without therefore necessarily leading to hegemonial domination or even empire (in
the everyday meaning of the word); that, consequently, the dichotomy empire-
sovereignty is a false one; that a low degree of autarchy of individual actors, on the
one hand, and a high degree of transborder social linkage, on the other, will likely
produce more elaborate forms of institutionalized cooperation; and that this has
happened before and thus is not a revolutionary new phenomenon.
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Rechtsgewährung: Sechs Beiträge zur Geschichte des Reichskammergericht s und der obersten
Gerichtsbarkeit im alten Europa, edited by B. Diestelkamp and Ingrid Scheurmann. Bonn/Wetzlar:
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Israel, Jonathan. 1998. Der niederländisch-spanische Krieg und das Heilige Römische Reich Deutscher
Nation (1568–1648). In 1648: Krieg und Frieden in Europa. Textband I: Politik, Religion, Recht, und
Gesellschaft, edited by Klaus Bussmann and Heinz Schilling, 111–22. Munich: Bruckmann.

The Westphalian Myth 285

VOL III - 131



Jackson, Robert. 1990. Quasi-states: Sovereignty, International Relations, and the Third World. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Jahns, Sigrid. 2000. “Mecklenburgische s Wesen” oder absolutistisches Regiment? Mecklenburgische r
Ständekon� ikt und neue kaiserliche Reichspolitik (1658–1755). In Reich, Regionen, und Europa in
Mittelalter und Neuzeit: Festschrift für Peter Moraw, edited by Paul-Joachim Heinig, Sigrid Jahns,
Hans-Joachim Schmidt, Rainer Christoph Schwinges, and Sabine Wegers, 323–53. Berlin: Duncker
und Humblot.

Knutsen, Torbjörn L. 1992. A History of International Relations Theory. Manchester: Manchester
University Press.

Krasner, Stephen D. 1993. Westphalia and All That. In Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions,
and Political Change, edited by Judith Goldstein and Robert O. Keohane, 235–64. Ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press.

———. 1999. Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.
Liebel-Weckowicz, Helen P. 1984. The Revolt of the Württemberg Estates, 1764–1770. Man and
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Vierhaus, Rudolf. 1976. Land, Staat, und Reich in der politischen Vorstellungswelt deutscher Landstände
im 18. Jahrhundert . Historische Zeitschrift 223:40 –60.

von Aretin, Karl-Otmar. 1993. Das Alte Reich 1648–1806. Vol. I: Föderalistische oder hierarchische
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 Diplomacy and domestic politics:
 the logic of two-level games

 Robert D. Putnam

 Introduction: the entanglements of domestic and
 international politics

 Domestic politics and international relations are often somehow entangled,
 but our theories have not yet sorted out the puzzling tangle. It is fruitless
 to debate whether domestic politics really determine international relations,
 or the reverse. The answer to that question is clearly "Both, sometimes."
 The more interesting questions are "When?" and "How?" This article offers
 a theoretical approach to this issue, but I begin with a story that illustrates
 the puzzle.

 One illuminating example of how diplomacy and domestic politics can
 become entangled culminated at the Bonn summit conference of 1978.1 In
 the mid-1970s, a coordinated program of global reflation, led by the "lo-
 comotive" economies of the United States, Germany, and Japan, had been
 proposed to foster Western recovery from the first oil shock.2 This proposal

 An earlier version of this article was delivered at the 1986 annual meeting of the American
 Political Science Association. For criticisms and suggestions, I am indebted to Robert Axelrod,
 Nicholas Bayne, Henry Brady, James A. Caporaso, Barbara Crane, Ernst B. Haas, Stephan
 Haggard, C. Randall Henning, Peter B. Kenen, Robert 0. Keohane, Stephen D. Krasner, Jacek
 Kugler, Lisa Martin, John Odell, Robert Powell, Kenneth A. Shepsle, Steven Stedman, Peter
 Yu, members of research seminars at the Universities of Iowa, Michigan, and Harvard, and
 two anonymous reviewers. I am grateful to the Rockefeller Foundation for enabling me to
 complete this research.

 1. The following account is drawn from Robert D. Putnam and C. Randall Henning, "The
 Bonn Summit of 1978: How Does International Economic Policy Coordination Actually Work?"
 Brookings Discussion Papers in International Economics, no. 53 (Washington, D.C.: Brookings
 Institution, October 1986), and Robert D. Putnam and Nicholas Bayne, Hanging Together:
 Cooperation and Conflict in the Seven-Power Summits, rev. ed. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
 University Press, 1987), pp. 62-94.

 2. Among interdependent economies, most economists believe, policies can often be more
 effective if they are internationally coordinated. For relevant citations, see Putnam and Bayne,
 Hanging Together, p. 24.

 International Organization 42, 3, Summer 1988
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 had received a powerful boost from the incoming Carter administration and
 was warmly supported by the weaker countries, as well as the Organization
 for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and many private
 economists, who argued that it would overcome international payments im-
 balances and speed growth all around. On the other hand, the Germans and
 the Japanese protested that prudent and successful economic managers should
 not be asked to bail out spendthrifts. Meanwhile, Jimmy Carter's ambitious
 National Energy Program remained deadlocked in Congress, while Helmut
 Schmidt led a chorus of complaints about the Americans' uncontrolled ap-
 petite for imported oil and their apparent unconcern about the falling dollar.
 All sides conceded that the world economy was in serious trouble, but it
 was not clear which was more to blame, tight-fisted German and Japanese
 fiscal policies or slack-jawed U.S. energy and monetary policies.

 At the Bonn summit, however, a comprehensive package deal was ap-
 proved, the clearest case yet of a summit that left all participants happier
 than when they arrived. Helmut Schmidt agreed to additional fiscal stimulus,
 amounting to 1 percent of GNP, Jimmy Carter committed himself to decon-
 trol domestic oil prices by the end of 1980, and Takeo Fukuda pledged new
 efforts to reach a 7 percent growth rate. Secondary elements in the Bonn
 accord included French and British acquiescence in the Tokyo Round trade
 negotiations; Japanese undertakings to foster import growth and restrain
 exports; and a generic American promise to fight inflation. All in all, the
 Bonn summit produced a balanced agreement of unparalleled breadth and
 specificity. More remarkably, virtually all parts of the package were actually
 implemented.

 Most observers at the time welcomed the policies agreed to at Bonn,
 although in retrospect there has been much debate about the economic
 wisdom of this package deal. However, my concern here is not whether the
 deal was wise economically, but how it became possible politically. My
 research suggests, first, that the key governments at Bonn adopted policies
 different from those that they would have pursued in the absence of inter-
 national negotiations, but second, that agreement was possible only because
 a powerful minority within each government actually favored on domestic
 grounds the policy being demanded internationally.

 Within Germany, a political process catalyzed by foreign pressures was
 surreptitiously orchestrated by expansionists inside the Schmidt govern-
 ment. Contrary to the public mythology, the Bonn deal was not forced on

 a reluctant or "altruistic" Germany. In fact, officials in the Chancellor's
 Office and the Economics Ministry, as well as in the Social Democratic party
 and the trade unions, had argued privately in early 1978 that further stimulus
 was domestically desirable, particularly in view of the approaching 1980

 elections. However, they had little hope of overcoming the opposition of
 the Finance Ministry, the Free Democratic party (part of the government
 coalition), and the business and banking community, especially the leader-
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 ship of the Bundesbank. Publicly, Helmut Schmidt posed as reluctant to the
 end. Only his closest advisors suspected the truth: that the chancellor "let
 himself be pushed" into a policy that he privately favored, but would have
 found costly and perhaps impossible to enact without the summit's package
 deal.

 Analogously, in Japan a coalition of business interests, the Ministry of
 Trade and Industry (MITI), the Economic Planning Agency, and some ex-
 pansion-minded politicians within the Liberal Democratic Party pushed for
 additional domestic stimulus, using U.S. pressure as one of their prime
 arguments against the stubborn resistance of the Ministry of Finance (MOF).
 Without internal divisions in Tokyo, it is unlikely that the foreign demands
 would have been met, but without the external pressure, it is even more
 unlikely that the expansionists could have overridden the powerful MOF.
 "Seventy percent foreign pressure, 30 percent internal politics," was the
 disgruntled judgment of one MOF insider. "Fifty-fifty," guessed an official
 from MITI.3

 In the American case, too, internal politicking reinforced, and was rein-

 forced by, the international pressure. During the summit preparations Amer-
 ican negotiators occasionally invited their foreign counterparts to put more
 pressure on the Americans to reduce oil imports. Key economic officials
 within the administration favored a tougher energy policy, but they were
 opposed by the president's closest political aides, even after the summit.
 Moreover, congressional opponents continued to stymie oil price decontrol,
 as they had under both Nixon and Ford. Finally, in April 1979, the president
 decided on gradual administrative decontrol, bringing U.S. prices up to world
 levels by October 1981. His domestic advisors thus won a postponement of
 this politically costly move until after the 1980 presidential election, but in
 the end, virtually every one of the pledges made at Bonn was fulfilled. Both
 proponents and opponents of decontrol agree that the summit commitment
 was at the center of the administration's heated intramural debate during
 the winter of 1978-79 and instrumental in the final decision.4

 In short, the Bonn accord represented genuine international policy co-
 ordination. Significant policy changes were pledged and implemented by the
 key participants. Moreover-although this counterfactual claim is neces-
 sarily harder to establish-those policy changes would very probably not
 have been pursued (certainly not the same scale and within the same time
 frame) in the absence of the international agreement. Within each country,
 one faction supported the policy shift being demanded of its country inter-

 3. For a comprehensive account of the Japanese story, see I. M. Destler and Hisao Mitsuyu,
 "Locomotives on Different Tracks: Macroeconomic Diplomacy, 1977-1979," in I. M. Destler
 and Hideo Sato, eds., Coping with U.S.-Japanese Economic Conflicts (Lexington, Mass.:
 Heath, 1982).

 4. For an excellent account of U.S. energy policy during this period, see G. John Ikenberry,
 "Market Solutions for State Problems: The International and Domestic Politics of American
 Oil Decontrol," International Organization 42 (Winter 1988).
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 nationally, but that faction was initially outnumbered. Thus, international
 pressure was a necessary condition for these policy shifts. On the other
 hand, without domestic resonance, international forces would not have suf-
 ficed to produce the accord, no matter how balanced and intellectually per-
 suasive the overall package. In the end, each leader believed that what he
 was doing was in his nation's interest-and probably in his own political
 interest, too, even though not all his aides agreed.5 Yet without the summit
 accord he probably would not (or could not) have changed policies so easily.
 In that sense, the Bonn deal successfully meshed domestic and international
 pressures.

 Neither a purely domestic nor a purely international analysis could account
 for this episode. Interpretations cast in terms either of domestic causes and
 international effects ("Second Image"6) or of international causes and do-
 mestic effects ("Second Image Reversed"7) would represent merely "partial
 equilibrium" analyses and would miss an important part of the story, namely,
 how the domestic politics of several countries became entangled via an
 international negotiation. The events of 1978 illustrate that we must aim
 instead for "general equilibrium" theories that account simultaneously for
 the interaction of domestic and international factors. This article suggests a
 conceptual framework for understanding how diplomacy and domestic
 politics interact.

 Domestic-international entanglements: the state of the art

 Much of the existing literature on relations between domestic and interna-
 tional affairs consists either of ad hoc lists of countless "domestic influences"
 on foreign policy or of generic observations that national and international
 affairs are somehow "linked.' 8 James Rosenau was one of the first scholars
 to call attention to this area, but his elaborate taxonomy of "linkage politics"
 generated little cumulative research, except for a flurry of work correlating
 domestic and international "conflict behavior."9

 A second stream of relevant theorizing began with the work by Karl

 5. It is not clear whether Jimmy Carter fully understood the domestic implications of his
 Bonn pledge at the time. See Putnam and Henning, "The Bonn Summit," and Ikenberry,
 "Market Solutions for State Problems."

 6. Kenneth N. Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia
 University Press, 1959).

 7. Peter Gourevitch, "The Second Image Reversed: The International Sources of Domestic
 Politics," International Organization 32 (Autumn 1978), pp. 881-911.

 8. I am indebted to Stephan Haggard for enlightening discussions about domestic influences
 on international relations.

 9. James Rosenau, "Toward the Study of National-International Linkages," in his- Linkage
 Politics: Essays on the Convergence of National and International Systems (New York: Free
 Press, 1969), as well as his "Theorizing Across Systems: Linkage Politics Revisited," in Jon-
 athan Wilkenfeld, ed., Conflict Behavior and Linkage Politics (New York: David McKay, 1973),
 especially p. 49.
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 Deutsch and Ernst Haas on regional integration. 10 Haas, in particular, em-

 phasized the impact of parties and interest groups on the process of European
 integration, and his notion of "spillover" recognized the feedback between
 domestic and international developments. However, the central dependent
 variable in this work was the hypothesized evolution of new supranational
 institutions, rather than specific policy developments, and when European
 integration stalled, so did this literature. The intellectual heirs of this tra-
 dition, such as Joseph Nye and Robert Keohane, emphasized interdepend-
 ence and transnationalism, but the role of domestic factors slipped more and
 more out of focus, particularly as the concept of international regimes came
 to dominate the subfield.11

 The "bureaucratic politics" school of foreign policy analysis initiated
 another promising attack on the problem of domestic-international inter-
 action. As Graham Allison noted, "Applied to relations between nations,
 the bureaucratic politics model directs attention to intra-national games, the
 overlap of which constitutes international relations. "12 Nevertheless, the
 nature of this "overlap" remained unclarified, and the theoretical contri-
 bution of this literature did not evolve much beyond the principle that bu-
 reaucratic interests matter in foreign policymaking.

 More recently, the most sophisticated work on the domestic determinants
 of foreign policy has focused on "structural" factors, particularly "state
 strength." The landmark works of Peter Katzenstein and Stephen Krasner,
 for example, showed the importance of domestic factors in foreign economic
 policy. Katzenstein captured the essence of the problem: "The main purpose
 of all strategies of foreign economic policy is to make domestic policies
 compatible with the international political economy." 13 Both authors stressed
 the crucial point that central decision-makers ("the state") must be con-
 cerned simultaneously with domestic and international pressures.

 10. Karl W. Deutsch et al., Political Community in the North Atlantic Area: International
 Organization in the Light of Historical Experience (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
 1957) and Ernst B. Haas, The Uniting of Europe: Political, Social, and Economic Forces,
 1950-1957 (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1958).

 11. Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence (Boston: Little,
 Brown, 1977). On the regime literature, including its neglect of domestic factors, see Stephan
 Haggard and Beth Simmons, "Theories of International Regimes," International Organization
 41 (Summer 1987), pp. 491-517.

 12. Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston:
 Little, Brown, 1971), p. 149.

 13. Peter J. Katzenstein, ed., Between Power and Plenty: Foreign Economic Policies of
 Advanced Industrial States (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1978), p. 4. See also
 Katzenstein, "International Relations and Domestic Structures: Foreign Economic Policies of
 Advanced Industrial States," International Organization 30 (Winter 1976), pp. 1-45; Stephen
 D. Krasner, "United States Commercial and Monetary Policy: Unravelling the Paradox of
 External Strength and Internal Weakness," in Katzenstein, Between Power and Plenty, pp.
 51-87; and Krasner, Defending the National Interest: Raw Materials Investments and U.S.
 Foreign Policy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978).
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 More debatable, however, is their identification of "state strength" as the
 key variable of interest. Given the difficulties of measuring "state strength,"
 this approach courts tautology,14 and efforts to locate individual countries
 on this ambiguous continuum have proved problematic.15 "State strength,"
 if reinterpreted as merely the opposite of governmental fragmentation, is no
 doubt of some interest in the comparative study of foreign policy. However,

 Gourevitch is quite correct to complain that "the strong state-weak state
 argument suggests that . .. t-he identity of the governing coalition does not
 matter. This is a very apolitical argument."16 Moreover, because "state
 structures" (as conceived in this literature) vary little from issue to issue or
 from year to year, such explanations are ill-suited for explaining differences
 across issues or across time (unless "time" is measured in decades or cen-
 turies). A more adequate account of the domestic determinants of foreign
 policy and international relations must stress politics: parties, social classes,
 interest groups (both economic and noneconomic), legislators, and even
 public opinion and elections, not simply executive officials and institutional
 arrangements. 17

 Some work in the "state-centric" genre represents a unitary-actor model
 run amok. "The central proposition of this paper," notes one recent study,
 "is that the state derives its interests from and advocates policies consistent
 with the international system at all times and under all circumstances."' 18 In
 fact, on nearly all important issues "central decision-makers" disagree about
 what the national interest and the international context demand. Even if we

 arbitrarily exclude the legislature from "the state" (as much of this literature
 does), it is wrong to assume that the executive is unified in its views. Certainly
 this was true in none of the states involved in the 1978 negotiations. What
 was "the" position of the German or Japanese state on macroeconomic
 policy in 1978, or of the American state on energy policy? If the term "state"
 is to be used to mean "central decision-makers," we should treat it as a
 plural noun: not "the state, it . . ." but "the state, they . . ." Central ex-
 ecutives have a special role in mediating domestic and international pressures
 precisely because they are directly exposed to both spheres, not because

 14. For example, see Krasner, "United States Commercial and Money Policy," p. 55: "The
 central analytic characteristic that determines the ability of a state to overcome domestic
 resistance is its strength in relation to its own society."

 15. Helen Milner, "Resisting the Protectionist Temptation: Industry and the Making of Trade
 Policy in France and the United States during the 1970s," International Organization 41
 (Autumn 1987), pp. 639-65.

 16. Gourevitch, "The Second Image Reversed," p. 903.
 17. In their more descriptive work, "state-centric" scholars are often sensitive to the impact

 of social and political conflicts, such as those between industry and finance, labor and business,
 and export-oriented versus import-competing sectors. See Katzenstein, Between Pqwer and
 Plenty, pp. 333-36, for example.

 18. David A. Lake, "The State as Conduit: The International Sources of National Political
 Action," presented at the 1984 annual meeting of the American Political Science Association,
 p. 13.
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 they are united on all issues nor because they are insulated from domestic
 politics.

 Thus, the state-centric literature is an uncertain foundation for theorizing
 about how domestic and international politics interact. More interesting are
 recent works about the impact of the international economy on domestic
 politics and domestic economic policy, such as those by Alt, Evans, Gour-
 evitch, and Katzenstein.19 These case studies, representing diverse meth-
 odological approaches, display a theoretical sophistication on the interna-
 tional-to-domestic causal connection far greater than is characteristic of
 comparable studies on the domestic-to-international half of the loop. Never-
 theless, these works do not purport to account for instances of reciprocal
 causation, nor do they examine cases in which the domestic politics of
 several countries became entangled internationally.

 In short, we need to move beyond the mere observation that domestic
 factors influence international affairs and vice versa, and beyond simple
 catalogs of instances of such influence, to seek theories that integrate both
 spheres, accounting for the areas of entanglement between them.

 Two-level games: a metaphor
 for domestic-international interactions

 Over two decades ago Richard E. Walton and Robert B. McKersie offered
 a "behavioral theory" of social negotiations that is strikingly applicable to
 international conflict and cooperation.20 They pointed out, as all experienced
 negotiators know, that the unitary-actor assumption is often radically mis-
 leading. As Robert Strauss said of the Tokyo Round trade negotiations:
 "During my tenure as Special Trade Representative, I spent as much time
 negotiating with domestic constituents (both industry and labor) and mem-
 bers of the U.S. Congress as I did negotiating with our foreign trading
 partners. "21

 19. James E. Alt, "Crude Politics: Oil and the Political Economy of Unemployment in Britain
 and Norway, 1970-1985," British Journal of Political Science 17 (April 1987), pp. 149-99; Peter
 B. Evans, Dependent Development: The Alliance of Multinational, State, and Local Capital
 in Brazil (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979); Peter Gourevitch, Politics in Hard
 Times: Comparative Responses to International Economic Crises (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell Uni-
 versity Press, 1986); Peter J. Katzenstein, Small States in World Markets: Industrial Policy in
 Europe (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1985).

 20. Richard E. Walton and Robert B. McKersie, A Behavioral Theory of Labor Negotiations:
 An Analysis of a Social Interaction System (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1965).

 21. Robert S. Strauss, "Foreword," in Joan E. Twiggs, The Tokyo Round of Multilateral
 Trade Negotiations: A Case Study in Building Domestic Support for Diplomacy (Washington,
 D.C.: Georgetown University Institute for the Study of Diplomacy, 1987), p. vii. Former
 Secretary of Labor John Dunlop is said to have remarked that "bilateral negotiations usually
 require three agreements-one across the table and one on each side of the table," as cited in
 Howard Raiffa, The Art and Science of Negotiation (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
 Press, 1982), p. 166.
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 The politics of many international negotiations can usefully be conceived
 as a two-level game. At the national level, domestic groups pursue their
 interests by pressuring the government to adopt favorable policies, and pol-
 iticians seek power by constructing coalitions among those groups. At the
 international level, national governments seek to maximize their own ability
 to satisfy domestic pressures, while minimizing the adverse consequences
 of foreign developments. Neither of the two games can be ignored by central
 decision-makers, so long as their countries remain interdependent, yet sov-
 ereign.

 Each national political leader appears at both game boards. Across the
 international table sit his foreign counterparts, and at his elbows sit diplomats
 and other international advisors. Around the domestic table behind him sit
 party and parliamentary figures, spokespersons for domestic agencies, rep-
 resentatives of key interest groups, and the leader's own political advisors.
 The unusual complexity of this two-level game is that moves that are rational
 for a player at one board (such as raising energy prices, conceding territory,
 or limiting auto imports) may be impolitic for that same player at the other
 board. Nevertheless, there are powerful incentives for consistency between
 the two games. Players (and kibitzers) will tolerate some differences in
 rhetoric between the two games, but in the end either energy prices rise or
 they don't.

 The political complexities for the players in this two-level game are stag-
 gering. Any key player at the international table who is dissatisfied with the
 outcome may upset the game board, and conversely, any leader who fails
 to satisfy his fellow players at the domestic table risks being evicted from
 his seat. On occasion, however, clever players will spot a move on one board
 that will trigger realignments on other boards, enabling them to achieve
 otherwise unattainable objectives. This "two-table" metaphor captures the
 dynamics of the 1978 negotiations better than any model based on unitary
 national actors.

 Other scholars have noted the multiple-game nature of international re-
 lations. Like Walton and McKersie, Daniel Druckman has observed that a
 negotiator "attempts to build a package that will be acceptable both to the
 other side and to his bureaucracy." However, Druckman models the do-
 mestic and international processes separately and concludes that "the in-
 teraction between the processes . . . remains a topic for investigation." 22
 Robert Axelrod has proposed a "Gamma paradigm," in which the U.S.
 president pursues policies vis-a-vis the Soviet Union with an eye towards
 maximizing his popularity at home. However, this model disregards domestic

 22. Daniel Druckman, "Boundary Role Conflict: Negotiation as Dual Responsiveness," in
 I. William Zartman, ed., The Negotiation Process: Theories and Applications (Beverly Hills:
 Sage, 1978), pp. 100-101, 109. For a review of the social-psychological literature on bargainers
 as representatives, see Dean G. Pruitt, Negotiation Behavior (New York: Academic Press,
 1981), pp. 41-43.
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 cleavages, and it postulates that one of the international actors-the Soviet
 leadership-cares only about international gains and faces no domestic con-
 straint while the other-the U.S. president-cares only about domestic gains,
 except insofar as his public evaluates the international competition.23 Prob-
 ably the most interesting empirically based theorizing about the connection
 between domestic and international bargaining is that of Glenn Snyder and
 Paul Diesing. Though working in the neo-realist tradition with its conven-
 tional assumption of unitary actors, they found that, in fully half of the crises
 they studied, top decision-makers were not unified. They concluded that
 prediction of international outcomes is significantly improved by understand-
 ing internal bargaining, especially with respect to minimally acceptable com-

 24
 promises.

 Metaphors are not theories, but I am comforted by Max Black's obser-
 vation that "perhaps every science must start with metaphor and end with
 algebra; and perhaps without the metaphor there would never have been
 any algebra."25 Formal analysis of any game requires well-defined rules,
 choices, payoffs, players, and information, and even then, many simple two-
 person, mixed-motive games have no determinate solution. Deriving analytic
 solutions for two-level games will be a difficult challenge. In what follows I
 hope to motivate further work on that problem.

 Towards a theory of ratification:
 the importance of "win-sets"

 Consider the following stylized scenario that might apply to any two-level
 game. Negotiators representing two organizations meet to reach an agree-
 ment between them, subject to the constraint that any tentative agreement
 must be ratified by their respective organizations. The negotiators might be
 heads of government representing nations, for example, or labor and man-
 agement representatives, or party leaders in a multiparty coalition, or a
 finance minister negotiating with an IMF team, or leaders of a House-Senate
 conference committee, or ethnic-group leaders in a consociational democ-
 racy. For the moment, we shall presume that each side is represented by a
 single leader or "chief negotiator," and that this individual has no indepen-

 23. Robert Axelrod, "The Gamma Paradigm for Studying the Domestic Influence on Foreign
 Policy," prepared for delivery at the 1987 Annual Meeting of the International Studies Asso-
 ciation.

 24. Glenn H. Snyder and Paul Diesing, Conflict Among Nations: Bargaining, Decision Mak-
 ing, and System Structure in International Crises (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977),
 pp. 510-25.

 25. Max Black, Models and Metaphors (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1962), p.
 242, as cited in Duncan Snidal, "The Game Theory of International Politics," World Politics
 38 (October 1985), p. 36n.
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 dent policy preferences, but seeks simply to achieve an agreement that will
 be attractive to his constituents.26

 It is convenient analytically to decompose the process into two stages:

 1. bargaining between the negotiators, leading to a tentative agreement;
 call that Level I.

 2. separate discussions within each group of constituents about whether
 to ratify the agreement; call that Level II.

 This sequential decomposition into a negotiation phase and a ratification
 phase is useful for purposes of exposition, although it is not descriptively
 accurate. In practice, expectational effects will be quite important. There
 are likely to be prior consultations and bargaining at Level II to hammer
 out an initial position for the Level I negotiations. Conversely, the need for
 Level II ratification is certain to affect the Level I bargaining. In fact, ex-
 pectations of rejection at Level II may abort negotiations at Level I without
 any formal action at Level II. For example, even though both the American
 and Iranian governments seem to have favored an arms-for-hostages deal,
 negotiations collapsed as soon as they became public and thus liable to de
 facto "ratification." In many negotiations, the two-level process may be
 iterative, as the negotiators try out possible agreements and probe their
 constituents' views. In more complicated cases, as we shall see later, the
 constituents' views may themselves evolve in the course of the negotiations.
 Nevertheless, the requirement that any Level I agreement must, in the end,
 be ratified at Level II imposes a crucial theoretical link between the two
 levels.

 "Ratification" may entail a formal voting procedure at Level II, such as
 the constitutionally required two-thirds vote of the U.S. Senate for ratifying
 treaties, but I use the term generically to refer to any decision-process at
 Level II that is required to endorse or implement a Level I agreement,
 whether formally or informally. It is sometimes convenient to think of rat-
 ification as a parliamentary function, but that is not essential. The actors at
 Level II may represent bureaucratic agencies, interest groups, social classes,
 or even "public opinion." For example, if labor unions in a debtor country
 withhold necessary cooperation from an austerity program that the govern-
 ment has negotiated with the IMF, Level II ratification of the agreement
 may be said to have failed; ex ante expectations about that prospect will
 surely influence the Level I negotiations between the government and the
 IMF.

 Domestic ratification of international agreements might seem peculiar to
 democracies. As the German Finance Minister recently observed, "The limit
 of expanded cooperation lies in the fact that we are democracies, and we

 26. To avoid unnecessary complexity, my argument throughout is phrased in terms of a single
 chief negotiator, although in many cases some of his responsibilities may be delegated to aides.
 Later in this article I relax the assumption that the negotiator has no independent preferences.
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 need to secure electoral majorities at home."27 However, ratification need
 not be "democratic" in any normal sense. For example, in 1930 the Meiji
 Constitution was interpreted as giving a special role to the Japanese military
 in the ratification of the London Naval Treaty;28 and during the ratification
 of any agreement between Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland,
 presumably the IRA would throw its power onto the scales. We need only
 stipulate that, for purposes of counting "votes" in the ratification process,
 different forms of political power can be reduced to some common denom-
 inator.

 The only formal constraint on the ratification process is that since the
 identical agreement must be ratified by both sides, a preliminary Level I
 agreement cannot be amended at Level II without reopening the Level I
 negotiations. In other words, final ratification must be simply "voted" up
 or down; any modification to the Level I agreement counts as a rejection,
 unless that modification is approved by all other parties to the agreement.29
 Congresswoman Lynn Martin captured the logic of ratification when ex-
 plaining her support for the 1986 tax reform bill as it emerged from the
 conference committee: "As worried as I am about what this bill does, I am
 even more worried about the current code. The choice today is not between
 this bill and a perfect bill; the choice is between this bill and the death of
 tax reform."30

 Given this set of arrangements, we may define the "win-set" for a given
 Level II constituency as the set of all possible Level I agreements that would
 "win"-that is, gain the necessary majority among the constituents-when
 simply voted up or down.31 For two quite different reasons, the contours of
 the Level II win-sets are very important for understanding Level I agree-
 ments.

 First, larger win-sets make Level I agreement more likely, ceteris paribus.32
 By definition, any successful agreement must fall within the Level II win-

 27. Gerhardt Stoltenberg, Wall Street Journal Europe, 2 October 1986, as cited in C. Randall
 Henning, Macroeconomic Diplomacy in the 1980s: Domestic Politics and International Conflict
 Among the United States, Japan, and Europe, Atlantic Paper No. 65 (New York: Croom Helm,
 for the Atlantic Institute for International Affairs, 1987), p. 1.

 28. Ito Takashi, "Conflicts and Coalition in Japan, 1930: Political Groups and the London
 Naval Disarmament Conference," in Sven Groennings et al., eds, The Study of Coalition
 Behavior (New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston, 1970); Kobayashi Tatsuo, "The London
 Naval Treaty, 1930," in James W. Morley, ed., Japan Erupts: The London Naval Conference
 and the Manchurian Incident, 1928-1932 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1984), pp.
 11-117. I am indebted to William Jarosz for this example.

 29. This stipulation is, in fact, characteristic of most real-world ratification procedures, such
 as House and Senate action on conference committee reports, although it is somewhat violated
 by the occasional practice of appending "reservations" to the ratification of treaties.

 30. New York Times, 26 September 1986.
 31. For the conception of win-set, see Kenneth A. Shepsle and Barry R. Weingast, "The

 Institutional Foundations of Committee Power," American Political Science Review 81 (March
 1987), pp. 85-104. I am indebted to Professor Shepsle for much help on this topic.

 32. To avoid tedium, I do not repeat the "other things being equal" proviso in each of the
 propositions that follow. Under some circumstances an expanded win-set might actually make
 practicable some outcome that could trigger a dilemma of collective action. See Vincent P.
 Crawford, "A Theory of Disagreement in Bargaining," Econometrica 50 (May 1982), pp. 607-
 37.
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 sets of each of the parties to the accord. Thus, agreement is possible only
 if those win-sets overlap, and the larger each win-set, the more likely they
 are to overlap. Conversely, the smaller the win-sets, the greater the risk that
 the negotiations will break down. For example, during the prolonged pre-
 war Anglo-Argentine negotiations over the Falklands/Malvinas, several ten-
 tative agreements were rejected in one capital or the other for domestic
 political reasons; when it became clear that the initial British and Argentine
 win-sets did not overlap at all, war became virtually inevitable.33

 A brief, but important digression: The possibility of failed ratification
 suggests that game theoretical analyses should distinguish between voluntary
 and involuntary defection. Voluntary defection refers to reneging by a ra-
 tional egoist in the absence of enforceable contracts-the much-analyzed
 problem posed, for example, in the prisoner's dilemma and other dilemmas
 of collective action. Involuntary defection instead reflects the behavior of
 an agent who is unable to deliver on a promise because of failed ratification.
 Even though these two types of behavior may be difficult to disentangle in
 some instances, the underlying logic is quite different.

 The prospects for international cooperation in an anarchic, "self-help"
 world are often said to be poor because "unfortunately, policy makers gen-
 erally have an incentive to cheat."34 However, as Axelrod, Keohane, and
 others have pointed out, the temptation to defect can be dramatically reduced
 among players who expect to meet again.35 If policymakers in an anarchic
 world were in fact constantly tempted to cheat, certain features of the 1978
 story would be very anomalous. For example, even though the Bonn agree-
 ment was negotiated with exquisite care, it contained no provisions for
 temporal balance, sequencing, or partial conditionality that might have pro-
 tected the parties from unexpected defection. Moreover, the Germans and
 the Japanese irretrievably enacted their parts of the bargain more than six
 months before the president's action on oil price decontrol and nearly two
 years before that decision was implemented. Once they had done so, the
 temptation to the president to renege should have been overpowering, but
 in fact virtually no one on either side of the decontrol debate within the
 administration dismissed the Bonn pledge as irrelevant. In short, the Bonn
 "promise" had political weight, because reneging would have had high po-
 litical and diplomatic costs.

 33. The Sunday Times Insight Team, The Falklands War (London: Sphere, 1982); Max
 Hastings and Simon Jenkins, The Battle for the Falklands (New York: Norton, 1984); Alejandro
 Dabat and Luis Lorenzano, Argentina: The Malvinas and the End of Military Rule (London:
 Verso, 1984). I am indebted to Louise Richardson for these citations.

 34. Matthew E. Canzoneri and Jo Anna Gray, "Two Essays on Monetary Policy in an
 Interdependent World," International Finance Discussion Paper 219 (Board of Governors of
 the Federal Reserve System, February 1983).

 35. Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984); Robert
 0. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy
 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), esp. p. 116; and the special issue of World
 Politics, "Cooperation Under Anarchy," Kenneth A. Oye, ed., vol. 38 (October 1985).
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 On the other hand, in any two-level game, the credibility of an official
 commitment may be low, even if the reputational costs of reneging are high,
 for the negotiator may be unable to guarantee ratification. The failure of
 Congress to ratify abolition of the "American Selling Price" as previously
 agreed during the Kennedy Round trade negotiations is one classic instance;
 another is the inability of Japanese Prime Minister Sato to deliver on a
 promise made to President Nixon during the "Textile Wrangle.' '36 A key
 obstacle to Western economic coordination in 1985-87 was the Germans'
 fear that the Reagan administration would be politically unable to carry out
 any commitment it might make to cut the U.S. budget deficit, no matter
 how well-intentioned the president.

 Unlike concerns about voluntary defection, concern about "deliver-abil-
 ity" was a prominent element in the Bonn negotiations. In the post-summit
 press conference, President Carter stressed that "each of us has been careful
 not to promise more than he can deliver." A major issue throughout the
 negotiations was Carter's own ability to deliver on his energy commitments.
 The Americans worked hard to convince the others, first, that the president
 was under severe domestic political constraints on energy issues, which
 limited what he could promise, but second, that he could deliver what he
 was prepared to promise. The negotiators in 1978 seemed to follow this
 presumption about one another: "He will do what he has promised, so long
 as what he has promised is clear and within his power."

 Involuntary defection, and the fear of it, can be just as fatal to prospects
 for cooperation as voluntary defection. Moreover, in some cases, it may be
 difficult, both for the other side and for outside analysts, to distinguish
 voluntary and involuntary defection, particularly since a strategic negotiator
 might seek to misrepresent a voluntary defection as involuntary. Such be-
 havior is itself presumably subject to some reputational constraints, although
 it is an important empirical question how far reputations generalize from
 collectivities to negotiators and vice versa. Credibility (and thus the ability
 to strike deals) at Level I is enhanced by a negotiator' s (demonstrated) ability
 to "deliver" at Level II; this was a major strength of Robert Strauss in the
 Tokyo Round negotiations.37

 Involuntary defection can only be understood within the framework of a
 two-level game. Thus, to return to the issue of win-sets, the smaller the win-
 sets, the greater the risk of involuntary defection, and hence the more ap-
 plicable the literature about dilemmas of collective action.38

 36. I. M. Destler, Haruhiro Fukui, and Hideo Sato, The Textile Wrangle: Conflict in Japanese-
 American Relations, 1969-1971 (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1979), pp. 121-57.

 37. Gilbert R. Winham, "Robert Strauss, the MTN, and the Control of Faction," Journal
 of World Trade Law 14 (September-October 1980), pp. 377-97, and his International Trade
 and the Tokyo Round (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986).

 38. This discussion implicitly assumes uncertainty about the contours of the win-sets on the
 part of the Level I negotiators, for if the win-sets were known with certainty, the negotiators
 would never propose for ratification an agreement that would be rejected.
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 The second reason why win-set size is important is that the relative size

 of the respective Level II win-sets will affect the distribution of the joint gains
 from the international bargain. The larger the perceived win-set of a nego-
 tiator, the more he can be "pushed around" by the other Level I negotiators.
 Conversely, a small domestic win-set can be a bargaining advantage: "I'd
 like to accept your proposal, but I could never get it accepted at home."
 Lamenting the domestic constraints under which one must operate is (in the
 words of one experienced British diplomat) "the natural thing to say at the
 beginning of a tough negotiation." 39

 This general principle was, of course, first noted by Thomas Schelling
 nearly thirty years ago:

 The power of a negotiator often rests on a manifest inability to make
 concessions and meet demands.... When the United States Govern-
 ment negotiates with other goverments . . . if the executive branch ne-
 gotiates under legislative authority, with its position constrained by
 law, . . . then the executive branch has a firm position that is visible to
 its negotiating partners.... [Of course, strategies such as this] run the
 risk of establishing an immovable position that goes beyond the ability
 of the other to concede, and thereby provoke the likelihood of stale-
 mate or breakdown.40

 Writing from a strategist's point of view, Schelling stressed ways in which
 win-sets may be manipulated, but even when the win-set itself is beyond
 the negotiator's control, he may exploit its leverage. A Third World leader
 whose domestic position is relatively weak (Argentina's Alfonsin?) should
 be able to drive a better bargain with his international creditors, other things
 being equal, than one whose domestic standing is more solid (Mexico's de
 la Madrid?).41 The difficulties of winning congressional ratification are often
 exploited by American negotiators. During the negotiation of the Panama
 Canal Treaty, for example, "the Secretary of State warned the Panamanians
 several times .. . that the new treaty would have to be acceptable to at least
 sixty-seven senators," and "Carter, in a personal letter to Torrijos, warned
 that further concessions by the United States would seriously threaten chances
 for Senate ratification.'"42 Precisely to forestall such tactics, opponents may
 demand that a negotiator ensure himself "negotiating room" at Level II
 before opening the Level I negotiations.

 The "sweet-and-sour" implications of win-set size are summarized in
 Figure 1, representing a simple zero-sum game between X and Y. XM and

 39. Geoffrey W. Harrison, in John C. Campbell, ed., Successful Negotiation: Trieste 1954
 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976), p. 62.

 40. Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
 Press, 1960), pp. 19-28.

 41. I am grateful to Lara Putnam for this example. For supporting evidence, see Robert R.
 Kaufman, "Democratic and Authoritarian Responses to the Debt Issue: Argentina, Brazil,
 Mexico," International Organization 39 (Summer 1985), pp. 473-503.

 42. W. Mark Habeeb and I. William Zartman, The Panama Canal Negotiations (Washington,
 D.C.: Johns Hopkins Foreign Policy Institute, 1986), pp. 40, 42.
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 xm r r 'I r IY
 YX Y2 XI Y3

 FIGURE 1. Effects of reducing win-set size

 YM represent the maximum outcomes for X and Y, respectively, while X1
 and Y1 represent the minimal outcomes that could be ratified. At this stage
 any agreement in the range between X1 and Y1 could be ratified by both
 parties. If the win-set of Y were contracted to, say, Y2 (perhaps by requiring
 a larger majority for ratification), outcomes between Y1 and Y2 would no
 longer be feasible, and the range of feasible agreements would thus be trun-
 cated in Y's favor. However, if Y, emboldened by this success, were to
 reduce its win-set still further to Y3 (perhaps by requiring unanimity for
 ratification), the negotiators would suddenly find themselves deadlocked,
 for the win-sets no longer overlap at all.43

 Determinants of the win-set

 It is important to understand what circumstances affect win-set size. Three
 sets of factors are especially important:

 43. Several investigators in other fields have recently proposed models of linked games akin
 to this "two-level" game. Kenneth A. Shepsle and his colleagues have used the notion of
 "interconnected games" to analyze, for example, the strategy of a legislator simultaneously
 embedded in two games, one in the legislative arena and the other in the electoral arena. In
 this model, a given action is simultaneously a move in two different games, and one player
 maximizes the sum of his payoffs from the two games. See Arthur Denzau, William Riker, and
 Kenneth Shepsle, "Farquharson and Fenno: Sophisticated Voting and Home Style," American
 Political Science Review 79 (December 1985), pp. 1117-34; and Kenneth Shepsle, "Cooperation
 and Institutional Arrangements," unpublished manuscript, February 1986. This approach is
 similar to models recently developed by economists working in the "rational expectations"
 genre. In these models, a government contends simultaneously against other governments and
 against domestic trade unions over monetary policy. See, for example, Kenneth Rogoff, "Can
 International Monetary Policy Cooperation be Counterproductive," Journal of International
 Economics 18 (May 1985), pp. 199-217, and Roland Vaubel, "A Public Choice Approach to
 International Organization," Public Choice 51 (1986), pp. 39-57. George Tsebelis ("Nested
 Games: The Cohesion of French Coalitions," British Journal of Political Science 18 [April
 1988], pp. 145-70) has developed a theory of "nested games," in which two alliances play a
 competitive game to determine total payoffs, while the individual players within each alliance
 contend over their shares. Fritz Sharpf ("A Game-Theoretical Interpretation of Inflation and
 Unemployment in Western Europe," Journal of Public Policy 7 [19881, pp. 227-257) interprets
 macroeconomic policy as the joint outcome of two simultaneous games; in one, the government
 plays against the unions, while in the other, it responds to the anticipated reactions of the
 electorate. James E. Alt and Barry Eichengreen ("Parallel and Overlapping Games: Theory
 and an Application to the European Gas Trade," unpublished manuscript, November 1987)
 offer a broader typology of linked games, distinguishing between "parallel" games, in which
 "the same opponents play against one another at the same time in more than one arena," and
 "overlapping" games, which arise "when a particular player is engaged at the same time in
 games against distinct opponents, and when the strategy pursued in one game limits the strat-
 egies available in the other." Detailed comparison of these various linked-game models is a
 task for the future.
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 * Level II preferences and coalitions

 * Level IL institutions

 * Level I negotiators' strategies

 Let us consider each in turn.

 1. The size of the win-set depends on the distribution of
 power, preferences, and possible coalitions among Level II
 constituents.

 Any testable two-level theory of international negotiation must be rooted
 in a theory of domestic politics, that is, a theory about the power and
 preferences of the major actors at Level II. This is not the occasion for even

 a cursory evaluation of the relevant alternatives, except to note that the two-
 level conceptual framework could in principle be married to such diverse
 perspectives as Marxism, interest group pluralism, bureaucratic politics, and
 neo-corporatism. For example, arms negotiations might be interpreted in
 terms of a bureaucratic politics model of Level II politicking, while class
 analysis or neo-corporatism might be appropriate for analyzing international

 macroeconomic coordination.
 Abstracting from the details of Level II politics, however, it is possible

 to sketch certain principles that govern the size of the win-sets. For example,
 the lower the cost of "no-agreement" to constituents, the smaller the win-

 set.44 Recall that ratification pits the proposed agreement, not against an
 array of other (possibly attractive) alternatives, but only against "no-agree-

 ment. "145 No-agreement often represents the status quo, although in some
 cases no-agreement may in fact lead to a worsening situation; that might be
 a reasonable description of the failed ratification of the Versailles Treaty.

 Some constituents may face low costs from no-agreement, and others high
 costs, and the former will be more skeptical of Level I agreements than the
 latter. Members of two-wage-earner families should be readier to strike, for
 example, than sole breadwinners, and small-town barbers should be more
 isolationist than international bankers. In this sense, some constituents may
 offer either generic opposition to, or generic support for, Level I agreements,
 more or less independently of the specific content of the agreement, although
 naturally other constituents' decisions about ratification will be closely con-
 ditioned on the specifics. The size of the win-set (and thus the negotiating

 44. Thomas Romer and Howard Rosenthal, "Political Resource Allocation, Controlled Agen-
 das, and the Status Quo," Public Choice 33 (no. 4, 1978), pp. 27-44.

 45. In more formal treatments, the no-agreement outcome is called the "reversion point."
 A given constituent's evaluation of no-agreement corresponds to what Raiffa terms a seller's
 "walk-away price," that is, the price below which he would prefer "no-deal." (Raiffa, Art and
 Science of Negotiation.) No-agreement is equivalent to what Snyder and Diesing term "break-
 down," or the expected cost of war. (Snyder and Diesing, Conflict Among Nations.)
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 room of the Level I negotiator) depends on the relative size of the "isola-

 tionist" forces (who oppose international cooperation in general) and the
 "internationalists" (who offer "all-purpose" support). All-purpose support
 for international agreements is probably greater in smaller, more dependent
 countries with more open economies, as compared to more self-sufficient
 countries, like the United States, for most of whose citizens the costs of no-
 agreement are generally lower. Ceteris paribus, more self-sufficient states
 with smaller win-sets should make fewer international agreements and drive
 harder bargains in those that they do make.

 In some cases, evaluation of no-agreement may be the only significant
 disagreement among the Level II constituents, because their interests are
 relatively homogeneous. For example, if oil imports are to be limited by an
 agreement among the consuming nations-the sort of accord sought at the
 Tokyo summit of 1979, for example-then presumably every constituent
 would prefer to maximize his nation's share of the available supply, although

 some constituents may be more reluctant than others to push too hard, for
 fear of losing the agreement entirely. Similarly, in most wage negotiations,
 the interests of constituents (either workers or shareholders) are relatively
 homogeneous, and the most significant cleavage within the Level II consti-
 tuencies is likely to be between "hawks" and "doves," depending on their
 willingness to risk a strike. (Walton and McKersie refer to these as "bound-

 ary" conflicts, in which the negotiator is caught between his constituency
 and the external organization.) Other international examples in which do-
 mestic interests are relatively homogeneous except for the evaluation of
 no-agreement might include the SALT talks, the Panama Canal Treaty ne-
 gotiations, and the Arab-Israeli conflict. A negotiator is unlikely to face
 criticism at home that a proposed agreement reduces the opponents' arms
 too much, offers too little compensation for foreign concessions, or contains
 too few security guarantees for the other side, although in each case opinions
 may differ on how much to risk a negotiating deadlock in order to achieve
 these objectives.

 The distinctive nature of such "homogeneous" issues is thrown into sharp
 relief by contrasting them to cases in which constituents' preferences are
 more heterogeneous, so that any Level I agreement bears unevenly on them.
 Thus, an internationally coordinated reflation may encounter domestic op-
 position both from those who think it goes too far (bankers, for example)
 and from those who think it does not go far enough (unions, for example).

 In 1919, some Americans opposed the Versailles Treaty because it was too
 harsh on the defeated powers and others because it was too lenient.46 Such
 patterns are even more common, as we shall shortly see, where the nego-
 tiation involves multiple issues, such as an arms agreement that involves
 tradeoffs between seaborne and airborne weapons, or a labor agreement that

 46. Thomas A. Bailey, Woodrow Wilson and the Great Betrayal (New York: Macmillan,
 1945), pp. 16-37.
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 involves tradeoffs between take-home pay and pensions. (Walton and McKersie
 term these "factional" conflicts, because the negotiator is caught between

 contending factions within his own organization.)
 The problems facing Level I negotiators dealing with a homogeneous (or

 "boundary") conflict are quite different from those facing negotiators dealing
 with a heterogeneous (or "factional") conflict. In the former case, the more

 the negotiator can win at Level I-the higher his national oil allocation, the
 deeper the cuts in Soviet throw-weight, the lower the rent he promises for
 the Canal, and so one-the better his odds of winning ratification. In such
 cases, the negotiator may use the implicit threat from his own hawks to
 maximize his gains (or minimize his losses) at Level I, as Carter and Vance
 did in dealing with the Panamanians. Glancing over his shoulder at Level
 II, the negotiator's main problem in a homogeneous conflict is to manage
 the discrepancy between his constituents' expectations and the negotiable
 outcome. Neither negotiator is likely to find much sympathy for the enemy's
 demands among his own constituents, nor much support for his constituents'
 positions in the enemy camp. The effect of domestic division, embodied in
 hard-line opposition from hawks, is to raise the risk of involuntary defection
 and thus to impede agreement at Level I. The common belief that domestic
 politics is inimical to international cooperation no doubt derives from such
 cases.

 The task of a negotiator grappling instead with a heterogeneous conflict
 is more complicated, but potentially more interesting. Seeking to maximize
 the chances of ratification, he cannot follow a simple "the more, the better"
 rule of thumb; imposing more severe reparations on the Germans in 1919
 would have gained some votes at Level II but lost others, as would hastening
 the decontrol of domestic oil prices in 1978. In some cases, these lines of
 cleavage within the Level II constituencies will cut across the Level I di-
 vision, and the Level I negotiator may find silent allies at his opponent's
 domestic table. German labor unions might welcome foreign pressure on
 their own government to adopt a more expansive fiscal policy, and Italian
 bankers might welcome international demands for a more austere Italian
 monetary policy. Thus transnational alignments may emerge, tacit or ex-
 plicit, in which domestic interests pressure their respective governments to
 adopt mutually supportive policies. This is, of course, my interpretation of
 the 1978 Bonn summit accord.

 In such cases, domestic divisions may actually improve the prospects for
 international cooperation. For example, consider two different distributions
 of constituents' preferences as between three alternatives: A, B, and no-
 agreement. If 45 percent of the constituents rank these A > no-agreement >
 B, 45 percent rank them B > no-agreement > A, and 10 percent rank them
 B > A > no-agreement, then both A and B are in the win-set, even though
 B would win in a simple Level-Il-only game. On the other hand, if 90 percent
 rank the alternatives A > no-agreement > B, while 10 percent still rank
 them B > A > no-agreement, then only A is in the win-set. In this sense,
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 a government that is internally divided is more likely to be able to strike a
 deal internationally than one that is firmly committed to a single policy.47
 Conversely, to impose binding ex ante instructions on the negotiators in
 such a case might exclude some Level I outcomes that would, in fact, be
 ratifiable in both nations.48

 Thus far we have implicitly assumed that all eligible constituents will
 participate in the ratification process. In fact, however, participation rates
 vary across groups and across issues, and this variation often has implica-
 tions for the size of the win-set. For example, when the costs and/or benefits
 of a proposed agreement are relatively concentrated, it is reasonable to
 expect that those constituents whose interests are most affected will exert
 special influence on the ratification process.49 One reason why Level II games
 are more important for trade negotiations than in monetary matters is that
 the "abstention rate" is higher on international monetary issues than on
 trade issues.50

 The composition of the active Level II constituency (and hence the char-
 acter of the win-set) also varies with the politicization of the issue. Politi-
 cization often activates groups who are less worried about the costs of no-
 agreement, thus reducing the effective win-set. For example, politicization
 of the Panama Canal issue seems to have reduced the negotiating flexibility
 on both sides of the diplomatic table.51 This is one reason why most profes-
 sional diplomats emphasize the value of secrecy to successful negotiations.
 However, Woodrow Wilson's transcontinental tour in 1919 reflected the
 opposite calculation, namely, that by expanding the active constituency he
 could ensure ratification of the Versailles Treaty, although in the end this
 strategy proved fruitless.52

 Another important restriction of our discussion thus far has been the

 47. Raiffa notes that "the more diffuse the positions are within each side, the easier it might
 be to achieve external agreement." (Raiffa, Art and Science of Negotiation, p. 12.) For the
 conventional view, by contrast, that domestic unity is generally a precondition for international
 agreement, see Michael Artis and Sylvia Ostry, International Economic Policy Coordination,
 Chatham House Papers: 30 (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1986), pp. 75-76.

 48. "Meaningful consultation with other nations becomes very difficult when the internal
 process of decision-making already has some of the characteristics of compacts between quasi-
 sovereign entities. There is an increasing reluctance to hazard a hard-won domestic consensus
 in an international forum." Henry A. Kissinger, "Domestic Structure and Foreign Policy," in
 James N. Rosenau, ed., International Politics and Foreign Policy (New York: Free Press,
 1969), p. 266.

 49. See James Q. Wilson, Political Organization (New York: Basic Books, 1975) on how the
 politics of an issue are affected by whether the costs and the benefits are concentrated or
 diffuse.

 50. Another factor fostering abstention is the greater complexity and opacity of monetary
 issues; as Gilbert R. Winham ("Complexity in International Negotiation," in Daniel Druckman,
 ed., Negotiations: A Social-Psychological Perspective [Beverly Hills: Sage, 1977], p. 363)
 observes, "complexity can strengthen the hand of a negotiator vis-a-vis the organization he
 represents."

 51. Habeeb and Zartman, Panama Canal Negotiations.
 52. Bailey, Wilson and the Great Betrayal.
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 assumption that the negotiations involve only one issue. Relaxing this as-
 sumption has powerful consequences for the play at both levels.53 Various
 groups at Level II are likely to have quite different preferences on the several
 issues involved in a multi-issue negotiation. As a general rule, the group
 with the greatest interest in a specific issue is also likely to hold the most

 extreme position on that issue. In the Law of the Sea negotiations, for

 example, the Defense Department felt most strongly about sea-lanes, the
 Department of the Interior about sea-bed mining rights, and so on.54 If each

 group is allowed to fix the Level I negotiating position for "its" issue, the
 resulting package is almost sure to be "non-negotiable" (that is, non-rati-

 fiable in opposing capitals).55

 Thus, the chief negotiator is faced with tradeoffs across different issues:
 how much to yield on mining rights in order to get sea-lane protection, how
 much to yield on citrus exports to get a better deal on beef, and so on. The

 implication of these tradeoffs for the respective win-sets can be analyzed in

 terms of iso-vote or "political indifference" curves. This technique is anal-
 ogous to conventional indifference curve analysis, except that the opera-
 tional measure is vote loss, not utility loss. Figure 2 provides an illustrative
 Edgeworth box analysis.56 The most-preferred outcome for A (the outcome
 which wins unanimous approval from both the beef industry and the citrus

 industry) is the upper right-hand corner (AM), and each curve concave to

 point AM represents the locus of all possible tradeoffs between the interests
 of ranchers and farmers, such that the net vote in favor of ratification at A's
 Level II is constant. The bold contour A1-A2 represents the minimal vote
 necessary for ratification by A, and the wedge-shaped area northeast of
 A1-A2 represents A's win-set. Similarly, B1-B2 represents the outcomes that
 are minimally ratifiable by B, and the lens-shaped area between A1-A2 and
 B1-B2 represents the set of feasible agreements. Although additional sub-
 tleties (such as the nature of the "contract curve") might be extracted from
 this sort of analysis, the central point is simple: the possibility of package
 deals opens up a rich array of strategic alternatives for negotiators in a two-
 level game.

 One kind of issue linkage is absolutely crucial to understanding how do-
 mestic and international politics can become entangled.57 Suppose that a
 majority of constituents at Level II oppose a given policy (say, oil price

 53. I am grateful to Ernst B. Haas and Robert 0. Keohane for helpful advice on this point.
 54. Ann L. Hollick, U.S. Foreign Policy and the Law of the Sea (Princeton: Princeton

 University Press, 1981), especially pp. 208-37, and James K. Sebenius, Negotiating the Law
 of the Sea (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1984), especially pp. 74-78.

 55. Raiffa, Art and Science of Negotiation, p. 175.
 56. I am indebted to Lisa Martin and Kenneth Shepsle for suggesting this approach, although

 they are not responsible for my application of it. Note that this construction assumes that each
 issue, taken individually, is a "homogeneous" type, not a "heterogeneous" type. Constructing
 iso-vote curves for heterogeneous-type issues is more complicated.

 57. I am grateful to Henry Brady for clarifying this point for me.
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 FIGURE 2. Political indifference curves for two-issue negotiation

 decontrol), but that some members of that majority would be willing to switch
 their vote on that issue in return for more jobs (say, in export industries).
 If bargaining is limited to Level II, that tradeoff is not technically feasible,
 but if the chief negotiator can broker an international deal that delivers more
 jobs (say, via faster growth abroad), he can, in effect, overturn the initial
 outcome at the domestic table. Such a transnational issue linkage was a
 crucial element in the 1978 Bonn accord.

 Note that this strategy works not by changing the preferences of any
 domestic constituents, but rather by creating a policy option (such as faster
 export growth) that was previously beyond domestic control. Hence, I refer
 to this type of issue linkage at Level I that alters the feasible outcomes at
 Level II as synergistic linkage. For example, "in the Tokyo Round . ..
 nations used negotiation to achieve internal reform in situations where con-
 stituency pressures would otherwise prevent action without the pressure
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 (and tradeoff benefits) that an external partner could provide.'" 58 Economic
 interdependence multiplies the opportunities for altering domestic coalitions
 (and thus policy outcomes) by expanding the set of feasible alternatives in
 this way-in effect, creating political entanglements across national bound-
 aries. Thus, we should expect synergistic linkage (which is, by definition,
 explicable only in terms of two-level analysis) to become more frequent as
 interdependence grows.

 2. The size of the win-set depends on the Level II
 political institutions.

 Ratification procedures clearly affect the size of the win-set. For example,
 if a two-thirds vote is required for ratification, the win-set will almost cer-
 tainly be smaller than if only a simple majority is required. As one experi-
 enced observer has written: "Under the Constitution, thirty-four of the one
 hundred senators can block ratification of any treaty. This is an unhappy
 and unique feature of our democracy. Because of the effective veto power
 of a small group, many worthy agreements have been rejected, and many
 treaties are never considered for ratification."59 As noted earlier, the U.S.
 separation of powers imposes a tighter constraint on the American win-set
 than is true in many other countries. This increases the bargaining power
 of American negotiators, but it also reduces the scope for international
 cooperation. It raises the odds for involuntary defection and makes potential
 partners warier about dealing with the Americans.

 The Trade Expansion Act of 1974 modified U.S. ratification procedures
 in an effort to reduce the likelihood of congressional tampering with the final
 deal and hence to reassure America's negotiating partners. After the Amer-
 ican Selling Price fiasco, it was widely recognized that piecemeal congres-
 sional ratification of any new agreement would inhibit international negoti-
 ation. Hence, the 1974 Act guaranteed a straight up-or-down vote in Congress.
 However, to satisfy congressional sensitivities, an elaborate system of pri-
 vate-sector committees was established to improve communication between
 the Level I negotiators and their Level II constituents, in effect coopting
 the interest groups by exposing them directly to the implications of their
 demands.60 Precisely this tactic is described in the labor-management case
 by Walton and McKersie: "Instead of taking responsibility for directly per-
 suading the principals [Level II constituents] to reduce their expectations,

 [the Level I negotiator] structures the situation so that they (or their more
 immediate representatives) will persuade themselves."61

 58. Gilbert R. Winham, "The Relevance of Clausewitz to a Theory of International Nego-
 tiation," prepared for delivery at the 1987 annual meeting of the American Political Science
 Association.

 59. Jimmy Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President (New York: Bantam Books, 1982),
 p. 225.

 60. Winham (see note 37); Twiggs, The Tokyo Round.
 61. Walton and McKersie, Behavioral Theory of Labor Organizations, p. 321.
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 Not all significant ratification practices are formalized; for example, the
 Japanese propensity for seeking the broadest possible domestic consensus

 before acting constricts the Japanese win-set, as contrasted with majoritarian
 political cultures. Other domestic political practices, too, can affect the size
 of the win-set. Strong discipline within the governing party, for example,
 increases the win-set by widening the range of agreements for which the
 Level I negotiator can expect to receive backing. For example, in the 1986
 House-Senate conference committee on tax reform, the final bill was closer
 to the Senate version, despite (or rather, because of) Congressman Rosten-
 kowski's greater control of his delegation, which increased the House win-
 set. Conversely, a weakening of party discipline across the major Western
 nations would, ceteris paribus, reduce the scope for international cooper-
 ation.

 The recent discussion of "state strength" and "state autonomy" is rel-
 evant here. The greater the autonomy of central decision-makers from their
 Level II constituents, the larger their win-set and thus the greater the like-
 lihood of achieving international agreement. For example, central bank in-
 sulation from domestic political pressures in effect increases the win-set and
 thus the odds for international monetary cooperation; recent proposals for
 an enhanced role for central bankers in international policy coordination
 rest on this point.62 However, two-level analysis also implies that, ceteris
 paribus, the stronger a state is in terms of autonomy from domestic pres-
 sures, the weaker its relative bargaining position internationally. For ex-
 ample, diplomats representing an entrenched dictatorship are less able than
 representatives of a democracy to claim credibly that domestic pressures
 preclude some disadvantageous deal.63 This is yet another facet of the dis-
 concerting ambiguity of the notion of "state strength."

 For simplicity of exposition, my argument is phrased throughout in terms
 of only two levels. However, many institutional arrangements require several
 levels of ratification, thus multiplying the complexity (but perhaps also the
 importance) of win-set analysis. Consider, for example, negotiations between
 the United States and the European Community over agricultural trade.
 According to the Treaty of Rome, modifications of the Common Agricultural
 Policy require unanimous ratification by the Council of Ministers, repre-
 senting each of the member states. In turn, each of those governments must,
 in effect, win ratification for its decision within its own national arena, and
 in coalition governments, that process might also require ratification within
 each of the parties. Similarly, on the American side, ratification would (in-
 formally, at least) necessitate support from most, if not all, of the major
 agricultural organizations, and within those organizations, further ratification
 by key interests and regions might be required. At each stage, cleavage
 patterns, issue linkages, ratification procedures, side-payments, negotiator

 62. Artis and Ostry, International Economic Policy Coordination. Of course, whether this
 is desirable in terms of democratic values is quite another matter.

 63. Schelling, Strategy of Conflict, p. 28.
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 strategies, and so on would need to be considered. At some point in this

 analytic regress the complexity of further decomposition would outweigh
 the advantages, but the example illustrates the need for careful thought about
 the logic of multiple-level games.

 3. The size of the win-set depends on the strategies of the
 Level I negotiators.

 Each Level I negotiator has an unequivocal interest in maximizing the
 other side's win-set, but with respect to his own win-set, his motives are
 mixed. The larger his win-set, the more easily he can conclude an agreement,
 but also the weaker his bargaining position vis-a-vis the other negotiator.
 This fact often poses a tactical dilemma. For example, one effective way to
 demonstrate commitment to a given position in Level I bargaining is to rally
 support from one's constituents (for example, holding a strike vote, talking
 about a "missile gap," or denouncing "unfair trading practices" abroad).
 On the other hand, such tactics may have irreversible effects on constituents'
 attitudes, hampering subsequent ratification of a compromise agreement.f4
 Conversely, preliminary consultations at home, aimed at "softening up"
 one's constituents in anticipation of a ratification struggle, can undercut a
 negotiator's ability to project an implacable image abroad.

 Nevertheless, disregarding these dilemmas for the moment and assuming
 that a negotiator wishes to expand his win-set in order to encourage ratifi-
 cation of an agreement, he may exploit both conventional side-payments
 and generic "good will." The use of side-payments to attract marginal sup-

 porters is, of course, quite familiar in game theory, as well as in practical
 politics. For example, the Carter White House offered many inducements
 (such as public works projects) to help persuade wavering Senators to ratify
 the Panama Canal Treaty.65 In a two-level game the side-payments may
 come from unrelated domestic sources, as in this case, or they may be
 received as part of the international negotiation.

 The role of side-payments in international negotiations is well known.
 However, the two-level approach emphasizes that the value of an interna-

 tional side-payment should be calculated in terms of its marginal contribution
 to the likelihood of ratification, rather than in terms of its overall value to
 the recipient nation. What counts at Level II is not total national costs and
 benefits, but their incidence, relative to existing coalitions and proto-
 coalitions. An across-the-board trade concession (or still worse, a concession
 on a product of interest to a committed free-trade congressman) is less
 effective than a concession (even one of lesser intrinsic value) that tips the
 balance with a swing voter. Conversely, trade retaliation should be targeted,

 64. Walton and McKersie, Behavioral Theory of Labor Organizations, p. 345.
 65. Carter, Keeping Faith, p. 172. See also Raiffa, Art and Science of Negotiation, p. 183.
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 neither at free-traders nor at confirmed protectionists, but at the uncom-
 mitted.

 An experienced negotiator familiar with the respective domestic tables
 should be able to maximize the cost-effectiveness (to him and his constit-
 uents) of the concessions that he must make to ensure ratification abroad,
 as well as the cost-effectiveness of his own demands and threats, by targeting
 his initiatives with an eye to their Level II incidence, both at home and
 abroad. In this endeavor Level I negotiators are often in collusion, since
 each has an interest in helping the other to get the final deal ratified. In

 effect, they are moving jointly towards points of tangency between their
 respective political indifference curves. The empirical frequency of such

 targeting in trade negotiations and trade wars, as well as in other international
 negotiations, would be a crucial test of the relative merits of conventional
 unitary-actor analysis and the two-level approach proposed here.66

 In addition to the use of specific side-payments, a chief negotiator whose
 political standing at home is high can more easily win ratification of his

 foreign initiatives. Although generic good will cannot guarantee ratification,
 as Woodrow Wilson discovered, it is useful in expanding the win-set and
 thus fostering Level I agreement, for it constitutes a kind of "all-purpose
 glue" for his supporting coalition. Walton and McKersie cite members of
 the United Auto Workers who, speaking of their revered leader, Walter
 Reuther, said, "I don't understand or agree with this profit-sharing idea, but
 if the Red Head wants it, I will go along. "67 The Yugoslav negotiator in the
 Trieste dispute later discounted the difficulty of persuading irredentist Slov-
 enes to accept the agreement, since "the government [i.e., Tito] can always
 influence public opinion if it wants to."68

 Note that each Level I negotiator has a strong interest in the popularity
 of his opposite number, since Party A's popularity increases the size of his
 win-set, and thus increases both the odds of success and the relative bar-

 gaining leverage of Party B. Thus, negotiators should normally be expected
 to try to reinforce one another's standing with their respective constituents.

 66. The strategic significance of targeting at Level II is illustrated in John Conybeare, "Trade
 Wars: A Comparative Study of Anglo-Hanse, Franco-Italian, and Hawley-Smoot Conflicts,"
 World Politics 38 (October 1985), p. 157: Retaliation in the Anglo-Hanse trade wars did not
 have the intended deterrent effect, because it was not (and perhaps could not have been) targeted
 at the crucial members of the opposing Level II coalition. Compare Snyder and Diesing, Conflict
 Among Nations, p. 552: "If one faces a coercive opponent, but the opponent's majority coalition
 includes a few wavering members inclined to compromise, a compromise proposal that suits
 their views may cause their defection and the formation of a different majority coalition. Or if
 the opponent's strategy is accommodative, based on a tenuous soft-line coalition, one knows
 that care is required in implementing one's own coercive stretegy to avoid the opposite kind
 of shift in the other state."

 67. Walton and McKersie, Behavioral Theory of Labor Negotiations, p. 319.
 68. Vladimir Velebit, in Campbell, Trieste 1954, p. 97. As noted earlier, our discussion here

 assumes that the Level I negotiator wishes to reach a ratifiable agreement; in cases (alluded
 to later) when the negotiator's own preferences are more hard-line than his constituents, his
 domestic popularity might allow him to resist Level I agreements.
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 Partly for this reason and partly because of media attention, participation

 on the world stage normally gives a head of government a special advantage
 vis-a-vis his or her domestic opposition. Thus, although international policy
 coordination is hampered by high transaction costs, heads of government
 may also reap what we might term "transaction benefits." Indeed, the recent
 evolution of Western summitry, which has placed greater emphasis on pub-
 licity than on substance, seems designed to appropriate these "transaction
 benefits" without actually seeking the sort of agreements that might entail
 transaction costs.69

 Higher status negotiators are likely to dispose of more side-payments and
 more "good will" at home, and hence foreigners prefer to negotiate with a
 head of government than with a lower official. In purely distributive terms,
 a nation might have a bargaining advantage if its chief negotiator were a
 mere clerk. Diplomats are acting rationally, not merely symbolically, when
 they refuse to negotiate with a counterpart of inferior rank. America's ne-
 gotiating partners have reason for concern whenever the American president
 is domestically weakened.

 Uncertainty and bargaining tactics

 Level I negotiators are often badly misinformed about Level II politics,
 particularly on the opposing side. In 1978, the Bonn negotiators were usually
 wrong in their assessments of domestic politics abroad; for example, most
 American officials did not appreciate the complex domestic game that Chan-
 cellor Schmidt was playing over the issue of German reflation. Similarly,
 Snyder and Diesing report that "decision makers in our cases only occa-
 sionally attempted such assessments, and when they tried they did pretty
 miserably.... Governments generally do not do well in analyzing each
 other's internal politics in crises [and, I would add, in normal times], and
 indeed it is inherently difficult. "70 Relaxing the assumption of perfect infor-
 mation to allow for uncertainty has many implications for our understanding
 of two-level games. Let me illustrate a few of these implications.

 Uncertainty about the size of a win-set can be both a bargaining device
 and a stumbling block in two-level negotiation. In purely distributive Level
 I bargaining, negotiators have an incentive to understate their own win-sets.

 Since each negotiator is likely to know more about his own Level II than
 his opponent does, the claim has some plausibility. This is akin to a tactic

 69. Transaction benefits may be enhanced if a substantive agreement is reached, although
 sometimes leaders can benefit domestically by loudly rejecting a proffered international deal.

 70. Snyder and Diesing, Conflict Among Nations, pp. 516, 522-23. Analogous mi*perceptions
 in Anglo-American diplomacy are the focus of Richard E. Neustadt, Alliance Politics (New
 York: Columbia University Press, 1970).
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 that Snyder and Diesing describe, when negotiators seek to exploit divisions
 within their own government by saying, in effect, "You'd better make a
 deal with me, because the alternative to me is even worse.""71

 On the other hand, uncertainty about the opponent's win-set increases
 one's concern about the risk of involuntary defection. Deals can only be
 struck if each negotiator is convinced that the proposed deal lies within his
 opposite number's win-set and thus will be ratified. Uncertainty about party
 A's ratification lowers the expected value of the agreement to party B, and
 thus party B will demand more generous side-payments from party A than
 would be needed under conditions of certainty. In fact, party B has an
 incentive to feign doubt about party A's ability to deliver, precisely in order

 to extract a more generous offer.72
 Thus, a utility-maximizing negotiator must seek to convince his opposite

 number that his own win-set is "kinky," that is, that the proposed deal is

 certain to be ratified, but that a deal slightly more favorable to the opponent
 is unlikely to be ratified. For example, on the energy issue in 1978, by sending
 Senator Byrd on a personal mission to Bonn before the summit and then by
 discussing his political problems in a length tete-'a-tete with the chancellor,

 Carter sought successfully to convince Schmidt that immediate decontrol
 was politically impossible, but that decontrol by 1981 was politically do-
 able. Kinky win-sets may be more credible if they pivot on what Schelling
 calls a "prominent" solution, such as a 50-50 split, for such outcomes may
 be distinctly more "saleable" at home. Another relevant tactic is for the
 negotiator actually to submit a trial agreement for ratification, in order to
 demonstrate that it is not in his win-set.

 Uncertainty about the contours of the respective "political indifference
 curves" thus has strategic uses. On the other hand, when the negotiators
 are seeking novel packages that might improve both sides' positions, mis-
 representation of one's win-set can be counterproductive. Creative solutions
 that expand the scope for joint gain and improve the odds of ratification are
 likely to require fairly accurate information about constituents' preferences
 and points of special neuralgia. The analysis of two-level games offers many
 illustrations of Zartman's observation that all negotiation involves "the con-
 trolled exchange of partial information. 73

 71. Synder and Diesing, Conflict Among Nations, p. 517.
 72. I am grateful to Robert 0. Keohane for pointing out the impact of uncertainty on the

 expected value of proposals.

 73. I. William Zartman, The 50% Solution (Garden City, N.J.: Anchor Books, 1976), p. 14.
 The present analysis assumes that constituents are myopic about the other side's Level II, an
 assumption that is not unrealistic empirically. However, a fully informed constituent would
 consider the preferences of key players on the other side, for if the current proposal lies well
 within the other side's win-set, then it would be rational for the constituent to vote against it,
 hoping for a second-round proposal that was more favorable to him and still ratifiable abroad;
 this might be a reasonable interpretation of Senator Lodge's position in 1919 (Bailey, Wilson
 and the Great Betraya[). Consideration of such strategic voting at Level II is beyond the scope
 of this article.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:15:55 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL III - 161



 454 International Organization

 Restructuring and reverberation

 Formally speaking, game-theoretic analysis requires that the structure of
 issues and payoffs be specified in advance. In reality, however, much of
 what happens in any bargaining situation involves attempts by the players
 to restructure the game and to alter one another's perceptions of the costs
 of no-agreement and the benefits of proposed agreements. Such tactics are
 more difficult in two-level games than in conventional negotiations, because
 it is harder to reach constituents on the other side with persuasive messages.
 Nevertheless, governments do seek to expand one another's win-sets. Much
 ambassadorial activity-wooing opinion leaders, establishing contact with
 opposition parties, offering foreign aid to a friendly, but unstable govern-
 ment, and so on-has precisely this function. When Japanese officials visit
 Capitol Hill, or British diplomats lobby Irish-American leaders, they are
 seeking to relax domestic constraints that might otherwise prevent the admin-
 istration from cooperating with their governments.

 Another illuminating example of actions by a negotiator at the opposing
 Level II to improve the odds of ratification occurred during the 1977 ne-
 gotiations between the International Monetary Fund and the Italian govern-
 ment. Initial IMF demands for austerity triggered strong opposition from
 the unions and left-wing parties. Although the IMF's bargaining position at
 Level I appeared strong, the Fund's negotiator sought to achieve a broader
 consensus within Italy in support of an agreement, in order to forestall
 involuntary defection. Accordingly, after direct consultations with the unions
 and leftist leaders, the IMF restructured its proposal to focus on long-term
 investment and economic recovery (incidentally, an interesting example of
 targeting), without backing off from its short-term demands. Ironically, the
 initial Communist support for this revised agreement subsequently collapsed
 because of conflicts between moderate and doctrinaire factions within the
 party, illustrating the importance of multilevel analysis.74

 In some instances, perhaps even unintentionally, international pressures
 "reverberate" within domestic politics, tipping the domestic balance and
 thus influencing the international negotiations. Exactly this kind of rever-
 beration characterized the 1978 summit negotiations. Dieter Hiss, the Ger-
 man sherpa and one of those who believed that a stimulus program was in
 Germany's own interest, later wrote that summits change national policy

 only insofar as they mobilize and/or change public opinion and the atti-
 tude of political groups.... Often that is enough, if the balance of

 74. John R. Hillman, "The Mutual Influence of Italian Domestic Politics and the International
 Monetary Fund," The Fletcher Forum 4 (Winter 1980), pp. 1-22. Luigi Spaventa, "Two Letters
 of Intent: External Crises and Stabilization Policy, Italy, 1973-77," in John WilliAmson, ed.,
 IMF Conditionality (Washington, D.C.: Institute for International Economics, 1983), pp. 441-73,
 argues that the unions and the Communists actually favored the austerity measures, but found
 the IMF demands helpful in dealing with their own internal Level II constituents.
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 opinion is shifted, providing a bare majority for the previously stymied
 actions of a strong minority.... No country violates its own interests,
 but certainly the definition of its interests can change through a summit
 with its possible tradeoffs and give-and-take.75

 From the point of view of orthodox social-choice theory, reverberation is
 problematic, for it implies a certain interconnectedness among the utility
 functions of independent actors, albeit across different levels of the game.
 Two rationales may be offered to explain reverberation among utility-
 maximizing egoists. First, in a complex, interdependent, but often unfriendly
 world, offending foreigners may be costly in the long run. "To get along,
 go along" may be a rational maxim. This rationale is likely to be more
 common the more dependent (or interdependent) a nation, and it is likely
 to be more persuasive to Level II actors who are more exposed interna-
 tionally, such as multinational corporations and international banks.

 A second rationale takes into account cognitive factors and uncertainty.
 It would be a mistake for political scientists to mimic most economists'
 disregard for the suasive element in negotiations.76 Given the pervasive
 uncertainty that surrounds many international issues, messages from abroad
 can change minds, move the undecided, and hearten those in the domestic
 minority. As one reluctant German latecomer to the "locomotive" cause in
 1978 explained his conversion, "In the end, even the Bank for International
 Settlements [the cautious Basle organization of central bankers] supported
 the idea of coordinated relation." Similarly, an enthusiastic advocate of the
 program welcomed the international pressure as providing a useful "tail-
 wind" in German domestic politics.

 Suasive reverberation is more likely among countries with close relations
 and is probably more frequent in economic than in political-military nego-
 tiations. Communiques from the Western summits are often cited by par-
 ticipants to domestic audiences as a way of legitimizing their policies. After
 one such statement by Chancellor Schmidt, one of his aides privately char-
 acterized the argument as "not intellectually valid, but politically useful."
 Conversely, it is widely believed by summit participants that a declaration
 contrary to a government's current policy could be used profitably by its
 opponents. Recent congressional proposals to ensure greater domestic pub-
 licity for international commentary on national economic policies (including
 hitherto confidential IMF recommendations) turn on the idea that reverber-
 ation might increase international cooperation.77

 75. Dieter Hiss, "Weltwirtschaftsgipfel: Betrachtungen eines Insiders [World Economic Sum-
 mit: Observations of an Insider]," in Joachim Frohn and Reiner Staeglin, eds., Empirische
 Wirtschaftsforschung (Berlin: Duncker and Humblot, 1980), pp. 286-87.

 76. On cognitive and communications explanations of international cooperation, see, for
 example, Ernst B. Haas, "Why Collaborate? Issue-Linkage and International Regimes," World
 Politics 32 (April 1980), pp 357-405; Richard N. Cooper, "International Cooperation in Public
 Health as a Prologue to Macroeconomic Cooperation," Brookings Discussion Papers in In-
 ternational Economics 44 (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1986); and Zartman, 50%
 Solution, especially Part 4.

 77. Henning, Macroeconomic Diplomacy in the 1980s, pp. 62-63.
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 Reverberation as discussed thus far implies that international pressure
 expands the domestic win-set and facilitates agreement. However, rever-
 beration can also be negative, in the sense that foreign pressure may create
 a domestic backlash. Negative reverberation is probably less common em-
 pirically than positive reverberation, simply because foreigners are likely to
 forgo public pressure if it is recognized to be counterproductive. Cognitive
 balance theory suggests that international pressure is more likely to rever-
 berate negatively if its source is generally viewed by domestic audiences as
 an adversary rather than an ally. Nevertheless, predicing the precise effect
 of foreign pressure is admittedly difficult, although empirically, reverberation
 seems to occur frequently in two-level games.

 The phenomenon of reverberation (along with synergistic issue linkage of
 the sort described earlier) precludes one attractive short-cut to modeling
 two-level games. If national preferences were exogenous from the point of
 view of international relations, then the domestic political game could be
 molded separately, and the "outputs" from that game could be used as the
 "inputs" to the international game.78 The division of labor between com-
 parative politics and international relations could continue, though a few
 curious observers might wish to keep track of the play on both tables. But
 if international pressures reverberate within domestic politics, or if issues
 can be linked synergistically, then domestic outcomes are not exogenous,
 and the two levels cannot be modeled independently.

 The role of the chief negotiator

 In the stylized model of two-level negotiations outlined here, the chief ne-
 gotiator is the only formal link between Level I and Level II. Thus far, I
 have assumed that the chief negotiator has no independent policy views, but
 acts merely as an honest broker, or rather as an agent on behalf of his
 constituents. That assumption powerfully simplifies the analysis of two-level
 games. However, as principal-agent theory reminds us, this assumption is
 unrealistic.79 Empirically, the preferences of the chief negotiator may well
 diverge from those of his constituents. Two-level negotiations are costly and

 78. This is the approach used to analyze the Anglo-Chinese negotiations over Hong Kong
 in Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, David Newman, and Alvin Rabushka, Forecasting Political
 Events: The Future of Hong Kong (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985).

 79. For overviews of this literature, see Terry M. Moe, "The New Economics of Organi-
 zation," American Journal of Political Science 28 (November 1984), pp. 739-77; John W. Pratt
 and Richard J. Zeckhauser, eds., Principals and Agents: The Structure of Business (Boston,
 Mass.: Harvard Business School Press, 1985); and Barry M. Mitnick, "The Theory of Agency
 and Organizational Analysis," prepared for delivery at the 1986 annual meeting of thte American
 Political Science Association. This literature is only indirectly relevant to our concerns here,
 for it has not yet adequately addressed the problems posed by multiple principals (or constit-
 uents, in our terms). For one highly formal approach to the problem of multiple principals, see
 R. Douglas Bernheim and Michael D. Whinston, "Common Agency," Econometrica 54 (July
 1986), pp. 923-42.
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 risky for the chief negotiator, and they often interfere with his other prior-
 ities, so it is reasonable to ask what is in it for him.

 The motives of the chief negotiator include:

 1. Enhancing his standing in the Level II game by increasing his politi-
 cal resources or by minimizing potential losses. For example, a head
 of government may seek the popularity that he expects to accrue to
 him if he concludes a successful international agreement, or he may
 anticipate that the results of the agreement (for example, faster
 growth or lower defense spending) will be politically rewarding.

 2. Shifting the balance of power at Level II in favor of domestic poli-
 cies that he prefers for exogenous reasons. International negotiations
 sometimes enable government leaders to do what they privately wish
 to do, but are powerless to do domestically. Beyond the now-familiar
 1978 case, this pattern characterizes many stabilization programs that
 are (misleadingly) said to be "imposed" by the IMF. For example, in
 the 1974 and 1977 negotiations between Italy and the IMF, domestic
 conservative forces exploited IMF pressure to facilitate policy moves
 that were otherwise infeasible internally.80

 3. To pursue his own conception of the national interest in the interna-
 tional context. This seems the best explanation of Jimmy Carter's
 prodigious efforts on behalf of the Panama Canal Treaty, as well as
 of Woodrow Wilson's ultimately fatal commitment to the Versailles
 Treaty.

 It is reasonable to presume, at least in the international case of two-level
 bargaining, that the chief negotiator will normally give primacy to his do-
 mestic calculus, if a choice must be made, not least because his own incum-
 bency often depends on his standing at Level II. Hence, he is more likely
 to present an international agreement for ratification, the less of his own
 political capital he expects to have to invest to win approval, and the greater
 the likely political returns from a ratified agreement.

 This expanded conception of the role of the chief negotiator implies that
 he has, in effect, a veto over possible agreements. Even if a proposed deal
 lies within his Level II win-set, that deal is unlikely to be struck if he opposes
 it.81 Since this proviso applies on both sides of the Level I table, the actual
 international bargaining set may be narrower-perhaps much narrower-
 than the overlap between the Level II win-sets. Empirically, this additional
 constraint is often crucial to the outcome of two-level games. One momen-
 tous example is the fate of the Versailles Treaty. The best evidence suggests,
 first, that perhaps 80 percent of the American public and of the Senate in
 1919 favored ratification of the treaty, if certain reservations were attached,
 and second, that those reservations were acceptable to the other key sig-

 80. Hillman, "Mutual Influence," and Spaventa, "Two Letters of Intent."
 81. This power of the chief negotiator is analogous to what Shepsle and Weingast term the

 "penultimate" or "ex post veto" power of the members of a Senate-House conference com-
 mittee. (Shepsle and Weingast, "Institutional Foundations of Committee Power.")
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 natories, especially Britain and France. In effect, it was Wilson himself who
 vetoed this otherwise ratifiable package, telling the dismayed French Am-
 bassador, "I shall consent to nothing."82

 Yet another constraint on successful two-level negotiation derives from
 the leader's existing domestic coalition. Any political entrepreneur has a
 fixed investment in a particular pattern of policy positions and a particular
 supporting coalition. If a proposed international deal threatens that invest-
 ment, or if ratification would require him to construct a different coalition,
 the chief negotiator will be reluctant to endorse it, even if (judged abstractly)
 it could be ratified. Politicians may be willing to risk a few of their normal

 supporters in the cause of ratifying an international agreement, but the greater
 the potential loss, the greater their reluctance.

 In effect, the fixed costs of coalition-building thus imply this constraint
 on the win-set: How great a realignment of prevailing coalitions at Level II
 would be required to ratify a particular proposal? For example, a trade deal
 may expand export opportunities for Silicon Valley, but harm Aliquippa.
 This is fine for a chief negotiator (for example, Reagan?) who can easily add
 Northern California yuppies to his support coalition and who has no hope
 of winning Aliquippa steelworkers anyhow. But a different chief negotiator
 with a different support coalition (for example, Mondale?) might find it costly
 or even impossible to convert the gains from the same agreement into po-
 litically usable form. Similarly, in the 1978 "neutron bomb" negotiations
 between Bonn and Washington, "asking the United States to deploy [these
 weapons] in West Germany might have been possible for a Christian Dem-
 ocratic Government; for a Social Democratic government, it was nearly
 impossible.'" 83 Under such circumstances, simple "median-voter" models
 of domestic influences on foreign policy may be quite misleading.

 Relaxing the assumption that the chief negotiator is merely an honest
 broker, negotiating on behalf of his constituents, opens the possibility that
 the constituents may be more eager for an agreement (or more worried about
 "no-agreement") than he is. Empirical instances are not hard to find: in
 early 1987, European publics were readier to accept Gorbachev's "double-
 zero" arms control proposal than European leaders, just as in the early 1970s
 the American public (or at least the politically active public) was more eager
 for a negotiated end to the Vietnam War than was the Nixon administration.
 As a rule, the negotiator retains a veto over any proposed agreement in such

 cases. However, if the negotiator's own domestic standing (or indeed, his
 incumbency) would be threatened if he were to reject an agreement that falls
 within his Level II win-set, and if this is known to all parties, then the other
 side at Level I gains considerable leverage. Domestic U.S. discontent about

 82. Bailey, Wilson and the Great Betrayal, quotation at p. 15.
 83. Robert A. Strong and Marshal Zeringue, "The Neutron Bomb and the Atlantic Alliance,"

 presented at the 1986 annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, p. 9.
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 the Vietnam War clearly affected the agreement reached at the Paris talks.84

 Conversely, if the constituents are (believed to be) hard-line, then a leader's
 domestic weakness becomes a diplomatic asset. In 1977, for example, the
 Americans calculated that "a delay in negotiating a treaty . .. endangered
 [Panamanian President Omar] Torrijos' position; and Panama without Tor-

 rijos most likely would have been an impossible negotiating partner."85 Sim-
 ilarly, in the 1954 Trieste negotiations, the weak Italian government claimed
 that "'Unless something is done in our favor in Trieste, we can lose the
 election.' That card was played two or three times [reported the British
 negotiator later], and it almost always took a trick."86

 My emphasis on the special responsibility of central executives is a point
 of affinity between the two-level game model and the "state-centric" liter-
 ature, even though the underlying logic is different. In this "Janus" model
 of domestic-international interactions, transnational politics are less prom-
 inent than in some theories of interdependence.87 However, to disregard
 "cross-table" alliances at Level II is a considerable simplification, and it is
 more misleading, the lower the political visibility of the issue, and the more
 frequent the negotiations between the governments involved.88 Empirically,
 for example, two-level games in the European Community are influenced
 by many direct ties among Level II participants, such as national agricultural
 spokesmen. In some cases, the same multinational actor may actually appear
 at more than one Level II table. In negotiations over mining concessions in
 some less-developed countries, for example, the same multinational cor-
 poration may be consulted privately by both the home and host governments.
 In subsequent work on the two-level model, the strategic implications of
 direct communication between Level II players should be explored.

 Conclusion

 The most portentous development in the fields of comparative politics and
 international relations in recent years is the dawning recognition among
 practitioners in each field of the need to take into account entanglements
 between the two. Empirical illustrations of reciprocal influence between
 domestic and international affairs abound. What we need now are concepts

 84. I. William Zartman, "Reality, Image, and Detail: The Paris Negotiations, 1969-1973,"
 in Zartman, 50% Solution, pp. 372-98.

 85. Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1983),
 p. 136, as quoted in Habeeb and Zartman, Panama Canal Negotiations, pp. 39-40.

 86. Harrison in Campbell, Trieste 1954, p. 67.
 87. Samuel P. Huntington, "Transnational Organizations in World Politics," World Politics

 25 (April 1973), pp. 333-68; Keohane and Nye, Power and Interdependence; Neustadt, Alliance
 Politics.

 88. Barbara Crane, "Policy Coordination by Major Western Powers in Bargaining with the
 Third World: Debt Relief and the Common Fund," International Organization 38 (Summer
 1984), pp. 399-428.
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 and theories that will help us organize and extend our empirical observations.
 Analysis in terms of two-level games offers a promising response to this

 challenge. Unlike state-centric theories, the two-level approach recognizes
 the inevitability of domestic conflict about what the "national interest"
 requires. Unlike the "Second Image" or the "Second Image Reversed,"
 the two-level approach recognizes that central decision-makers strive to
 reconcile domestic and international imperatives simultaneously. As we have
 seen, statesmen in this predicament face distinctive strategic opportunities
 and strategic dilemmas.

 This theoretical approach highlights several significant features of the links
 between diplomacy and domestic politics, including:

 * the important distinction between voluntary and involuntary defection
 from international agreements;

 * the contrast between issues on which domestic interests are homogene-
 ous, simply pitting hawks against doves, and issues on which domestic
 interests are more heterogeneous, so that domestic cleavage may ac-
 tually foster international cooperation;

 * the possibility of synergistic issue linkage, in which strategic moves at
 one game-table facilitate unexpected coalitions at the second table;

 * the paradoxical fact that institutional arrangements which strengthen
 decision-makers at home may weaken their international bargaining po-
 sition, and vice versa;

 * the importance of targeting international threats, offers, and side-
 payments with an eye towards their domestic incidence at home and
 abroad;

 * the strategic uses of uncertainty about domestic politics, and the special
 utility of "kinky win-sets";

 * the potential reverberation of international pressures within the domes-
 tic arena;

 * the divergences of interest between a national leader and those on
 whose behalf he is negotiating, and in particular, the international impli-
 cations of his fixed investments in domestic politics.

 Two-level games seem a ubiquitous feature of social life, from Western
 economic summitry to diplomacy in the Balkans and from coalition politics
 in Sri Lanka to legislative maneuvering on Capitol Hill. Far-ranging empirical
 research is needed now to test and deepen our understanding of how such
 games are played.
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Let Us Now Praise Daniel L. Byman and 
Great en Kenneth M. Pollack 

Great Men 

Bringing the Statesman Back In 

In January 1762, Prus- 

sia hovered on the brink of disaster. Despite the masterful generalship of Fred- 
erick the Great, the combined forces of France, Austria, and Russia had 

gradually worn down the Prussian army in six years of constant warfare. Aus- 
trian armies had marched deep into Saxony and Silesia, and the Russians had 
even sacked Berlin. Frederick's defeat appeared imminent, and the enemy co- 
alition intended to partition Prussia to reduce it to the status of a middle Ger- 
man state no more powerful than Bavaria or Saxony. And then a miracle 
occurred. The Prusso-phobic Czarina Elizabeth unexpectedly died, only to be 
succeeded by her son Peter, who idolized the soldier-king. Immediately Peter 
made peace with Frederick and ordered home the Russian armies. This rever- 
sal paralyzed the French and Austrians and allowed Frederick to rally his 
forces. Although Peter was soon ousted by his wife, Catherine, the allied ar- 
mies never regained their advantage. In the end, Frederick held them off and 

kept Prussia intact.1 
Frederick's triumph in the Seven Years' War was essential to Prussia's even- 

tual unification of Germany and all that followed from it. Conceiving of Euro- 

pean history today without this victory is impossible. It is equally impossible 
to conceive of Prussian victory in 1763 without the death of Elizabeth and Pe- 
ter's adoration of Frederick. In the words of Christopher Duffy, "It is curious to 
reflect that if one lady had lived for a very few weeks longer, historians would 

by now have analyzed in most convincing detail the reasons for a collapse as 
'inevitable' as that which overtook the Sweden of Charles XII."2 In short, had it 
not been for the idiosyncrasies of one man and one woman, European history 
would look very, very different. 

Daniel L. Byman is the Research Director of RAND's Center for Middle East Public Policy. Kenneth M. 
Pollack is a Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University. 

The authors would like to thank Nora Bensahel, Daniel Markey, Robert Mullins, Gideon Rose, Ste- 
phen Peter Rosen, Richard Samuels, Jeremy Shapiro, Abram Shulsky, Benjamin Valentino, Stephen 
Van Evera, an anonymous reviewer, and the members of the John M. Olin seminar series at Har- 
vard University for their helpful comments on previous versions of this work. Comments are wel- 
come at byman@rand.org and kenpollack@erols.com. 

1. Christopher Duffy, Frederick the Great: A Military Life (New York: Routledge, 1985), pp. 226-243; 
and Dennis E. Showalter, The Wars of Frederick the Great (London: Longman, 1996), pp. 309-320. 
2. Duffy, Frederick the Great, p. 233. 
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The story of Prussia's reprieve is, admittedly, an extreme example of the role 
that individuals play in international relations, but such influence is by no 
means exceptional-far from it. How can we explain twentieth-century history 
without reference to Adolf Hitler, Joseph Stalin, Vladimir Lenin, Franklin Roo- 
sevelt, Winston Churchill, Mahatma Gandhi, or Mao Zedong? Nor would any 
policymaker in any capital try to explain the world today without recourse to 
the personal goals and beliefs of Bill Clinton, Vladimir Putin, Jiang Zemin, and 
Saddam Hussein, among others. Indeed the policymaking community in 

Washington takes it as an article of faith that who is the prime minister of 
Great Britain, the chancellor of Germany, or the king of Saudi Arabia has real 

repercussions for the United States and the rest of the world. As Henry 
Kissinger remarked, "As a professor, I tended to think of history as run by im- 

personal forces. But when you see it in practice, you see the difference person- 
alities make."3 

For these reasons, the tendency of scholars to ignore the role of personalities 
in international relations is particularly troubling. Most political scientists, 
when pressed, will admit to the importance of personal idiosyncrasies and hu- 
man error in determining the course of international relations. Most will fur- 
ther concede that because they do not attempt to explain the roles of either 
human error or personality in international relations, they cannot explain all of 
the variance in the affairs of nations. 

However, political scientists most frequently have argued that they must set 
aside both fortuna and virtu, and instead focus only on impersonal forces as the 
causes of international events. Their reasons for doing so fall under three ru- 
brics. First, many political scientists contend that individuals ultimately do not 
matter, or at least they count for little in the major events that shape interna- 
tional politics. Instead they argue that the roar of the anarchic system, domes- 
tic politics, and institutional dynamics drown out the small voices of 
individual leaders. Second, other political scientists posit that although indi- 
viduals may matter from time to time, their influence does not lend itself to the 

generalizations that political scientists seek. Simply put, individuals are too in- 
dividualistic. Third, several leading international relations theorists have 
raised a number of specific objections that they argue render the study of indi- 
viduals theoretically hopeless. 

We believe that political scientists are simultaneously too modest and too ar- 

rogant in these claims. Too modest because political scientists need not throw 

3. A background talk with reporters in January 1975, as quoted in Walter Isaacson, Kissinger (New 
York: Simon and Schuster, 1992), p. 13. 
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up their hands and believe that they have nothing useful to say about the role 
of individuals in international relations. The theoretical objections raised over 
the years do not stand up under closer examination and should not prevent us 
from mining this rich ore. Too arrogant because too many political scientists 

imply or assert that the impersonal forces on which they focus their attention 

explain the vast majority of events in international relations. In so doing, they 
marginalize the crucial impact of individuals on war and diplomacy and ne- 

glect the extent to which social science can tease out useful generalizations re- 

garding the role played by individuals. 
It is time to rescue men and women, as individuals, from the oblivion 

to which political scientists have consigned them. This article is not intended 
as a comprehensive account of the importance of individuals-such an 
effort would require the work of many lifetimes-but it is intended to ques- 
tion scholars' current assumptions about international politics and show 
the plausibility of analyzing international relations by focusing on the role of 
individuals. 

What is the impact of individuals on international relations? What aspects of 
state behavior do they affect? Under what conditions are they influential? 
These are the questions this article seeks to answer. We contend that the goals, 
abilities, and foibles of individuals are crucial to the intentions, capabilities, 
and strategies of a state. Indeed individuals not only affect the actions of their 
own states but also shape the reactions of other nations, which must respond 
to the aspirations, abilities, and aggressiveness of foreign leaders. Of course, 
individuals matter more to international relations under certain circumstances. 
Individual personalities take on added significance when power is concen- 
trated in the hands of a leader, when institutions are in conflict, or in times of 

great change. Individuals also shape many of the drivers identified by other 
theorists, such as the balance of power, domestic opinion, and bureaucratic 

politics. These paradigms suffer when individuals are ignored. 
This article has four parts. We first rebut the specific, theoretical argu- 

ments denigrating the utility of theories of the impact of individuals on inter- 
national relations. We then counter the argument that individuals do not 
have a significant impact on international events by examining five historical 
cases that show that the role of individuals was crucial to the outcome of 
each. We next refute the argument that it is impossible to generate hypo- 
theses regarding the role of individuals, by teasing out plausible, testable hy- 
potheses from the cases in the previous section. We conclude by noting 
how the study of individuals enriches our understanding of international rela- 
tions. 
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Rebutting the Theoretical Objections 

The study of individuals has not been attacked so much as ignored by interna- 
tional relations theorists. This is not to say that no work has been done on this 

topic. At least since the time of Aristotle, scholars have tried to explain politics 
in terms of individual behavior. Indeed classical realist thinkers such as Thucy- 
dides, Niccolo Machiavelli, and Hans Morgenthau all explicitly acknowledge 
the impact of individual personalities on international relations. Since then, 
however, work on individuals in political science has generally been left to 

psychologists, historians, and area studies specialists.4 These scholars have 

produced many excellent studies on the importance of individuals, but they 
have not treated the subject in a systematic fashion that would help answer the 

general questions of when and how individuals affect international relations. 
These works provide a foundation on which to build, but as they are, they re- 
main incomplete.5 

4. Other useful work for understanding the role of individuals in international relations comes 
from historians and area studies experts. Fred I. Greenstein has published an exemplary work 
demonstrating how the personality traits of postwar presidents have shaped U.S. foreign policy. 
See Greenstein, The Presidential Difference: Leadership Style from FDR to Clinton (New York: Free 
Press, 2000). See also James M. Goldgeier, Leadership Style and Soviet Foreign Policy: Stalin, Khrush- 
chev, Brezhnev, Gorbachev (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1994); and David 
Shambaugh, ed., Deng Xiaoping: Portrait of a Chinese Statesman (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1994). Daniel Markey has written an interesting study of how individuals' desire for prestige af- 
fects international relations. Markey, "The Prestige Motive in International Relations," Ph.D. dis- 
sertation, Princeton University, 2000. 
5. Political psychologists and political scientists drawing on their insights also devote consider- 
able attention to the biases and perceptions that may shape human behavior, paying particular at- 
tention to the behavior of leaders and elites in general. See Robert Jervis, Perception and 
Misperception in International Politics (Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 1976). Three valu- 
able examples of works on leaders and perceptions are Yuen Foong Khong, Analogies at War 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1992); Paul Hart, Eric K. Stern, and Bengt Sundelius, 
eds., Beyond Groupthink: Political Group Dynamics and Foreign Policy-making (Ann Arbor: University 
of Michigan Press, 1997); and Alexander L. George, Presidential Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy: The 
Effective Use of Information and Advice (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1980). For an interesting work 
comparing the role of new leaders on the formulation of public policy, see Valerie Bunce, Do New 
Leaders Make a Difference? (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1981). A good summary of 
literature on leadership can be found in Robert J. House and Mary L. Baetz, "Leadership: Some 
Empirical Generalizations and New Research Directions," in L.L. Cummings and Barry M. Staw, 
eds., Leadership, Participation, and Group Behavior (Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press, 1990), pp. 1-84. 
Other important works include Harold D. Lasswell, The Analysis of Political Behaviour: An Empirical 
Approach (London: Kegan Paul, 1947); Alexander L. George and Julliette L. George, Woodrow Wil- 
son and Colonel House: A Personality Study (New York: Dover, 1964); and Harold D. Lasswell and 
Daniel Lerner, eds., World Revolutionary Elites: Studies in Coercive Ideological Movements (Cambridge, 
Mass.: MIT Press, 1965). For a sample of more recent interesting works on individual decision- 
making, see Scott Pious, The Psychology of Judgment and Decision Making (New York: McGraw-Hill, 
1993); and Herbert C. Kelman, International Behavior: A Social-Psychological Analysis (New York: 
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1965). For an interesting assessment of different views of the individ- 
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One exception to political scientists' neglect of individuals is Kenneth 
Waltz's seminal work, Man, the State, and War. Waltz famously outlines three 
levels of analysis, calling them "images" of international relations. In the first 

image, the behavior of nations springs from the behavior of individu- 
als. Waltz's second image considers the behavior of nations to be driven by 
their internal organization, positing that different kinds of governments and 
social structures produce different kinds of international behavior. Finally, the 
third image contends that the behavior of nations is driven by their relative po- 
sition-in terms of both power and geography-in an anarchic international 

system.6 
Although Waltz is unusual in even considering the first image, he nonethe- 

less rejects it. Waltz, and those following in his tradition, believe that the third 

image best explains international relations-or the most important elements of 
it, such as the causes of great power wars and alliances.7 Champions of the 
third image have many critics. Nevertheless, even scholars who challenge 
Waltz's focus on the third image generally do so in the name of second-image 
factors, such as bureaucracy, culture, and political systems. Thus even Waltz's 
critics neglect the first image.8 

OBJECTION 1: THE FIRST IMAGE CANNOT PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE EXPLANATION 

FOR INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS BECAUSE HUMAN NATURE IS A CONSTANT, 
WHEREAS INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS VARY 

In Man, the State, and War, Waltz argues that if human nature is constant, the 
behavior of nations-the example he employs is war making-should also be 

ual throughout history, see Janet Coleman, ed., The Individual in Political Theory and Practice (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1996). For works that assess when personality factors should be ex- 
amined to explain political outcomes, see Fred I. Greenstein, Personality and Politics (Chicago: Mark- 
ham, 1969); Fred I. Greenstein, "The Impact of Personality on Politics: An Attempt to Clear Away 
the Underbrush," American Political Science Review, Vol. 61, No. 3 (September 1967), pp. 629-641; 
Margaret Hermann, "When Leader Personality Will Affect Foreign Policy: Some Propositions," in 
James Rosenau, ed., In Search of Global Patterns (New York: Free Press, 1976), pp. 326-333; and Mar- 
garet Hermann, "Leaders and Foreign Policy Decision-Making," in Dan Caldwell and Timothy J. 
McKeown, eds., Diplomacy, Force, and Leadership (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1993), pp. 77-94. 
6. Kenneth N. Waltz, Man, the State, and War (New York: Columbia University Press, 1959), espe- 
cially pp. 16, 80-81, 159-165. 
7. In his words, only a theory drawn from the third image can offer a "a final explanation because 
it does not hinge on accidental causes-irrationalities in men, defects in states." Ibid., pp. 231-232. 
See also pp. 224-238; and Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw- 
Hill, 1979), pp. 60-68. 
8. For example, the world system, domestic politics ("second image"), and other mainstream ap- 
proaches also slight the importance of individuals. See Immanuel Wallerstein, The Modern World- 
System I (New York: Academic Press, 1974); and Immanuel Wallerstein, The Politics of the World 
Economy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984). For an example of the second image as 
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constant. That is, nations should always be at war. Because nations are not al- 

ways at war, Waltz claims that human nature cannot possibly explain why na- 
tions go to war.9 On this point, Waltz is simply mistaken: Human nature is not 
a constant; it is a variable. By defining the first image solely in terms of an inef- 
fable quality shared among all humans, Waltz has constructed a straw man. 
Not all men and women are entirely evil, aggressive, greedy, or vainglorious. A 
few are, but a few others are wholly generous, humble, and restrained. The 
vast majority of humans, however, possess a mix of traits. Thus "human na- 
ture" entails a tremendous range of variance. Properly understood, the first 

image should generate theories derived from the distribution of these traits 
across the population and their impact on international relations. 

As soon as one recognizes that personalities vary widely, Waltz's criticism of 
the first image becomes unconvincing. Because personalities differ, it is en- 

tirely possible that variance in the traits of individuals explains differences in 
international relations. For instance, although not all wars have been caused by 
aggressive, risk-tolerant, greedy, or vainglorious leaders, those leaders who 
did manifest these traits regularly went to war-often for seemingly absurd 
reasons, and often more than once. Indeed leaders most notorious for these 
traits, such as Louis XIV, Peter the Great, Frederick the Great, Napoleon 
Bonaparte, Napoleon III, Wilhelm II, Benito Mussolini, and Hitler, have fo- 
mented some of the greatest conflicts in modern European history.10 

OBJECTION 2: THEORIES FOCUSED ON THE INFLUENCE OF INDIVIDUALS IN 

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS CANNOT BE PARSIMONIOUS 

In his book Theory of International Politics, Waltz claims that parsimony must be 
an important criterion for judging the value of a theory.1 He argues that the 

related to democracies, see Michael Doyle, "Liberalism and World Politics," American Political Sci- 
ence Review, Vol. 80, No. 4 (December 1986), pp. 1151-1169. 
9. Waltz, Man, the State, and War, pp. 27-30. As an example, on page 28, he claims that human na- 
ture cannot explain the outbreak of war in 1914 because the same human nature that conceived 
World War I must have caused peace in, for example, 1910. 
10. We recognize a likely selection bias in this claim: It may be that there were leaders who did 
possess these traits but did not go to war, and therefore the fact that they did possess these traits 
was not well known beyond their intimates, and perhaps their biographers. We believe that a more 
rigorous analysis of this claim is warranted. 
11. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, especially pp. 19-20. We note that Waltz has retreated 
from his earlier defense of parsimony in his more recent work. For instance, in 1997 he observed 
that "the explanatory power of a theory, not its parsimony, is the criterion of a theory's success." 
Kenneth N. Waltz, "International Politics Is Not Foreign Policy," Security Studies, Vol. 6, No. 1 (Au- 
tumn 1996), p. 57. 
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more closely a model approximates reality, the more variables it will include; 
therefore a realistic theory will be less parsimonious and thus less useful.12 
First, we contend that it is possible to derive elegant theories from the first im- 

age-a challenge we answer in the third section of this article. Of greater rele- 

vance, however, we dismiss the contention that parsimony is somehow more 

important than accuracy when deriving political science theory. The field of in- 
ternational relations is an effort to explain the interaction of states and, ulti- 

mately, predict their behavior. Consequently, realism (with a small "R") is the 

best, and perhaps the only, determinant of the utility of a theory: How well 
does the theory actually explain behavior and allow us to predict future ac- 
tions? Creating parsimonious models may be useful for illustrative or heuristic 

purposes, but this is, at best, several steps removed from the actual goals of the 

discipline. A massive model with hundreds of variables that took a month to 
run but predicted international behavior perfectly would be far more useful by 
any measure than a model with only a single variable that could illustrate only 
occasional tendencies and only in badly underspecified circumstances.13 

OBJECTION 3: STATE INTENTIONS ARE NOT GERMANE TO THEORIES OF 

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

Many proponents of the third image acknowledge that individual leaders of- 
ten have a heavy influence on state goals.'4 Because they believe that state in- 
tentions are not necessary to the construction of a theory of international 

politics, however, any impact that individual personalities may have in this 

sphere is likewise irrelevant. Instead they claim that all states are functionally 
equivalent, and therefore their intentions are irrelevant because they all have 
the same primary or "dominant" goal, namely their own security.15 Even the 
most benign state is not certain how other states will act, either now or in the 
future, and thus must take steps to defend itself.16 

12. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 19-20, 61-68. 
13. This is not to suggest that parsimony is not desirable. Undoubtedly, a parsimonious theory is 
better than a complicated theory, all other things being equal. When all other things are not equal, 
as is usually the case, we prefer an accurate complexity over an inaccurate parsimony. 
14. In his defense, Waltz himself recognizes this. See, for example, Waltz, Man, the State, and War, 
p. 218. 
15. Again, the best statement of these views is Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 91-101; 
and Kenneth N. Waltz, "Evaluating Theories," American Political Science Review, Vol. 91, No. 4 (De- 
cember 1997), p. 915. 
16. The definitive expression of this is Robert Jervis, "Cooperation under the Security Dilemma," 
World Politics, Vol. 30, No. 2 (January 1978), p. 168. Joseph M. Grieco argues that cooperation will 
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The assertion about the essential irrelevance of actor preferences is empiri- 
cally weak and (again demonstrating the danger of overly parsimonious mod- 
els) analytically misleading. For example, Stephen Walt's work on alliance 
formation demonstrates that, by omitting state intentions, Waltz's argument 
that alliance formation is based purely on the distribution of power poorly pre- 
dicts actual alliance patterns.17 Other scholars have established the importance 
of the distinction between "status quo" states-those nations content with the 
state of affairs as they are-and "revisionist" states-those unhappy with the 
current state of affairs and willing to change it. Revisionist states want more 

territory, influence, prestige, or other objectives that are not always directly re- 
lated to their security. They may go to war or otherwise disrupt the interna- 
tional system even when they are secure. At times, they may even jeopardize 
their security to pursue these aims.18 On the other hand, status quo states are 
able to assure potential rivals of their benign intentions-thus preventing un- 

certainty and misunderstanding from escalating into war. This allows status 

quo states to take steps, such as keeping their defense budgets low, even 

though this would endanger their security in a world that followed structural 
realist precepts. In short, state intentions are a critical factor in international re- 
lations and, to the extent that individual personalities shape those intentions, 
they too must be considered important. 

Individuals Matter: Lessons from History 

Individuals play a central role in shaping international relations, including the 
causes of war, alliance patterns, and other areas that international relations 
scholars consider important. To demonstrate this claim-and to provide the 
historical foundation on which we build testable hypotheses in the next sec- 
tion-we draw on five cases: (1) Germany under Hitler; (2) the contrasting im- 

pact of Chancellor Otto von Bismarck and Kaiser Wilhelm II on European 
politics; (3) France under Napoleon Bonaparte; (4) a comparison of Iraq under 

fail as a result of these dynamics. See Grieco, Cooperation among Nations (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell Uni- 
versity Press, 1990), p. 45. 
17. Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1987). 
18. Randall L. Schweller, "Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In," Inter- 
national Security, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Summer 1994), pp. 72-107; Randall L. Schweller, "Neorealism's Sta- 
tus Quo Bias: What Security Dilemma?" Security Studies, Vol. 5, No. 3 (Spring 1996), pp. 90-121; 
and Arnold Wolfers, "The Balance of Power in Theory and Practice," in Wolfers, Discord and Collab- 
oration: Essays on International Politics (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins Press, 1962), especially 
p. 124. 
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Saddam Hussein and Syria under Hafiz al-Asad; and (5) the behavior of Iran in 
its war with Iraq under Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini. 

We chose these cases according to several criteria. They demonstrate the im- 

portance of individuals regardless of political system, period of time, or region 
of the world. They highlight particular aspects of the impact of individual 
leaders on international relations. Each case also suggests theories derived 
from the first image related to some of the most fundamental questions of in- 
ternational relations theory of the last thirty years: the causes of war, the for- 
mation of alliances, and the likelihood of cooperation under anarchy, to name 

only a few.19 

ADOLF HITLER 

The personal characteristics and idiosyncrasies of Adolf Hitler led to the 
deaths of millions and changed the history of the world. Hitler's unique pa- 
thologies were the single most important factor in causing both World War II 
in Europe (at least in the sense of the continent-wide total war that ensued) 
and Germany's eventual defeat. Hitler defied both domestic opposition and 

systemic logic in igniting World War II, leading Germany to astonishing victo- 

ries, visiting unimaginable misery on the world, and then causing the collapse 
of the empire he had built. Understanding international relations during the 
1930s and 1940s is impossible without grasping the impact of Hitler himself. 

Germany after World War I was clearly a revisionist state, but Hitler's ambi- 
tions far exceeded those of the people he led. The German people detested the 
terms of the Treaty of Versailles. Most believed that Germany should rearm, re- 

gain its pre-Versailles territory in the east, and demand integration with Aus- 
tria and the German-populated Sudetenland.20 However, though revisionism 
was the Zeitgeist in interwar Germany, European hegemony and global domi- 
nation were not. The vast majority of Germans had lost any inclination toward 

military expansion after living through the horrors of World War I. Although 

19. A caveat is in order regarding our case selection. This article does not seek to test first-image 
theories of international relations. Instead it seeks to generate testable hypotheses to demonstrate 
that the first image is a valid line of inquiry for international relations scholars. Consequently, we 
have chosen "easy" cases-cases in which the individual's influence is self-evident, even to the 
point of obviousness-rather than "hard" cases or a random sample. 
20. Most Germans had accepted the loss of Alsace-Lorraine because they recognized that these 
territories could not be recovered without fighting a major war with France. Gordon A. Craig, Ger- 
many: 1866-1945 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978), p. 674; Klaus Hildebrand, The Foreign 
Policy of the Third Reich, trans. Anthony Fothergill (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1973), 
pp. 29-37; and Donald Kagan, On the Origins of War and the Preservation of Peace (New York: 
Doubleday, 1995), pp. 309-310. 
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many Germans wanted to revise the Treaty of Versailles, few were willing to 

wage another major war to do so.21 Indeed, on September 27, 1938, when Hit- 
ler mobilized the German army to attack Czechoslovakia, the Berlin crowds 
turned their backs on the German troops marching through the streets of the 

capital.2 
Nor were most German elites sympathetic to Hitler's aspirations. Even most 

of the mainstream nationalist parties and the army high command-among 
the most bellicose groups in Germany-wanted only to restore their country to 
its pre-1914 status. Although they were probably more willing than the aver- 

age German to use force to achieve these goals, the great majority were equally 
chary of another major war and had no aspirations to continental mastery.23 
On the uniqueness of Hitler's aspirations, Gordon Craig has written: "Adolf 
Hitler was sui generis, a force without a real historical past ... dedicated to the 

acquisition of power for his own gratification and to the destruction of a peo- 
ple whose existence was an offence to him and whose annihilation would be 
his crowning triumph. Both the grandiose barbarism of his political vision and 
the moral emptiness of his character make it impossible to compare him in any 
meaningful way with any other German leader. He stands alone."24 

21. Kagan, On the Origins of War, pp. 328, 403; Kenneth Macksey, From Triumph to Disaster: The Fatal 
Flaws of German Generalship from Moltke to Guderian (London: Greenhill, 1996), pp. 72-75; Ernest R. 
May, Strange Victory: Hitler's Conquest of France (New York: Hill and Wang, 2000), pp. 15-110; Rich- 
ard Overy, Why the Allies Won (New York: W.W. Norton, 1995), pp. 9-10, 298-305; Richard Overy 
with Andrew Wheatcroft, The Road to War, rev. and updated ed. (London: Penguin, 1999), p. 41; 
A.J.P. Taylor, The Origins of the Second World War (New York: Atheneum, 1983), pp. 58-59; Donald 
Cameron Watt, How War Came: The Immediate Origins of the Second World War, 1938-1939 (New 
York: Pantheon, 1989), pp. 30, 33, 38-39, 105; and Gordon Wright, The Ordeal of Total War, 1939-1945 
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1968), p. 7. We have purposely included citations from Taylor not 
despite, but because of, his apologies for Hitler to demonstrate the strength of our arguments. 
22. Alan Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny, abridged ed. (New York: Harper Perennial, 1991), 
p. 268. 
23. Ian Kershaw provides the definitive contemporary assessment of how Hitler's foreign policy 
diverged from the revisionist aspirations of other German elites in Kershaw, "Nazi Foreign Policy: 
Hitler's 'Programme' or 'Expansion without Object'?" reprinted in Patrick Finney, ed., Origins of 
the Second World War (London: Arnold, 1997), pp. 129-135. See also Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyr- 
anny, pp. 176, 233-240, 258-259, 268; Craig, Germany, pp. 679, 693, 697-699; Hildebrand, The Foreign 
Policy of the Third Reich, pp. 24-37; Kagan, On the Origins of War, p. 339; Macksey, From Triumph to 
Disaster; May, Strange Victory, pp. 15-110, 215-232; Overy with Wheatcroft, Road to War, pp. 40-41, 
48-49, 53, 71; Wright, Ordeal of Total War, p. 7; Watt, How War Came, pp. 104-105; and Corelli 
Barnett, ed., Hitler's Generals (New York: Quill/William Morrow, 1989). 
24. Craig, Germany, p. 543. Craig's view is the consensus among contemporary historians. Both the 
Taylor/Fischer revisionist school (Hitler was no different from other German statesmen) and the 
functionalist school (Nazi foreign policy stemmed from domestic pressures) have been effectively 
discredited. See Patrick Finney, "Introduction: History Writing and the Origins of the Second 
World War," and "Commentary," in Finney, Origins of the Second World War, pp. 4-7, 41-42; the re- 
sponse by Richard Overy to Tim Mason, reprinted in "Debate: Germany, 'Domestic Crisis,' and 
War in 1939," in ibid., pp. 99-109; and especially Kershaw, "Nazi Foreign Policy," pp. 121-144. 
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For their part, Britain and France did not want war with Germany and were 

prepared to make considerable sacrifices (in terms of both their own relative 

security and other people's territory) to appease Berlin. Public opinion in Brit- 
ain during the interwar years was sympathetic to Germany, believing that the 
terms of the peace had been overly harsh. Moreover, the possibility of a World 
War I-like bloodbath terrified Britain, and London was willing to write off con- 
siderable portions of Eastern Europe to avert another one.25 Although the 
French were less sympathetic to German aspirations, they were equally afraid 
of another continental war and thus were willing to give in to at least some 
German demands for revisions to the Versailles treaty, including demands for 

territory in the east. In addition, to the extent that France contemplated using 
military force against Germany, it was unwilling to do so without Britain's full 

participation.26 For these reasons, the French and British acquiesced to German 
rearmament after 1933, the remilitarization of the Rhineland, the Anschluss 
with Austria, and the occupation of Sudeten Czechoslovakia. Moreover, the ev- 
idence indicates that Britain and France would not have gone to war to prevent 
German reoccupation of the Polish corridor.27 In short, Britain and France were 

25. Sidney Aster, "'Guilty Men': The Case of Neville Chamberlain," in Finney, Origins of the Second 
World War, pp. 62-64, 66-70; Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny, pp. 269, 293; David Dilks, "'We 
Must Hope for the Best and Prepare for the Worst': The Prime Minister, the Cabinet, and Hitler's 
Germany, 1937-1939," in Finney, Origins of the Second World War, pp. 52-53; Finney, "Introduction," 
pp. 13-16; Kagan, On the Origins of War, pp. 290-307, 340-342; May, Strange Victory, pp. 169-212; 
Overy with Wheatcroft, Road to War, pp. 52, 73-120; R.A.C. Parker, "Alternatives to Appeasement," 
in Finney, Origins of the Second World War, pp. 211-220; Taylor, Origins of the Second World War, pp. 
xi-xii, 34, 45-46, 58, 68, 74-77, 94-95, 99-100, 135-136, 160, 165, 189, 227-228; and Watt, How War 
Came, pp. 27-29, 83-84, 168, 385-386. 
26. Anthony Adamthwaite, "France and the Coming of War," in Finney, Origins of the Second World 
War, pp. 78-90; Kagan, On the Origins of War, pp. 296-298; May, Strange Victory, pp. 6,113-160; Ste- 
phen A. Schuker, "France and the Remilitarization of the Rhineland," in Finney, Origins of the Sec- 
ond World War, pp. 224-227, 238-239; Taylor, Origins of the Second World War, pp. 73-76, 91, 98-100, 
155, 188; and Wright, Ordeal of Total War, p. 8. Taylor concludes that ultimately "the French were 
therefore willing to surrender everything [to Germany] except their own security." Taylor, Origins 
of the Second World War, p. 188. See also Finney, "Introduction," pp. 17-20. 
27. Beginning at Locarno in 1925, British and French statesmen repeatedly made clear that they 
would not go to war over the Polish corridor per se. Right up to the German invasion, they contin- 
ued to believe that the "question of Danzig" should not be a casus belli-and encouraged Polish 
concessions to Germany on Danzig in hope of forestalling a war. The British and French guaran- 
tees to Poland in 1939 had committed the Allies to fight for Polish independence, but neither Lon- 
don nor Paris had guaranteed every inch of Polish territory, specifically meaning Danzig. Their 
decision to go to war to defend Poland in September 1939 was not based on any change of heart re- 
garding Danzig. Rather it was a reaction to Germany's invasion of all of Poland, demonstrating 
that Hitler was determined to make Germany the hegemon of Europe under his leadership. See 
Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny, p. 293; Anna M. Cienciala, "Poland in British and French Policy, 
1939: Determination to Fight-or Avoid War?" in Finney, Origins of the Second World War, pp. 414- 
415, 417-426, 428-429; Dilks, "'We Must Hope for the Best and Prepare for the Worst,"' p. 53; 
Kagan, On the Origins of War, p. 311; May, Strange Victory, pp. 198-212; Overy with Wheatcroft, 
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willing to swallow hard and accept virtually any German demands-short of 

granting Berlin a hegemonic position in Europe or ceding their own territory- 
as long as they believed that by doing so they could avert a war. Consequently, 
Germany should have been able to achieve the moderate revisionist goals es- 

poused by most Germans without sparking a general European war. Only Hit- 
ler's personal ambitions made such a conflict unavoidable. 

Thus World War II, at least in the sense of the global conflagration that even- 

tually ignited, was caused by the unique aspirations of Adolf Hitler, not by the 

widespread German desire to revise the order established at Versailles in 1918. 
The outbreak of World War II was prompted by the German invasion of Po- 
land-a country that few Germans were willing to risk war with Britain and 
France to remove from the map of Europe. Moreover, the British and French 
did not go to war for Polish sovereignty per se, but only because they saw the 
German attack on Poland (and the earlier occupation of Bohemia in violation 
of the 1938 Munich agreement) as incontrovertible proof that Hitler would not 
be satisfied with modest revisions of the postwar peace, but instead was deter- 
mined to make himself master of all Europe.28 

Hitler's personal role in the course of world politics did not end with the 
start of war between Germany and the Western Allies. Instead he relentlessly 
pushed Germany down the road to annihilation. Every step of the way, the de- 
cision to act was effectively Hitler's alone, taken despite the opposition of 
whatever independent voices still existed. Indeed the army high command 

consistently opposed Hitler's foreign adventures until it was ultimately bat- 
tered into submission. Hitler also made sure that all other opposing voices 
were stilled or subverted. Thus the opposition parties, the foreign ministry, 
and ultimately even the army were all brought under his control, leaving Ger- 
man decisionmaking entirely in his hands.29 

Road to War, pp. 14-17, 113, 119; Taylor, Origins of the Second World War, pp. 38, 54, 59-60, 194-199, 
207-212, 213-221, 238, 249-252, 264-265, 270-273; and Watt, How War Came, pp. 59, 69, 186, 320- 
321. In Taylor's words, during the August 1939 crisis, "[Britain, France, and Italy] were convinced 
that Danzig was not worth a war; all three were agreed that it should return to Germany, with safe- 
guards for Polish trade." Taylor, Origins of the Second World War, p. 252. 
28. Adamthwaite, "France and the Coming of War," pp. 84-87; Aster, "'Guilty Men,"' pp. 64-65, 
72-73; Cienciala, "Poland in British and French Policy," pp. 418-421; Dilks, "'We Must Hope for the 
Best and Prepare for the Worst,"' p. 53; Kagan, On the Origins of War, p. 410; May, Strange Victory, 
pp. 291-308; Overy, Why the Allies Won, p. 9; Overy with Wheatcroft, Road to War, pp. 15-17; Taylor, 
Origins of the Second World War, pp. 205-214, 249-252, 264-265, 270-273; and Watt, How War Came, 
pp. 168-169, 186, 385-386, 509-510. 
29. Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny, pp. 233-240,258-259,268,321-325; Kershaw, "Nazi Foreign 
Policy," pp. 121-144; and Watt, How War Came, pp. 20-21, 24-25, 255, 441. In particular, on the 
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Hitler's decision to invade France in 1940 propelled Germany and the world 
further down the road to total war. Given the terror of the British and French of 

becoming involved in another major war with Germany, it is not clear what 

they would have done had Germany not attacked France. The stalemate that 

prevailed along the Rhine from October 1939 to May 1940 suggests that they 
might ultimately have acceded to Germany's conquest of Poland.30 Hitler, 
however, was determined to destroy France to remove it as an obstacle to his 

plans for expansion in the east.31 Once again, he was opposed by the senior 

army leadership, who believed that German troops would be unlikely to 
achieve the same success against the French army, then considered the most 

powerful force on the continent.32 But Hitler insisted on attacking and turning 
"phony war" into total war. 

Hitler's next, and most self-destructive, step was attacking Russia. Once 

again, this was essentially his idea alone, taken over the opposition of his gen- 
erals (including even his most pliant lackeys such as Hermann Goring, Wil- 
helm Keitel, and Alfred Jodl), who unanimously believed that Germany 
should not attack Russia-and certainly not until Britain had sued for peace.33 
The attack on Russia marked the beginning of the end for Hitler's Reich. Al- 

though there is still much debate over whether Germany could have defeated 
Russia had the German generals been given a free hand to fight the war as they 

army's efforts to oppose Hitler's foreign policies and his ultimately successful efforts to subvert 
the officer corps, see Barnett, Hitler's Generals; Matthew Cooper, The German Army, 1933-1945 
(Lanham, Md.: Scarborough House, 1990); Macksey, From Triumph to Disaster, pp. 65, 79-80, 132- 
134; and Overy, Why the Allies Won, pp. 23-24. 
30. Even after declaring war in September 1939, there was no discussion in Paris of an offensive 
against Germany. Overy with Wheatcroft, Road to War, p. 15; May, Strange Victory, pp. 271-336; 
A.J.P. Taylor, Bismarck: The Man and the Statesman (New York: Vintage, 1967), pp. 264-266; and Watt, 
How War Came, pp. 330-332. The German general staff was also convinced that the French and Brit- 
ish would not take the offensive and would eventually accede to the German conquests if Berlin 
refrained from attacking France. See Cooper, The German Army, p. 180. 
31. Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny, pp. 204, 296, 319; Craig, Germany, p. 677; Hildebrand, "The 
Foreign Policy of the Third Reich," p. 88; Eberhard Jackel, Hitler's World View (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 1982), pp. 37-38; Taylor, Bismarck, pp. 131-132; Wright, Ordeal of Total 
War, p. 6; and Watt, How War Came, pp. 42-43. 
32. On German army opposition to the invasion of France, see Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny, 
pp. 233, 321-325; Cooper, The German Army, pp. 178-182; Craig, Germany, pp. 716-717; Macksey, 
From Triumph to Disaster, pp. 79-80; and May, Strange Victory, pp. 15-27. Indeed Cooper notes that 
even Keitel-Hitler's worst lackey among the generals-objected to the attack on France. 
33. Cooper, The German Army, pp. 246-258, 286; Kenneth Macksey, "Guderian," in Barnett, Hitler's 
Generals, pp. 451-452; Macksey, From Triumph to Disaster, pp. 132-134; and Bernd Wegner, "The 
Road to Defeat: The German Campaigns in Russia, 1941-1943," in John Gooch, ed., Decisive Cam- 
paigns of the Second World War (London: Frank Cass, 1990), pp. 107-108. There were some German 
generals, including the chief of staff, who were not opposed to the idea of attacking Russia in the 
abstract, but only after the war with Britain had been won. See Cooper, The German Army, pp. 252- 
256. 
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wished, there is no dissent that it was the Red Army that eventually destroyed 
the Wehrmacht and sealed Hitler's fate. 

Here as well, it is interesting to consider what might have happened had 

Germany not attacked Russia in 1941, which would likely have been the case 

(given the unanimous opposition of the general staff) had Hitler not been in 

charge. Even assuming that the United States had joined the war that Decem- 
ber, it is at best unclear whether the Anglo-Saxon powers could have found a 

way to get ashore and defeat the Wehrmacht in Western Europe without the 
Red Army pinning down two-thirds of the German military.34 Against a Ger- 
man Reich possessing most of the resources of continental Europe, a Cold War 
between Britain and Germany seems the most likely outcome, leaving Ger- 

many the hegemon of Europe. 
Just as Hitler was the most important cause of World War II, and the most 

important factor in the vast, sudden expansion of the German Reich, so too was 
he the most important cause of Germany's defeat.35 As recent work such as 
Richard Overy's superb analysis of Allied victory makes clear, German strate- 

gic- and operational-level defeats were the decisive factor in the destruction of 
the Wehrmacht. Allied material strength-and the growth in the ability of the 
Allied armed forces to wield that strength-played an important role, but only 
the German failures at Moscow, Stalingrad, and Kursk made it possible for the 
Allies to bring that material strength to bear. In each of these instances, Hitler 
deserves the lion's share of the blame for defeat.36 Even after Hitler lost these 
crucial battles, he insisted on retaining command and greatly hastened Allied 

victory by leading superb German armies to defeat after defeat. Despite a 

34. Accounts of the Normandy invasion, such as Overy's superb analysis, make clear just how 
dicey an operation it was, and how much harder it would have been if the Wehrmacht had been 
able to concentrate its forces in France. See Overy, Why the Allies Won, pp. 134-179. 
35. In October 1941, Stalin put out diplomatic feelers to see what surrender terms he might get 
from Germany. Hitler brushed these entreaties aside because nothing short of the destruction of 
the Soviet state and the enslavement of the Russian people would satisfy his objectives. We do not 
know what concessions Stalin might have been willing to make, but given the military balance at 
the time and the German advances up to that point, the two sides might have agreed on a settle- 
ment similar to the 1917 Brest-Litovsk treaty, in which Lenin conceded the Ukraine, Belarussia, and 
the Baltic states to Germany. If Germany had accepted such terms from Stalin, it would have 
"won" the war. Only Hitler could have considered such a victory inadequate. See Overy, Why the 
Allies Won, pp. 14, 19. 
36. Cooper, The German Army, pp. 260-287, 316-325, 340, 423-428, 437-441, 456460; Macksey, 
"Guderian," pp. 452-456; Macksey, From Triumph to Disaster, pp. 135-136; Martin Middlebrook, 
"Paulus," in Barnett, Hitler's Generals, pp. 366-367; Overy, Why the Allies Won, pp. 2-7, 67, 98-100; 
R.H.S. Stolfi, Hitler's Panzers East: World War II Reinterpreted (Norman: University of Oklahoma 
Press, 1993), 82-89; and Wegner, "The Road to Defeat," especially pp. 111-123. 
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never-ending stream of revisionist work on World War II, the evidence and 

scholarly analysis remains compelling that Adolf Hitler's "generalship" crip- 
pled the German army and so was the principal cause of Nazi defeat and 
Allied victory.37 

Summarizing Hitler's importance is difficult given the magnitude of his 
influence. Hitler determined the intentions of the German state, shaping its de- 
cisions to go to war, its choice of enemies, and the extent of its ambitions. Hit- 
ler also meddled directly in Germany's strategy for achieving its goals- 
interference that led to the Wehrmacht's defeat and his own undoing. Hitler's 

aggressiveness and malevolence also inspired a strong anti-German coalition, 

leading even such anticommunist stalwarts as Winston Churchill to ally with 
the Soviet Union. 

OTTO VON BISMARCK AND WILHELM II 

Germany's Chancellor Otto von Bismarck, through sheer force of genius, cre- 
ated a diplomatic structure that kept peace in Europe from 1871 to 1890. Kaiser 
Wilhelm II, who dismissed Bismarck in 1890, brought Bismarck's architecture 

crashing down through sheer force of idiocy. The nature of the threat to Ger- 

many, bureaucratic interests, and other impersonal factors remained roughly 
constant during the period before and after 1890. Yet Germany veered from be- 

ing the pillar of Europe's status quo states to the leader of its revisionist camp. 
Clearly changes in the balance of power played an important role. A compari- 
son of the two periods, however, reveals the key role that individuals play in 

forging and maintaining alliances, guiding bureaucracies, and paving the road 
to war. 

A brilliant diplomatic tactician, Bismarck forged a complex series of alliances 
to strengthen Germany's position as a status quo power and preserve the 

peace in Europe. Bismarck's alliances were designed to prevent Germany from 

falling victim to a coalition of great powers on both its borders-a German 

37. For recent historical work concurring that Hitler's leadership was the most important of a 
range of factors leading to the defeat of the German army, see Paul Adair, Hitler's Greatest Defeat: 
The Collapse of Army Group Centre, June 1944 (London: Arms and Armour, 1995), especially pp. 23, 
66-67, 84, 104, 168; Corelli Barnett, "Introduction," in Barnett, Hitler's Generals, pp. 2-7; Cooper, The 
German Army, especially pp. 246, 304, 316-325, 400, 406, 423-428, 437-441, 456-484, 491, 510-511, 
518, 528-531; Overy, Why the Allies Won, pp. 67, 87-88, 175, 198-207, 274-281; Macksey, From Tri- 
umph to Disaster, p. 225; Albert Seaton, The Russo-German War, 1941-1945 (Novato, Calif.: Presidio, 
1971), especially pp. 113, 404, 459, 529-535; Stolfi, Hitler's Panzers East, especially pp. 72-73; 
Wegner, "The Road to Defeat," pp. 105-127; and Joachim Wieder and Heinrich Graf von Einsiedel, 
Stalingrad: Memories and Reassessments, trans. Helmut Bolger (London: Arms and Armour, 1993), 
pp. 16-22. 
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nightmare later realized in World War I. To ease other powers' security con- 

cerns, Bismarck tried to portray Germany as a sated power.38 Bismarck also 

sought to keep his allies from fighting one another, recognizing that Germany 
could easily become involved if conflict flared. Thus he forged alliances with 
Austria and Russia that were explicitly defensive.39 Bismarck also sought to 
maintain Britain's goodwill and to placate French opinion on every issue ex- 

cept Alsace-Lorraine.40 
Bismarck defied the systemic logic of balancing in forging his coalitions. He 

succeeded in crafting alliances despite the growing industrial might of the 
Ruhr and Germany's evident military prowess, as demonstrated by its decisive 
victories over Austria in 1866 and France in 1870-71. Indeed rather than bal- 
ance against Berlin, other European powers looked to Germany for diplomatic 
leadership.41 When Bismarck left office in 1890, France and Britain were com- 

peting bitterly for colonies in Africa, while Russia and England were rival 

players in the Great Game. The idea that these three powers would ally was al- 
most unthinkable.42 

By championing the status quo and refusing further expansion in Europe af- 
ter 1871, Bismarck also defied the wishes of the German people and bureaucra- 
cies. Bismarck, as A.J.P. Taylor notes, "stood outside party or class, a solitary 
figure following a line of his own devising."43 Bismarck alone restrained Ger- 

many. As one contemporary noted in 1888, "All the world is really pro-war 
here. ... With the almost exclusive exception of His Excellency [Bismarck], 
who exerts himself to the utmost for the maintenance of peace."44 Germany's 
military leadership in particular harbored aggressive goals and repeatedly 
considered preemptive war against both France and Russia. Bismarck killed 

38. Kagan, On the Origins of War, p. 101. 
39. For example, in the 1887 Reinsurance treaty, Germany and Russia promised neutrality if the 
other engaged in a war against a third country unless Germany attacked France or Russia attacked 
Austria. In other words, as long as the countries had defensive goals they would be allied. Henry 
Kissinger, Diplomacy (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1994), p. 165. Bismarck also used their alli- 
ance to rein in Austria. He repeatedly reminded Vienna of the alliance's defensive character and 
refused to support it in its Balkan ambitions. In 1882 Bismarck brought Italy into its alliance with 
Austria. Kagan, On the Origins of War, p. 108. 
40. Kissinger, Diplomacy, p. 160. To distract Paris, Bismarck urged the French to engage in colonial 
adventures. Bismarck also pushed the British and the Austrians to work together to preserve the 
status quo in the Mediterranean. The result, the "Mediterranean agreement" of 1887, led Britain to 
become associated with the Triple Alliance and thus deter Russian and French adventurism. Craig, 
Germany, p. 131. 
41. Craig, Germany, p. 116. 
42. Kissinger, Diplomacy, p. 171. 
43. Taylor, Bismarck, p. 53. 
44. Friedrich von Holstein, as quoted in Kagan, On the Origins of War, p. 115. At the time Holstein 
worked in the German Foreign Office. 
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these ideas. Even though most Germans disliked allying with Russia and fa- 
vored Austria's position on the Eastern Question, Bismarck tried to keep close 
to Moscow and prevent Vienna from expanding in the Balkans. Unlike his suc- 
cessors, he recognized that Germany could not afford problems on both bor- 
ders and, given France's unrelenting hostility, Germany's eastern border had 
to be secure.45 

Indeed critics have faulted Bismarck for devising a strategy so individual 

dependent that only a diplomatic genius could carry it out. Henry Kissinger, 
for example, notes that "where Bismarck failed was in having doomed his soci- 

ety to a style of policy which could only have been carried on had a great man 

emerged in every generation."46 Yet in truth we will never know whether it 
was inevitable that Bismarck's successors should have chosen to substitute rig- 
idity for flexibility and bullying for conciliation.47 His successors did not fail to 
maintain his intricate system; they simply never tried. 

The year 1890 is rightly seen as a turning point in German foreign policy, but 
this can be explained only by the change in German leadership. Germany's so- 
cial and bureaucratic structures remained unchanged, as did its trade patterns. 
No great technological leap radically altered the nature of military might or na- 
tional wealth. Of course, German power did rise steadily following German 
unification. But this gradual rise cannot explain the radical disjuncture be- 
tween the Bismarckian and Wilhelmine foreign policies. Although Germany's 
power rose gradually, in the few short years after Bismarck's demise Germany 
went from a champion of the status quo to its greatest challenger. Only the 

change in leadership can explain this sudden transformation. 
Once settled on his throne, Kaiser Wilhelm II ousted the aging chancellor, 

and Germany quickly shed Bismarck's policies. Bismarck's successors aban- 
doned his alliance strategy of restraint, abruptly ended their alliance with Rus- 
sia (much to St. Petersburg's dismay), and blindly lashed themselves to 
Austrian policy in the Balkans, disregarding its potential to provoke a war 
with Russia.48 Understanding Wilhelmine Germany is difficult without focus- 

45. Taylor, Bismarck, p. 210. During the Congress of Berlin, the German parliament urged Bismarck 
to take a stronger stand vis-a-vis the Eastern question. Kissinger, Diplomacy, p. 156. Moreover, in 
1887 some leading German military figures urged a preemptive war on Russia-an idea Bismarck 
rejected out of hand. 
46. Kissinger, Diplomacy, p. 138. 
47. Kissinger notes that the removal of Bismarck's genius did not by necessity usher in a policy of 
idiocy. Ibid., p. 169. Similarly, Craig notes that even when the Germans had solid grounds for their 
actions, their interventions were often menacing, insulting, and violent. Craig, Germany, p. 243. 
48. Kissinger, Diplomacy, p. 179; and Paul M. Kennedy, "The Kaiser and German Weltpolitik: 
Reflections on Wilhelm II's Place in the Making of German Foreign Policy," in John C.G. Rohl and 
Nicolaus Sombart, eds., Kaiser Wilhelm II: New Interpretations (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
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ing on the role of Wilhelm II himself. As Paul Kennedy has argued, a 
structuralist approach "tells us why Wilhelmine Germany was expansionist at 
a certain time, but it has much less explanatory power when we move on to the 

equally important questions of what sort of expansionist policies were chosen, 
and why, and with what effects."49 

As if alienating St. Petersburg was not enough of a blunder, the kaiser's pur- 
suit of a fleet in the face of British opposition drove London into anti-German 
alliances and bought Germany little in return. The naval program indicates 
how individuals shape bureaucratic politics and even domestic economic in- 
terests. Without Kaiser Wilhelm II, there would have been no naval program. 
As Kennedy further observes, "From the beginning to the end of the 

Flottenpolitik, the kaiser played a critical and fatal role."50 Only after the naval 

program got into high gear did the kaiser find a domestic base for it.51 
Not surprisingly, after 1890 the kaiser's misguided policies and alarming be- 

havior destroyed the protective web of alliances that Bismarck had created and 
drove the three former adversaries-Britain, France, and Russia-into a Triple 
Entente opposing Berlin. Most foreign governments and populaces saw Wil- 
helm's rhetoric as German policy.52 Where Bismarck had tried to downplay the 

image of German power, the kaiser swaggered. At the Congress of Berlin in 
1878, Germany under Bismarck had sought to promote peace among the Euro- 

pean powers and demonstrate that Germany was a satiated power. Wilhelm II, 
on the other hand, was an incorrigible jingoist who, rather than reassure other 

capitals, regularly frightened them by rattling Germany's saber and demand- 

ing more "respect" for Berlin. True, Wilhelm's Weltanschaung was shared by 
many of his countrymen. However, though the kaiser may have been closer to 
the norm than Bismarck, he was hardly normal. Wilhelm showed an uncanny 
knack for stampeding Germany's erstwhile allies into anti-German coalitions 

Press, 1982), p. 164. Bismarck's successor as chancellor, Leopold von Caprivi, confessed that he 
wanted to simplify foreign policy because he lacked Bismarck's ability to keep eight balls in the air 
at once. Russia, to preserve the alliance, offered several concessions with regard to Germany's po- 
sition with Austria, but Caprivi still refused to renew the alliance. Kagan, On the Origins of War, 
p. 122. 
49. Kennedy, "The Kaiser and German Weltpolitik," p. 151. See also Robert G.L. Waite, "Leadership 
Pathologies: The Kaiser and the Fuhrer and the Decision for War in 1914 and 1939," in Betty Glad, 
ed., Psychological Dimensions of War (Newbury Park, N.J.: Sage, 1990), pp. 143-168. 
50. Kennedy, "The Kaiser and German Weltpolitik," p. 162. 
51. Blaming German industry, as some scholars do, does not explain the German decision to build 
a large fleet. As Kennedy notes, it cannot have mattered to Krupp whether the government spent 
millions on infantry divisions or on battleships, as the giant arms manufacturer would have sup- 
plied the guns for either. Ibid., p. 152. 
52. Ibid., p. 160. 
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while cajoling his ministers into policies that they knew were foolish. Just be- 
fore World War I, Chancellor Theobald Bethmann-Hollweg lamented this turn 
of events: "A Turkish policy against Russia, Morocco against France, fleet 

against England, all at the same time-challenge everybody, get in everyone's 
way, and actually, in the course of all this, weaken nobody."53 Given the 

growth in German power by the turn of the century, even Bismarck might have 
been hard-pressed to avoid an anti-German entente, but his successors wors- 
ened rather than helped the problem. 

The comparison between Bismarck and Wilhelm II reveals several points 
about the importance of individuals. With the shift from Bismarck to 
Wilhelm II came a change in Germany's alliances and foreign policy posture. 
This shift did not reflect a new strategic environment or domestic pressures, 
but rather the different visions of the individuals at the helm of the state. 
Bismarckian Germany sought to preserve the status quo; Wilhelmine Germany 
sought to become Europe's hegemon. Not only did the choice of alliance part- 
ners change, but so too did the nature of the alliances: Under Bismarck, Ger- 

many's alliances were defensive and intended to restrain its allies; under 
Wilhelm II, they encouraged Austria and others toward aggression. Similarly, 
the face that Germany presented to the world went from the reassuring peace- 
maker of the Berlin Congress to the bellicose expansionist of the two Moroccan 
crises (and numerous others) provoked by Wilhelm II. As a result, the nations 
of Europe banded together to oppose German expansionism. The comparison 
of Bismarck with Wilhelm II also demonstrates the role that individuals play in 
the success or failure of diplomacy. Balances of power are created by individu- 

als, not fostered solely by power politics. 

NAPOLEON BONAPARTE 

Napoleon Bonaparte's impact on nineteenth-century European affairs demon- 
strates that an individual leader can determine not only the intentions of his 
state but also its capabilities and the reactions of other states. Like the person- 
alities of Hitler and Wilhelm II, Napoleon's was a major impetus to war. Napo- 
leon's unique role in shaping European politics in the early nineteenth century 
encompassed more than just his megalomaniacal pursuit of glory, however. 

Napoleon not only profoundly shaped French intentions; he was also a crucial 

component of French power. Napoleon's military skills were so great that, as 
an individual, he affected the balance of continental power and so helped force 

53. Kurt Riezler, Tagebiicher, Aufsiitze, Dokumente, ed. Karl Dietrich Erdman (Gottingen, Germany: 
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1972), p. 188, as quoted in Craig, Germany, p. 337. 

VOL III - 188



International Security 25:4 126 

the other states of Europe to move against him as much as to move against 
France. 

One cannot blame Napoleon entirely for the wars that bear his name. Even if 

Bonaparte had never taken power, there is an argument to be made that revo- 

lutionary France might still have launched a crusade to liberate the world from 
the chains of absolute monarchy even after the cannonade of Valmy ended the 
threat to the new republic in 1792.54 The philosophy of the revolution de- 
manded that its blessings of "Liberte, Egalite, et Fraternite" be spread to the be- 

nighted peoples of the rest of Europe.55 
But the French Revolution explains only part of the story. The War of the 

First Coalition (1792) was the only conflict France fought in the age of Napo- 
leon that was unequivocally defensive. Thereafter French motives were in- 

creasingly aggressive. Defending, or even spreading, the revolution became 
less and less relevant and, especially after 1807, France's wars were fought 
largely to sate the personal demons of the emperor. As early as the War of the 
Third Coalition (1805), Austria and Russia sought only to compel France to 

disgorge its conquests since 1791, whereas Napoleon fought this campaign as 
much to establish his control over central Germany as to end any threat from 
the Third Coalition.56 Reflecting on Napoleon's aggressive nature, David 
Chandler has conceded that "there can be no denying that many of these at- 
tacks were, in the last analysis, provoked by the Emperor."57 

Following the Battle of Friedland in 1807, Czar Alexander I and the king of 
Prussia, Friedrich Wilhelm III, signed the Peace of Tilsit, leaving Napoleon the 

hegemon of Europe. After Tilsit, the tatters of the argument that his wars were 
defensive or the result of the unstoppable tide of revolution disintegrate. The 
French people were satisfied by the glories they had won and grew increas- 

ingly disenchanted with the costs of Napoleon's constant war making.58 Prince 
Metternich (then Austria's ambassador to Paris) wrote in December 1808 that 
"it is no longer the French people who are waging war, it is Napoleon alone 
who is set on it.... Even his army no longer wants this conflict."59 Despite the 
vast conquests he had achieved at Tilsit, however, Napoleon was not content. 

54. David G. Chandler, The Campaigns of Napoleon (New York: Scribner, 1966), pp. xxix-xxx. 
55. Such expansionary behavior is typical of revolutionary states. Stephen M. Walt, Revolution and 
War (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1996). 
56. Alistair Home, How Far from Austerlitz? Napoleon, 1805-1815 (Armonk, N.Y: St. Martin's, 1996), 
p. 69; and Alan Schom, Napoleon Bonaparte (New York: HarperCollins, 1997), p. 400. 
57. Chandler, Campaigns of Napoleon, p. xxix. 
58. Home, How Far from Austerlitz? pp. 296-297; and Schom, Napoleon Bonaparte, pp. 305, 434, 478, 
482-495. 
59. Schom, Napoleon Bonaparte, p. 400. 
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In the words of Alistair Home, "The trouble was that, for all his new, consoli- 
dated power, Napoleon had to go on.... As he himself had written as a youth, 
'Ambition is never content, even on the summit of greatness."'60 Thus Napo- 
leon, because of his overweening ambition and ego, was as much the cause of 
the wars of 1796-1815 as were the forces unleashed by the French Revolution. 
Indeed Napoleon's ego may have been the most important of the forces un- 
leashed by the revolution.61 

One telling commentary on the increasingly idiosyncratic nature of French 
war making was the reaction of Charles-Maurice de Talleyrand-Perigord, Na- 

poleon's brilliant but despicable foreign minister. As the years passed, 
Talleyrand steadily distanced himself from the emperor because he concluded 
that Napoleon's ambitions could lead only to disaster. After Austerlitz, 

Talleyrand urged Napoleon to offer Austria generous terms to win it over as an 

ally (precisely the course Bismarck would pursue so successfully sixty-one 
years later), but Napoleon's ego demanded that Austria be humiliated. The 

peace he inflicted on Vienna ensured the undying enmity of the Hapsburgs. 
Talleyrand ardently opposed Napoleon's subsequent invasions of Portugal 
(1807), Spain (1808), and Russia (1812) as dangerous and unnecessary adven- 
tures. By 1812, Talleyrand had effectively abandoned Napoleon and was work- 

ing for the czar because he recognized that Napoleon's unquenchable ambition 
would condemn everyone around him to certain doom.62 

Napoleon's personal ambition was not the only facet of his personality that 
made him a crucial factor in the international relations of his time. Napoleon 
was also a military genius, one of the greatest generals in history. At the begin- 
ning of the nineteenth century, France was the wealthiest and the second most 

populous nation in Europe. In addition, the manpower furnished by the levee 
en masse combined with the military reforms of the late eighteenth century 
gave France formidable military power. These factors alone suggest that revo- 

lutionary France would have been a tougher foe for the other European pow- 
ers to contain than Louis XIV's France. Nevertheless, Napoleon himself was a 
"force multiplier" of tremendous value.63 The Duke of Wellington remarked 

60. Home, How Far from Austerlitz? p. 235. 
61. See also Felix Markham, Napoleon (New York: Signet New American Library, 1963), pp. 55-56. 
62. Home, How Far from Austerlitz? pp. 237-240; and Schom, Napoleon Bonaparte, pp. 248-250, 417- 
418, 478. Schom also notes that Napoleon's secret police chief, Joseph Fouche, perhaps the third 
most powerful man in the empire, also constantly sought peace despite the emperor's compulsive 
war making. See Schom, Napoleon Bonaparte, pp. 271-272. 
63. Perhaps the best examples were the campaigns of 1813 and 1814. By then, Napoleon had lost 
the advantage of superior military effectiveness because most of his best-trained combat veterans 
had been slaughtered in Spain and Russia, while his enemies had reformed their own militaries 
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that Bonaparte's presence on the field of battle was worth 40,000 men.64 His 
skills as a general were repeatedly showcased in virtuoso performances such 
as the Marengo, Austerlitz, Jena/Auerstadt, Friedland, and Wagram cam- 

paigns-where he scored colossal successes although regularly outnumbered 

by his adversaries. When Napoleon was at his best, he could achieve almost 

anything as a general, regardless of the forces arrayed against him. At his 
worst, he still inspired his troops to superhuman efforts and terrified even his 
most able opponents. Ultimately, Napoleon proved so uniquely important to 
French aggressiveness and power that the other European powers broke with 
centuries of tradition and made his removal a principal war aim.65 

SADDAM HUSSEIN AND HAFIZ AL-ASAD 

Although Saddam Hussein and Hafiz al-Asad faced many similar problems as 
leaders, their preferred solutions were very different. They were both Arab dic- 
tators ruling illegitimate regimes who feared they would be overthrown. They 
both ruled in countries where domestic institutions were feeble and therefore 
did not significantly constrain policymaking. They both ruled fairly weak Arab 
states bordering considerably stronger neighbors (Israel, Turkey, and Iran) as 
well as weaker ones (Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia). They were 
both members of minority groups in the countries they ruled and were both 

challenged by the majority communal groups, whom they suppressed in 

bloodthirsty fashion. For both, their own continued rule was their preeminent 
concern. To stay in power, they centralized decisionmaking in their own 
hands, created divided and competing bureaucracies, and ruthlessly quashed 
any individual or group that appeared to be gaining independent power for 
fear that it could become a rival. 

Despite these similarities, the two leaders-and as a result the two states 

they led-had very different intentions and strategies. Although both sought 
to aggrandize the power of their respective states (and so their own power), 
Asad's ambitions were more limited than Saddam's. Whatever Asad's early as- 

pirations to a "greater Syria" comprising the entirety of the Levantine littoral, 

along French lines. Likewise his adversaries had adopted their own versions of the levee en masse, 
and so the French were badly outnumbered as well. Nevertheless Napoleon nearly won each of 
these campaigns, and his conduct of the 1814 campaign in defense of France was nothing short of 
astonishing. See Chandler, Campaigns of Napoleon, pp. 865-1004. 
64. Markham, Napoleon, p. 141. This in an era when 100,000 men was considered a large field army. 
65. Chandler, Campaigns of Napoleon, pp. 899, 947, 994, 1001; and Schom, Napoleon Bonaparte, p. 414. 
Schom contends that the allies recognized that Napoleon had to be removed because of his belli- 
cosity and martial skills as early as 1805 after the Battle of Austerlitz. Chandler argues that the 
Austrians were convinced of the necessity of this course only after the Battle of Leipzig in 1813. 
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for the last eighteen years of his life his primary foreign policy goals were 

regaining the Golan Heights from Israel, institutionalizing Syrian suzerainty 
over Lebanon, and perhaps regaining the Hatay/Alexandretta province from 

Turkey. On the other hand, Saddam has repeatedly sought to don Gamal 
Abdel Nasser's mantle of "leader of the Arab world." Saddam's invasions 
of Iran and Kuwait, his pursuit of all manner of ballistic missiles and non- 
conventional weapons, his efforts to build a massive Iraqi military, and his var- 
ious diplomatic gambits have all been explicitly pursued-at least in part-in 
the name of making himself and Iraq the voice of the Arabs in regional and 

global affairs.66 Even when such goals were clearly secondary to more immedi- 
ate concerns (such as the threat from revolutionary Iran in prompting his deci- 
sion to attack in September 1980), Saddam has never failed to remind his 

people of the larger stakes he always believes are involved.67 
An even greater difference between these two despots lay in how they pur- 

sued their goals. To say that Saddam is risk tolerant would be a gross under- 
statement.68 Even when his motives are defensive, his course of action is 

usually offensive. Whenever he has confronted a difficult situation, Saddam 
has frequently chosen the most reckless of all available options. When faced 
with the threat from Syrian Ba'thism and Syria's damming of the Euphrates 
River in the mid-1970s, Saddam was ready to attack Syria had Asad not moved 
to defuse the situation.69 Fearing the threat from Ayatollah Khomeini and the 
Islamic Revolution in the late 1970s, Saddam attacked Iran.70 To avoid eco- 
nomic hardship, Saddam attacked Kuwait in 1990.71 Confronted by a thirty- 

66. See, for example, Ofra Bengio, Saddam Speaks on the Gulf Crisis: A Collection of Documents (Tel 
Aviv: Dayan Center for Middle Eastern and African Studies, 1992), pp. 14-17. 
67. F Gregory Gause III, "Gulf Regional Politics: Revolution, War, and Rivalry," in W. Howard 
Wriggins, ed., Dynamics of Regional Politics: Four Systems on the Indian Ocean Rim (New York: Co- 
lumbia University Press, 1992), p. 52; and Phebe Marr, The Modern History of Iraq (Boulder, Colo.: 
Westview, 1985), p. 245. 
68. For an interesting analysis of Saddam's decisionmaking, see Jerrold M. Post, "The Defining 
Moment of Saddam's Life: A Political Psychology Perspective on the Leadership and Decision- 
Making of Saddam Hussein during the Gulf Crisis," in Stanley A. Renshon, ed., The Political Psy- 
chology of the Gulf War: Leaders, Publics, and the Process of Conflict (Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of 
Pittsburgh Press, 1993), pp. 49-66. 
69. Christine Moss Helms, Iraq: Eastern Flank of the Arab World (Washington, D.C.: Brookings, 
1984), pp. 45-46, 149-150; Majid Khadduri, Socialist Iraq: A Study in Iraqi Politics since 1968 (Wash- 
ington, D.C.: Middle East Institute, 1978), pp. 68, 161-164; and Marr, Modern History of Iraq, 
pp. 230-231. 
70. Helms, Iraq: Eastern Flank of the Arab World, pp. 151-162; Dilip Hiro, Lebanon: Fire and Embers 
(New York: St. Martin's, 1992), pp. 25-39; and Marr, Modern History of Iraq, pp. 292-294. 
71. Amatzia Baram, "The Iraqi Invasion of Kuwait: Decision-Making in Baghdad," in Baram and 
Barry Rubin, eds., Iraq's Road to War (New York: St. Martin's, 1993), pp. 6-9; Lawrence Freedman 
and Efraim Karsh, The Gulf Conflict, 1990-1991: Diplomacy and War in the New World Order (Prince- 
ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1993), pp. 38-41, 45-47; and F Gregory Gause III, "Prospect 
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nation coalition led by the world's only superpower, Saddam gambled that he 
could ignore the coalition's air forces, stalemate its armies, and force the rest 
of the world to accept his annexation of Kuwait.72 Three years later, while 

Iraqi society slowly suffocated under international sanctions, Saddam refused 
to give up the remnants of his nonconventional weapons programs and in- 
stead tried to attack Kuwait once again. Nor have the recurrent crises with 

Baghdad since then given any indication that Saddam has learned his lesson: 
He continues to bully, threaten, and provoke. Indeed even the decline of Iraqi 
power appears not to have affected the aggressiveness of Baghdad's foreign 
policy. Undeterred by the loss of three-quarters of his military power to the 
U.S.-led coalition in 1991, Saddam has continued to provoke Washington as if 
Desert Storm meant no more to him than a weather forecast. 

Asad, on the other hand, was one of the most cautious leaders in the Mid- 
dle East. Asad agonized over difficult decisions, only choosing a course of ac- 
tion long after it had become imperative for him to do so. He alone among the 

Syrian leadership opposed Syria's invasion of Jordan in September 1970 for 
fear that it was too risky.73 Asad agonized over his own coup, delaying it until 

long after it could not possibly fail.74 He did not invade Lebanon until 1976, 
after every other course of action had failed him and he realized that further 
hesitation could undermine the stability of Syria.75 He threatened to attack 

Theory and Iraqi War Decisions," paper presented at the 1997 annual meeting of the American 
Political Science Association, Washington, D.C., August 28-31, 1997. 
72. On Saddam's aggressive grand strategy beginning in early 1990, see Baram, "The Iraqi Inva- 
sion of Kuwait," pp. 5-28; and Bengio, Saddam Speaks on the Gulf Crisis, pp. 11-34. 
73. Neville Brown, "Jordanian Civil War," Military Review, September 1971, p. 45; Alasdair Drys- 
dale, "The Syrian Armed Forces in National Politics: The Role of the Geographic and Ethnic Pe- 
riphery," in Roman Kolkowicz and Andrej Korbonski, eds., Soldiers, Peasants, and Bureaucrats: 
Civil-Military Relations in Communist and Modernizing Societies (London: George Allen and Unwin, 
1982), pp. 68-69; Derek Hopwood, Syria, 1945-1986: Politics and Society (London: Unwin Hyman, 
1988), pp. 51-52; Fred H. Lawson, Why Syria Goes to War: Thirty Years of Confrontation (Ithaca, N.Y.: 
Cornell University Press, 1996), p. 68; Moshe Ma'oz, "The Emergence of Modern Syria," in Ma'oz 
and Avner Yaniv, eds., Syria under Assad (New York: St. Martin's, 1986), p. 26; and Nikolaos Van 
Dam, The Stuggle for Power in Syria: Sectarianism, Regionalism, and Tribalism in Politics, 1961-1978 
(New York: St. Martin's, 1979), pp. 84-88. 
74. Ma'oz, "The Emergence of Modern Syria," p. 28; Patrick Seale, Asad of Syria (London: I.B. 
Tauris, 1988), p. 171; and Van Dam, The Struggle for Power in Syria, pp. 87-92. 
75. Reuven Avi-Ran, The Syrian Involvement in Lebanon since 1975 (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 
1991), pp. 3-22; Robert Fisk, Pity the Nation: The Abduction of Lebanon (New York: Atheneum, 
1990), pp. 80-91; Hiro, Lebanon: Fire and Embers, pp. 33-44; Hopwood, Syria, pp. 60-62; Moshe 
Ma'oz, Syria and Israel: From War to Peace-making (London: Oxford University Press, 1995), 
pp. 160-165; Itamar Rabinovich, "The Changing Prism: Syrian Policy in Lebanon as a Mirror, an 
Issue, and an Instrument," in Ma'oz and Yaniv, Syria under Assad, pp. 179-184; Itamar Rabinovich, 
The War for Lebanon, 1970-1985 (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1985), pp. 36-37,47-56, 85- 
88, 201-236; Seale, Asad of Syria, pp. 267-289; and Naomi Joy Weinberger, Syrian Intervention in 
Lebanon (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986), pp. 95-213. 

VOL III - 193



Let Us Now Praise Great Men 1 131 

Jordan several times in the early 1980s but drew back every time.76 He tried 
hard to avoid a war with Israel in 1982 and fought back only when the Israelis 
attacked him despite his efforts.77 Similarly, he moved against his brother 
Rif'at only after Rif'at tried to seize control of the government in 1984, even 

though the rest of Syria's top leadership had been urging him to defang Rif'at 
for years.78 

Perhaps the best indication of the differing approaches of these two Arab 
dictators to foreign policy was their divergent responses to the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. Asad adopted a policy of appeasement, while Saddam assumed 
a policy of aggressive expansion. Both concluded that the loss of the Soviet 
Union as a counterweight to the United States would allow Washington 
and Israel to bring greater pressure to bear on them. Saddam's response was 
offensive: Seize Kuwait to secure its economic resources, overawe the other 
Arab states, and demonstrate Iraqi military might.79 Indeed many experts sus- 

pect that Saddam consciously sought to challenge the United States to demon- 
strate its (relative) weakness and Iraq's strength.80 The fact that this action 
threatened to provoke war with the United States (something that considerable 
evidence indicates Saddam fully understood) was an acceptable risk to him.81 
On the other hand, Asad reacted to the Cold War's end by moderating many 
of his more aggressive policies. He curbed Syria's involvement in inter- 
national terrorism, joined the U.S.-led coalition against Iraq, and, in his own 

76. Joseph Nevo, "Syria and Jordan: The Politics of Subversion," in Ma'oz and Yaniv, Syria under 
Assad, p. 145. 
77. Avi-Ran, Syrian Involvement in Lebanon, pp. 132-136; Anthony H. Cordesman and Abraham R. 
Wagner, The Lessons of Modern War, Vol. 1, The Arab-Israeli Conflicts, 1973-1989 (Boulder, Colo.: 
Westview, 1990), p. 83; Ma'oz, Syria and Israel, pp. 174-175; Ze'ev Schiff and Ehud Ya'ari, Israel's 
Lebanon War, ed. and trans. Ina Friedman (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1984), pp. 117-118, 155- 
156; and Seale, Asad of Syria, p. 380. 
78. The best account of Rif'at al-Asad's fall is Michael Eisenstadt, "Syria's Defense Companies: 
Profile of a Praetorian Unit," unpublished manuscript, Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 
1989, pp. 8-12. 
79. For Saddam's analysis of the new world order and aggressive prescriptions for Iraq and the 
other Arab states, see his address to the Fourth Summit of the Arab Cooperation Council, Amman, 
February 24, 1990, reprinted in Bengio, Saddam Speaks on the Gulf Crisis, pp. 37-49. 
80. Baram, "Iraqi Invasion of Kuwait," pp. 10-11; Bengio, Saddam Speaks on the Gulf Crisis, p. 15; 
and Lawrence Freedman and Efraim Karsh, The Gulf Conflict, 1990-1991: Diplomacy and War in the 
New World Order (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1991), p. 31. 
81. The best known of Saddam's statements implying that he understood the risk that the United 
States might intervene if Iraq attacked Kuwait was his warning to U.S. Ambassador April Glaspie 
that American society "cannot accept 10,000 fatalities in one battle," in their infamous meeting on 
July 25, 1990. See Micah L. Sifry and Christopher Cerf, eds., The Gulf War Reader: History, Docu- 
ments, Opinions (New York: Random House, 1991), p. 125. However, Iraqi officials restated this af- 
ter the war. See, for example, "Aziz Interviewed on Outbreak of Gulf War," Milliyet, May 30, 1991, 
in Foreign Broadcast Information Service-Near East-South Asia-91-107, June 4, 1991, pp. 13-14; 
and Milton Viorst, "Report from Baghdad," New Yorker, June 24, 1991, pp. 66-67. 
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dysfunctional and dithering manner, showed a surprising-albeit painfully 
cautious and unrealistic-willingness to actually consider a peace treaty with 
Israel. 

Comparing Saddam Hussein and Hafiz al-Asad, two of the most brutal ty- 
rants of the Arab world, demonstrates that the course of despotic regimes can, 
to a considerable extent, be predicted by the personality of their leaders. De- 

spite all of their similarities, Saddam and Asad shared a crucial difference: 
Where Saddam is aggressive, reckless, and extremely expansionist, Asad was 

defensive, cautious, and only modestly expansionist. 

AYATOLLAH RUHOLLAH KHOMEINI AND THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR 

Hitler and Napoleon are hardly history's only leaders who extended wars be- 

yond what systemic, domestic, and bureaucratic pressures might dictate. Al- 

though Saddam Hussein may have started the Iran-Iraq War, its duration 

beyond 1982 can largely be blamed on the determination of Ayatollah 
Ruhollah Khomeini, the charismatic Iranian leader. In 1982 Iranian forces had 
recovered the territory lost in the initial Iraqi invasion of 1980, but Khomeini 

kept the war going for six more years in the hope of removing Saddam from 

power. Khomeini insisted on conducting fruitless offensives to try to break the 

Iraqis. During this time powerful allies cast their lot against Iran, leading elites 

began to oppose the war, and the Iranian people became increasingly disgrun- 
tled. Yet the fighting dragged on. To the Imam, the dictates of his revolutionary 
Islamic credo mattered more than military and economic realities.82 Only the 

complete collapse of Iran's armies along the front in 1988 led the Imam to 
"drink the bitter cup of peace," in his own words. As William Quandt laments, 
hundreds of thousands of Iranians and Iraqis died as a result of "this old man's 

intransigence."83 
Khomeini, like Napoleon, was himself a source of fear. This fear affected the 

reactions of other states, particularly within the Middle East. State borders did 
not limit the draw of his charisma, which amplified the strength of his revolu- 

tionary credo. In Lebanon, Iraq, Bahrain, and elsewhere in the Muslim world, 
Shi'a radicals and Islamist militants of all sects were drawn by the command- 

82. See Sandra Mackey, The Iranians: Persia, Islam, and the Soul of a Nation (New York: Penguin, 
1996), pp. 322-328, for statements on Khomeini's ideology as it relates to the war's continuation. A 
good overview of Khomeini's theology can be found in Hamid Dabashi, Theology of Discontent: The 
Ideological Foundation of the Islamic Revolution in Iran (New York: New York University Press, 1993), 
pp. 409-484. 
83. William Quandt, "The Middle East on the Brink: Prospects for Change," Middle East Journal, 
Vol. 50, No. 1 (Winter 1996), p. 13. See also R.K. Ramazani, Revolutionary Iran (Baltimore, Md.: 
Johns Hopkins Press, 1988), p. 74. 
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ing image that Khomeini presented. It was in part this threat that led the tradi- 
tional monarchies of the Persian Gulf to form the Gulf Cooperation Council 
and work with Iraq against Iran.84 

Hypotheses on the Role of Individuals in International Relations 

The final charge we have left to fulfill is to demonstrate that the first image can 

produce plausible, and testable, hypotheses about international relations. 

Ideally, future research would test and elaborate on these hypotheses to de- 

velop a more comprehensive set of theories regarding the role of individuals in 
international relations. The very existence of these credible hypotheses, how- 

ever, demonstrates the value of the first image: It can be used to derive impor- 
tant theories that scholars can test and refine. 

Below we present thirteen hypotheses on the role of individuals in interna- 
tional relations. The first set of hypotheses describes the most general ways in 
which individuals shape the behavior of nations. The next set delves down to a 

deeper level of analysis, presenting hypotheses that detail how specific person- 
ality traits of leaders may cause certain patterns of outcomes in international 
affairs. The third set of hypotheses examines the conditions under which lead- 
ers have the most influence. The fourth and final group suggests how the first 

image interacts with the other two-simultaneously shaping them and being 
shaped by them in turn. 

THE BASICS: FOUNDATIONAL HYPOTHESES ON THE IMPACT OF INDIVIDUALS 

The first four hypotheses presented below address how individuals can shape 
the broadest contours of international relations. At the most basic level, the 
core question of this article is, Do individual personalities matter to the affairs 
of nations? Our conclusion is a resounding "yes." These four hypotheses are 

intuitive, obvious (we hope), and perhaps even commonsensical. Their obvi- 
ousness should not detract from their value, however-quite the opposite. In 
Aristotelian fashion, sometimes it is important to catalogue knowledge-even 
that which after having been articulated seems obvious-in search of new 

insights. 

84. Jacob M. Landau, The Politics of Pan-Islam: Ideology and Organization (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1994), pp. 259-260. On the formation of the Gulf Cooperation Council, see David Priess, 
"Balance-of-Threat Theory and the Genesis of the GCC," Security Studies, Vol. 5, No. 4 (Summer 
1996), pp. 143-171; Lenore G. Martin, The Unstable Gulf: Threats from Within (Lexington, Mass.: 
Lexington Books, 1984), pp. 24-27; and Emile A. Nakleh, The Gulf Cooperation Council: Policies, Prob- 
lems, and Prospects (New York: Praeger, 1986). 
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HYPOTHESIS 1: INDIVIDUALS SET THE ULTIMATE AND SECONDARY INTENTIONS 

OF A STATE. One of the most important roles of individuals is to shape, if not 
determine, a state's intentions. At times, the influence of individuals can be so 

great as to transform a defender of the status quo into its greatest nemesis. Bis- 
marck fought for the status quo in Europe, whereas Wilhelm II fought to over- 
turn it. Even when a country's people and leaders already oppose the existing 
order, a leader can greatly magnify the extent of the state's revisionist ambi- 
tions. The German people and their generals sought only a greater Germany, 
but Hitler would be satisfied with nothing less than the enslavement of Eu- 

rope. Similarly, Napoleon's ego, not the aspirations of the French people, drove 
la grande armee to destruction on the steppes of Russia and the mountains of 

Spain. A prescient leader also can direct foreign policy toward important long- 
term goals that are often ignored by demagogues, bureaucrats, and the general 
populace. Bismarck recognized the danger of alienating Russia even though 
most German officials were hostile to the czar. 

Of course, a country's strategic position, domestic politics, culture, and other 
factors-both systemic and domestic-also shape a state's intentions. The 
cases presented above, however, suggest that individuals can often transcend 
these factors, play them off against one another, or otherwise exercise a direct 
and decisive influence on a state's behavior. 

HYPOTHESIS 2: INDIVIDUALS CAN BE AN IMPORTANT COMPONENT OF A STATE'S 

DIPLOMATIC INFLUENCE AND MILITARY POWER Just as individuals can deter- 
mine a state's intentions, so too are they often an important aspect of a state's 
capabilities. Sterile, quantifiable measures such as industrial output and orders 
of battle are only part of a country's military power: The competence or inepti- 
tude of its leaders also weighs heavily in the balance. By itself, France was a 
formidable military power, capable of matching, or even besting, any of its ri- 
vals. With Napoleon leading its armies, France could be defeated only by the 
combined forces of all of Europe. Hitler, in contrast, diminished Germany's 
military power: His foolish strategies and amateurish orders destroyed Ger- 
many's superbly led and trained armies. Great leaders also can strengthen a 
country's diplomatic power. It is individuals who build the alliances, and cre- 
ate the threats, that maintain or destroy balances of power. Bismarck forged al- 
liances where others would have failed: Absent the Iron Chancellor, it is hard 
to imagine a defeated Austria aligning with Prussia after the humiliations of 
Sadowa and Koniggratz. Similarly, it is equally hard to imagine a leader other 
than Wilhelm II repeatedly antagonizing Britain for so little purpose. This em- 
phasis on the impact of individuals on state power is not to belittle geography, 
resources, state capacity, or other vital factors. But political scientists must rec- 
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ognize that these factors alone often fail to account for a state's overall military 
might or political influence. 

HYPOTHESIS 3: INDIVIDUAL LEADERS SHAPE THEIR STATE'S STRATEGIES. Lead- 
ers shape not only a state's goals and capabilities but also the manner in which 
the state employs its resources in pursuit of its goals. Napoleon was a soldier 
first and last. All too often, the emperor ignored Talleyrand's sage advice to 
solve his foreign policy problems at the bargaining table, preferring to solve 
them instead on the battlefield. Whereas Asad dithered in response to chal- 

lenges, Saddam invariably reached for the sword. 
One particular manifestation of this role is the influence that individuals 

have in making and breaking alliances. The idiosyncratic preferences of lead- 
ers often cause them to ally with one state over another even in the face of 

strong systemic or domestic pressures. Because of his animus against the 
House of Windsor, Wilhelm II would consider allying with Britain only if Lon- 
don would grovel before him. Moreover, Wilhelm II demanded simplicity in 

Germany's alliances and thus let relations with Russia and Britain deteriorate. 
Bismarck could juggle many balls, Wilhelm II one on a good day. As scholars 
often forget, balances of power are not inevitable: They rest on the shoulders of 
individuals.85 

HYPOTHESIS 4: INDIVIDUAL LEADERS AFFECT THE BEHAVIOR OF OPPOSING 

STATES THAT MUST REACT TO LEADERS' IDIOSYNCRATIC INTENTIONS AND CAPA- 

BILITIES. Leaders not only influence the actions of their states; they also shape 
the reactions of other states. At times the mere presence of charismatic, mo- 

ronic, bellicose, or puissant figures alters how other international actors be- 
have toward the state. Napoleon's overweening ambition coupled with his 

overwhelming military prowess convinced the rest of Europe that the emperor 
himself had to be deposed. The Gulf oil monarchies, fearing both revolution 
and invasion, banded together to oppose the threat from Islamic Iran led by 
the charismatic Khomeini. Incompetence, as well as ability, can force other 
states to react. Wilhelm II's erratic diplomacy and provocative swaggering led 
other European leaders to see him-and thus Germany-as untrustworthy 
and dangerous. And we will not even mention Hitler. 

BUILDING ON THE OBVIOUS: FOUNDATIONAL HYPOTHESES AND THE FUTURE OF 

CHINA. The above four hypotheses can be faulted as obvious, but if true, inter- 
national relations scholars must change their analytic approach. Consider any 
assessment of the future of China-a vital question for the coming years. 

85. Indeed Henry Kissinger-one of the premier realists-devotes much of his early work to ex- 
amining how such a balance was created in nineteenth-century Europe. See Kissinger, A World Re- 
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Neorealists might stress China's ability to generate power and the relative 

power of its rivals. Second-image theorists would add a discussion of how the 
communist legacy shapes Beijing's behavior and the relative power and agen- 
das of the People's Liberation Army (PLA) party apparatchiks, and other insti- 
tutions. Still other scholars might weigh China's strategic culture, the existing 
offense-defense balance, or the presence of important domestic interest groups, 
such as farmers and factory workers. 

If our hypotheses above are true, however-even to the point of being obvi- 
ous-then scholars cannot understand the future impact of China on interna- 
tional relations without also understanding the mix of skills and abilities of 
China's leaders, such as Jiang Zemin. Does Jiang, like Mao Zedong and Deng 
Xiaoping before him, exert tremendous influence over China's overall policies? 
How will he pursue China's foreign policy objectives? Is Jiang a skilled diplo- 
mat, or will he transform China's potential friends into real enemies? If Beijing 
goes to war, will he shape the PLA's strategy, or, like so many leaders, tragi- 
cally overreach? How do China's neighbors and other key states view Jiang: as 
a dangerous warlord, a man of peace, or some uneasy mix? The answers to 
these questions do not, by themselves, provide a perfect guide to China's fu- 
ture behavior. But ignoring the particular qualities of Jiang's personality risks 

courting disaster. 

HOW INDIVIDUALS MATTER: HYPOTHESES ON PERSONALITY TRAITS 

Of course, it is not enough to speculate merely on whether individuals "mat- 
ter" to the course of international relations. What is necessary to demonstrate 
the utility of the first image is to show that it can generate specific, testable hy- 
potheses regarding how individuals affect international relations. As we ar- 

gued earlier, the first image should be able to generate testable hypotheses in 
which the variance in the distribution of personality traits among leaders is 
said to cause states to act in particular ways. The hypotheses listed below are 

hardly exhaustive, but drawing on the case studies presented above, they dem- 
onstrate the kind of hypotheses that can be inferred regarding the correlation 
between the distribution of leaders' personality traits and international rela- 
tions outcomes.86 

stored: Metternich, Castlereagh, and the Problems of Peace, 1812-1822 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1957), 
for a superb example. 
86. We recognize that there is a selection bias in the cases from which we generated several of 
these hypotheses. For example, we note the correlation between risk tolerance and war, but our 
cases focus largely on instances of war. Additional testing of these hypotheses using cases of peace 
is necessary, as are tests using leaders who are not risk tolerant, egotistical, and so on. 

VOL III - 199



Let Us Now Praise Great Men | 137 

HYPOTHESIS 5: STATES LED BY RISK-TOLERANT LEADERS ARE MORE LIKELY TO 

CAUSE WARS. Some leaders are more willing than others to tolerate high levels 
of risk, and this willingness to accept risk often determines how aggressive a 
state is. Hitler and Napoleon stand out as leaders willing to take risks to gain 
resources, glory, or other objectives. Hitler's invasion of France was a daring 
venture, to say nothing of his foray into Russia. Napoleon repeatedly rolled the 
dice, risking his empire in the pursuit of further conquests. A more cautious 
man might have opted to consolidate his power rather than trust in his star so 

absolutely. The contrast between Saddam Hussein and Hafiz al-Asad high- 
lights the importance of risk tolerance. Saddam's willingness to accept high 
risks led him to attack Iran, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, and Israel-and to 

repeatedly provoke the United States. Asad, on the other hand, generally 
sought to avoid risky undertakings: He intervened reluctantly in Lebanon only 
after exhausting all other options; he backed down from confrontations with 

Jordan and Iraq in the 1970s and 1980s; and after 1982 he challenged Israel only 
indirectly, preferring to work through proxies rather than risk a direct confron- 
tation. Faced with similar circumstances, Saddam saw opportunities where 
Asad saw dangers. This different perspective has often meant the difference 
between war and peace in the Middle East. 

HYPOTHESIS 6: STATES LED BY DELUSIONAL LEADERS START WARS AND PROLONG 

THEM UNNECESSARILY. Some leaders view the world through cracked lenses. 
Their ideology or their pathology clouds their vision, leading them to ignore 
reality and to overestimate their chances of success. A variety of work on 

decisionmaking shows that individuals interpret information in different 

ways, with certain fallacies being common but present to different degrees. De- 
lusional individuals are particularly likely to ignore or misinterpret systemic 
imperatives, and domestic constraints, causing them to overestimate their 
chances of victory in war or to underestimate the value of an alliance. Delu- 
sional leaders see threats that do not exist. They miscalculate balances of 

power. And they imagine alliances where none are possible. 
Needless to say, words such as "crazy" and "delusional" are overused. 

Saddam Hussein, although certainly evil and often foolish, is not insane. Ratio- 

nality is a spectrum: Some leaders follow a hyperrational course, whereas oth- 
ers are more prone to wishful thinking. But leaders such as Hitler and 
Khomeini have clearly slipped over the edge. Hitler believed that his German 
Ubermenschen could defy the entire world, and continued to believe this even 
as armies of Russian Untermenschen approached Berlin. Khomeini refused to 
countenance any peace with Iraq's government of heretics, even after the im- 

possibility of military victory became obvious to everyone around him. 
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Delusional leaders and the security dilemma interact in particularly perni- 
cious ways. In its classic depiction, Robert Jervis explains that in an anarchic 
world system, a state's actions to defend itself often cause a counterreaction by 
its rivals, which in turn leaves all states less secure. It is not always the anar- 
chic system that imposes the security dilemma. A delusional or foolish leader 
can create one through his or her own actions. Wilhelm II saw Germany as sur- 
rounded by hostile powers (including several that had been Germany's diplo- 
matic partners until the kaiser dismissed Bismarck) and believed that their 
militaries and alliances threatened German ambitions, indeed Germany's very 
survival. In turn, Wilhelm's own actions, most notably his development of a 
fleet, spurred the British and French to see him as a threat. Delusional leaders 
can create security dilemmas where none previously existed, or cause precari- 
ous situations to spiral into calamity. 

HYPOTHESIS 7: STATES LED BY LEADERS WITH GRANDIOSE VISIONS ARE MORE 

LIKELY TO DESTABILIZE THE SYSTEM. It is difficult for the international system 
to accommodate the outsized dreams of leaders. The status quo has great 
difficulty with leaders who cannot be sated with minor concessions and mod- 
est territorial transfers. These leaders often overreach in a desperate attempt to 
realize their ambitions. Triumphs that would have been the crown jewels for 
Louis XVI were disdained as cut-glass baubles by Napoleon. Similarly, Hitler's 
ambitions soared beyond those of other German leaders. In both cases, their 
ambitions exceeded not only the capabilities of their states, but also the ability 
of the international system to contain them without massive dislocation. The 
determination of Napoleon and Hitler to rule all of Europe (and dominate the 
world) sparked wars and upheaval that changed the face of the continent. Nor 
is vast military power a necessity: Saddam Hussein and Ayatollah Khomeini 
had dreams of similar proportion, and even without commensurate military 
power, both managed to radically shake the international affairs of the Persian 
Gulf, and to some extent, the world. Had their dreams been less ambitious, his- 

tory books and atlases would look very different.87 
Vast dreams also produce numerous enemies. By attacking all of Europe, 

Hitler and Napoleon turned all of Europe against them. Iran's modest power 
made it little threat to any state beyond its neighbors. Yet by seeking to export 
Iran's revolution throughout the Islamic world, Khomenei even made enemies 
of distant Indonesia and Morocco. Seeking to lead the Arab world, Saddam in- 

87. See Greenstein, The Presidential Difference, pp. 192-198. 
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stead alienated it by attacking five Middle Eastern states and threatening a half 
dozen others. 

HYPOTHESIS 8: STATES LED BY PREDICTABLE LEADERS WILL HAVE STRONGER 

AND MORE ENDURING ALLIANCES. A state whose behavior can consistently 
be predicted is one that can be trusted-trusted to do good or trusted to do 

evil, but trusted nonetheless. States may forge alliances with states whose 
behavior they do not trust, but they are unlikely to adhere to these ties for 

long or place much weight on them for the achievement of their goals. Further- 

more, such alliances are unlikely to realize their full potential because their 
cohesion will be weak and their actions disjointed. In many of these cases, it 
is the predictability of leaders that is at issue. For example, although Hitler 
and Mussolini had many goals that were either shared or complementary, each 

repeatedly surprised the other, destroying any trust between them with the 
result that their actions often ran at cross purposes, and their alliance was 
as often a source of weakness as of strength. 

Indeed the personal relationships among leaders often overcome systemic 
dynamics or other factors. As Hans Morgenthau notes, "The smooth and effec- 
tive operation of an alliance, then, depends in good measure upon the relations 
of trust and respect among its military statesmen."88 Churchill deliberately cul- 
tivated a "special relationship" with Roosevelt, which paid off with unswerv- 

ingly close cooperation, even when the United States and Britain had 

diametrically opposed ideas about the conduct of World War II. Observers of 
the Middle East have often remarked that Iraq and Syria should have been nat- 
ural allies-they shared an ideology, common internal problems, common ex- 
ternal enemies, and generally compatible aspirations-yet they detested each 
other. As a result, Syria, the self-proclaimed champion of Arab nationalism, 
was the only Arab state to back Persian Iran against Iraq. 

It may be that one contributing factor to the democratic peace is that democ- 
racies are more likely to produce leaders whose behavior can be predicted 
and thus trusted, especially by other democratic leaders. Trustworthiness 
and consistency are qualities rewarded by voters in democratic systems. In 
addition, modern democracies tend to have a range of institutional checks 
on leaders, which makes it difficult for them to push their countries too far 
from their preexisting course. Consequently, it may be that the success of dem- 
ocratic alliances and the easier ability of democratic leaders to avoid wars 

88. Hans Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, 3d ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1960), p. 201. 
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when their interests clash come in part from the fact that democratic systems 
select for the kind of behavior that foreign leaders find predictable and trust- 

worthy. 
Critics may contend that characteristics such as risk tolerance and a prone- 

ness toward delusions are impossible to operationalize. Such criticisms, how- 

ever, were once also applied to culture, ideology, ideas, and norms, but 
scholars over time developed methods to measure and weigh these concepts, 
greatly enriching the study of international relations. Psychologists have a 
wide range of measures for determining degrees of rationality. Scholars of 

decisionmaking have identified situations such as a desire to preserve one's 

political position or make good on sunk costs that steer individuals toward 

risky behavior.89 International relations scholars must draw on these studies in 
their own work. Just because we lack analytic measures today does not mean 
we should assume we always will. 

WHEN INDIVIDUALS MATTER: ENABLING FACTORS 

Leaders do not have the same impact on foreign policy in all situations. No 
matter how delusional, egocentric, or risk acceptant, some leaders are unable 
to gain popular support, whereas others are overwhelmed by bureaucratic, 

systemic, cultural, or other factors. Below we present three hypotheses that 

suggest when individuals have a greater impact on international relations, and 

consequently under what conditions theories derived from the first image 
should most likely have the greatest explanatory power. 

HYPOTHESIS 9: THE MORE POWER IS CONCENTRATED IN THE HANDS OF AN INDI- 

VIDUAL LEADER, THE GREATER THE INFLUENCE OF THAT LEADER'S PERSONALITY 

AND PREFERENCES. Individuals are only one of many factors that determine a 
state's actions. In vying to set policy, leaders often must contend with a bewil- 

dering array of institutions and actors, such as a nation's military, parliament, 
bureaucracy, political opposition, elites, and people. When other institutions 
are strong, the ability of any individual leader to shape policy is correspond- 
ingly diminished. If a soldier of Napoleon's ability entered the French army to- 

day, it is unlikely that he would shake the foundations of Europe. On the other 

hand, when institutions are weak or unformed, the impact of leaders increases. 

Consequently, individuals generally matter most in authoritarian regimes with 

89. Jack Levy, "Prospect Theory, Rational Choice, and International Relations," International 
Studies Quarterly, Vol. 41, No. 1 (March 1997), p. 93; and Jack S. Levy, "Loss Aversion, Framing, and 
Bargaining: The Implications of Prospect Theory for International Conflict," International Political 
Science Review, Vol. 17, No. 2 (April 1996), p. 189. A leader's proneness toward risk could be mea- 
sured by examining how he or she responded to similar circumstances before assuming power. 
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weak institutions. As Bismarck's adviser Friedrich von Gentz described the 
czar's position, "None of the obstacles that restrain and thwart the other sover- 

eigns-divided authority, constitutional forms, public opinion, etc.-exists for 
the Emperor of Russia. What he dreams of at night he can carry out in the 

morning."90 
Nevertheless, an exceptionally charismatic leader can overcome even strong 

institutions. Figures such as Hitler and Napoleon-and other modern giants 
such as Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, Mao, Simon Bolivar, Nasser, and Gandhi-are 
able to defy the wishes of pragmatic elements around them and succeed in 

having their followers follow. Ayatollah Khomeini, of course, represented al- 
most an ideal-type of the Weberian charismatic leader. As Max Weber noted, 
the charismatic authority can defy convention and standard arguments: Such a 
leader is able to note, "It is written ... but I say unto you."91 Thus Khomeini's 

grip on the Iranian people allowed him to ignore the opposition of other lead- 

ing figures to the war with Iraq. The hundreds of thousands of Iranians slaugh- 
tered on the battlefields of al-Basrah, al-Faw, and Kurdistan testify to the force 
of his charisma. 

Individuals, however, still matter even when strong institutions shape their 
behavior and limit the impact of their personal idiosyncrasies. As former presi- 
dential adviser Clark Clifford once noted, "The executive branch of our gov- 
ernment is like a chameleon. To a startling degree it reflects the character and 

personality of the President."92 Even in a democracy with well-established 
checks and balances, recognizing the strengths and weaknesses of the leader is 
essential. 

HYPOTHESIS 10: INDIVIDUALS ARE MORE IMPORTANT WHEN SYSTEMIC, DOMES- 

TIC, AND BUREAUCRATIC FORCES CONFLICT OR ARE AMBIGUOUS. At times insti- 
tutional, systemic, and domestic factors may be strong, but their interaction 
leads to vague or conflicting pressures on policymaking. In these circum- 
stances, the preferences of individuals assume greater importance. Although 
not one of the historical cases we examined, an excellent example of how indi- 
viduals can choose among equally viable options is British Prime Minister 

Margaret Thatcher's decision to confront Argentina over the Falkland Islands. 

Today many analysts chalk up Thatcher's attack on the Falklands as a (success- 

90. Friedrich von Gentz, "Considerations on the Political System in Europe" (1818), in Mack 
Walker, ed., Metternich's Europe (New York: Walker and Co., 1968), p. 80. Quoted in Kissinger, Di- 
plomacy, p. 140. 
91. Max Weber, Economy and Society (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978), p. 243 (ellipsis 
in the original). 
92. Quoted in Greenstein, The Presidential Difference, p. 189. 
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ful) attempt to restore her government's flagging popularity. At the time, how- 
ever, what path Britain would choose was not so clear. The Foreign Office 
counseled against any provocation and urged Thatcher not to send a task 
force.93 Defense officials doubted that Britain could retake the Falklands, and 
the treasury feared the impact of the cost of war on Britain's struggling econ- 

omy.94 A narrow majority of public opinion polls taken before the fighting be- 

gan indicated that the British public felt that the Falklands were not worth 
British casualties. The United States also pushed for a diplomatic solution. 

Thatcher, however, played down voices urging restraint and led her nation 
to war. As Max Hastings and Simon Jenkins note: "The figure of Margaret 
Thatcher towers over the Falklands drama from its inception to the euphoria of 
the final triumph.... Each of the participants interviewed for the war made 
similar remarks: 'It was Mrs. Thatcher's war. She held us to it. She never 
seemed to flinch from her conviction about its course. She took the risks on her 
shoulders and she won. She emerged as a remarkable war leader."'95 Without 
the Iron Lady, Britain might well have chosen negotiation over confrontation, 
and the Falklands War-for better or for worse-would never have occurred. 

HYPOTHESIS 11: INDIVIDUALS ARE MORE IMPORTANT WHEN CIRCUMSTANCES 

ARE FLUID. In times of tremendous change, individuals often assume greater 
importance. Individuals, in contrast to large bureaucracies or unwieldy parlia- 
ments, can act decisively and purposefully. There was a good reason why the 
Roman Republic transferred the powers of the Senate to a dictator in times of 
crisis: A single person can react quickly to rapidly unfolding events, seizing 
opportunities and fending off calamities. In the 1930s, Europe was in chaos. 
The dramatic political changes resulting from World War I, the emergence of 
communism and fascism, and the dislocation caused by the worldwide de- 

pression threw the power structure of Europe into disarray. Hitler skillfully ex- 

ploited this disorder. He played Britain, Italy, France, and Russia off one 

another, effectively paralyzing them as he remilitarized the Rhineland and 

93. Max Hastings and Simon Jenkins, The Battle for the Falklands (New York: W.W. Norton, 1983), 
p. 66. Throughout the conflict, key cabinet officials, such as Foreign Secretary Francis Pym and 
Home Secretary William Whitelaw, urged compromise over confrontation. The Sunday Times of 
London Insight Team, War in the Falklands: The Full Story (New York: Harper and Row, 1982), 
pp. 177-178. 
94. The military contingency file for an invasion of the Falklands stressed the logistical problems 
of operations so far from British shores. It also noted that Britain might not be able to meet its 
NATO commitments if it were engaged in a conflict in the Falklands. Most ominously, it argued 
that not even the largest task force could retake the islands after an Argentine invasion. Hastings 
and Jenkins, Battle for the Falklands, p. 56. 
95. Ibid., pp. 335-336. 
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gobbled up Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Poland. Hafiz al-Asad also took ad- 

vantage of the fluid circumstances created by the end of the Cold War and the 

Iraqi invasion of Kuwait to secure Syria's suzerainty over Lebanon even while 

moving closer to the United States. 

THE INTERACTING IMAGES 

It is ultimately impossible to explain all of international relations by resort to 

only one of the three images. None can effectively explain all of the variance in 
the world. Furthermore, none of the images is entirely discrete-each shapes 
the others. Thus their impact is felt both directly on events and indirectly 
through the influence they exert on the other images.96 The first image is no ex- 

ception. At least some of its utility as a predictor of international relations lies 
in the indirect influence it exerts through the other two images. 

HYPOTHESIS 12: INDIVIDUALS CAN SHAPE THE SECOND IMAGE. Domestic opin- 
ion, bureaucratic politics, and other second-image factors are not independent 
of individuals. In bureaucratic politics, it is not inevitable that where you stand 

depends on where you sit, especially if where you sit is determined by the 
leader. The German military was a hindrance to Hitler's machinations only un- 
til he was able to oust the strong, independent generals running the army and 

replace them with pliant lackeys who owed their positions to his beneficence. 
Likewise the public opinion that guides states is often created by the deliberate 
actions of leaders who can employ charisma, propaganda, or other means to 
twist public opinion into an enabling factor. Hitler, Stalin, Saddam, and other 
dictators have adeptly incited nationalist fervor, created specious casus belli, 
and otherwise played their publics like violins to support their policies. 
Khomeini's messianic appeal created a mass following for whatever policies 
he enunciated. If the Imam wished it so, then his followers wanted it too. 

Nor are interest group politics independent of individuals. In the early 
1900s, an aggressive coalition of German industrialists and naval officers 

championed Germany's "risk fleet," making it difficult for Berlin to back away 
from the hostile spiral it was fostering with London. This coalition, however, 
came into being only after the kaiser had decided to begin the Flottenpolitik. 
Without his ill-conceived first effort, the interest group never would have be- 
come so strong. 

96. For a similar study of interacting images, see Philip Gourevitch, "Second Image Reversed: In- 
ternational Sources of Domestic Politics," International Organization, Vol. 32, No. 4 (Autumn 1978), 
pp. 881-911. 
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Leaders also build institutions.97 Khomeini, for example, created a bizarre 

system of overlapping administrative bodies-governmental, religious, and 

parastatal-that functioned adequately during the Imam's life because he had 
the requisite blend of political power, charisma, and religious learning to con- 
trol the system. Khomeini's legacy lives on in the institutions he created to suit 
his rule. Today, without the Imam, the system he created is fractious and cha- 
otic, with power diffused among a multitude of competing organizations-a 
direct legacy of a system created for a unique man. 

Nor do all leaders lead equally well. Some inspire their subordinates, getting 
the most out of their governing teams, military staffs, and diplomatic corps. 
Napoleon's officers were fiercely devoted to him, making superhuman efforts 
to carry out his grandiose vision. Similarly, as Fred Greenstein notes, some 
leaders create a climate of tolerance that allows dissent and creativity to 
flourish.98 Other leaders, however, are bad at receiving advice from their sub- 
ordinates. Saddam has created a system where fear and sycophancy are neces- 

sary for survival. Not surprisingly, he seldom receives objective or useful 
advice. 

HYPOTHESIS 13: INDIVIDUALS CAN SHAPE THE THIRD IMAGE. TO the extent that 

third-image theories rest on the assumption that the distribution of power is a 

key moving force in international relations, then individuals must be counted 
when measuring the distribution. As noted in hypothesis 2, the skills of indi- 
vidual leaders are often key components of national power. When judging the 
balance of power between France and its rivals in the early nineteenth century, 
scholars must recognize that Napoleon's military genius multiplied the value 
of sterile production figures and orders of battle. 

Hypothesis 8, the impact of a leader's trustworthiness and reliability, posits 
another influence of the first image on third-image considerations. A key com- 

ponent of cooperation under anarchy appears to be the willingness of leaders 
to trust one another. In the absence of a common threat, cooperation becomes 

quite difficult. For cooperation to survive, leaders must feel able to predict one 
another's behavior and trust them to act in a mutually beneficial manner. 

The role of individuals extends beyond merely serving as an input into a 

third-image model. For instance, a key aspect of some third-image theories is 
that the uncertainty and imperfect information inherent in the anarchic inter- 
national system fosters certain patterns of behavior in states. As we noted 

97. Harry Truman and Dwight Eisenhower, for example, created a national security structure that 
has lasted for decades after their terms ended. Greenstein, The Presidential Difference, p. 195. 
98. Ibid., pp. 195-196. 
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above, this geopolitical fog is frequently the creation of individual leaders. Of- 
ten it is not a lack of information that leads to miscalculation, but self-decep- 
tion on the part of leaders. Few human beings are perfectly objective 
processors of information, and many of the world's most important figures 
have lived in deep denial, even psychosis. For this reason, proponents of the 
third image are adamant that even if the future brings perfect information, it 
will not eliminate these long-standing systemic pressures because the problem 
is not necessarily in the quality or quantity of information, but in its interpreta- 
tion. In other words, the fault lies not in our stars but in ourselves. 

Conclusions 

Giants still walk the earth. International relations cannot be understood if the 
role of the individual is ignored. Critics may still contend that we have focused 
on exceptions. And indeed we have. Yet such exceptional individuals knit the 

tapestry of history: Explaining international relations while ignoring Hitler, 
Bismarck, Napoleon, and other monumental figures is like trying to under- 
stand art or music without Michaelangelo or Mozart. Thus policymakers and 

politicians are right to pay attention to the goals, abilities, and idiosyncrasies of 
the world's leaders. It is time for scholars to play their part, helping us better 
understand when and how individuals can make a difference. 

Recognizing the importance of individuals is necessary to explode one of the 
most pernicious and dangerous myths in the study of international relations: 
the cult of inevitability. Just because a particular event occurred does not mean 
it was fated to do so. Scholars often fail to acknowledge that common interna- 
tional behavior-balancing against a threat, choosing a grand strategy, or 

marching off to war-results from decisions made by individuals. It was not 
inevitable that Germany became bellicose in the late nineteenth century: With- 
out Bismarck, it might have happened earlier, and without Wilhelm II it might 
not have happened at all. Scholars are too quick to dismiss individuals' behav- 
ior with reference to "Cleopatra's nose," but-as the hypotheses we present 
above suggest-scholars can deduce useful generalizations about the role of 
individuals. 

We hope that our work spurs a renewal in the study of the first image. Al- 

though the range of issues to explore is vast, several suggest themselves imme- 

diately. First, although we argue that the first image has an impact on military 
and diplomatic power, clearly individuals do not shape all elements of power 
equally. For example, leaders can affect important factors such as strategy and 

training, but have less of an impact on the tactical level during the conduct of 
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operations. A more complete assessment of how individuals influence the fac- 
tors that make up military and diplomatic power would be highly useful. Sec- 
ond, we barely scratch the surface of when individuals matter. The autocratic 

political systems that allowed individuals far more freedom are (fortunately) 
becoming fewer in number. Institutions in all their variety should be assessed 
for the latitude they allow individuals and the particular policy areas that are 
most and least affected. Third, scholars should explore the role of individuals 
on issues other than war and alliances, which has been the focus of this initial 

foray. Individuals may be important to such tragedies as ethnic conflict, mass 

killing, the perpetuation of tyranny, and other wrongs (and of course rights) 
whose understanding is basic to the study of politics. Fourth, work on the im- 

pact of individuals outside the role of state leader is essential. The personalities 
of generals, diplomats, religious authorities, and other shapers and imple- 
menters of policy cannot be ignored. Fifth, scholars should examine whether 
different political systems routinely produce certain types of leaders. 

Like other approaches to international relations, the first image does not pro- 
vide all the answers. Within the discipline of international relations, the study 
of individuals can be only one part of a larger whole. Ignoring their role is fool- 
ish, but so too is ignoring the influence of other forces such as systemic factors, 
domestic politics, and bureaucratic pressures.99 International relations are 

complex and cannot be understood by focusing on any one aspect of politics 
alone: A foolish parsimony is the hobgoblin of small minds. Of course, recog- 
nizing the role of individuals will make the job of scholars and analysts more 
difficult. Political scientists will have to employ biography and psychology in 
addition to traditional tools such as economics and history. Such additions, 
however, will result in a far richer product that is better able to explain our 
world and anticipate coming challenges. 

99. Favoring one level of analysis at the expense of the others is perhaps the most pernicious form 
of "reductionism." See Charles A. Kupchan, The Vulnerability of Empire (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell Uni- 
versity Press, 1994), p. 7. Likewise, we echo Fareed Zakaria's plea for scholars to "develop a toler- 
ance for more limited-but more accurate-generalizations," by developing theories of 
international affairs that draw on both internal and external factors to explain state behavior. See 
Zakaria, "Realism and Domestic Politics: A Review Essay," International Security, Vol. 17, No. 1 
(Summer 1992), pp. 178-179. 
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 Explaining Foreign Policy Behavior

 Using the Personal Characteristics

 of Political Leaders

 MARGARET G. HERMANN

 Mershon Center

 Ohio State University

 Do the personal characteristics of political leaders affect their governments' foreign policy
 behavior? The present study examines the impact of 6 personal characteristics of 45 heads

 of government on the foreign policy behavior of their nations. These characteristics, each

 of individual interest, interrelate to form two orientations to foreign affairs, and the in-
 fluence of these orientations on foreign policy behavior is also explored. The results are

 reported for all 45 heads of government, as well as for those leaders among the 45 with
 high or low interest in foreign affairs and with little or much training in foreign affairs.

 Introduction

 Parties to the continuing debate concerning whether the per-
 sonal characteristics of political leaders can affect policy have
 increasingly turned to empirical research to seek resolution to the
 controversy. Many of the resulting studies have focused on
 foreign policy (e.g., Crow and Noel, 1977; Driver, 1977; Fal-
 kowski, 1978; Hermann, 1974, 1977; Winter and Stewart, 1977).
 Emerging from this research are portraits of national political

 AUTHOR'S NOTE: This article is a revised version of a paper presented at the an-
 nual meeting of the American Political Science Association, San Francisco, September
 2-5, 1975. The research was supported by grants from the National Science Founda-
 tion (GS-SOC76-83872) and the Mershon Center of Ohio State University. Thanks are
 due Lawrence Falkowski, Gerald Hopple, Charles Hermann, and David Winter for their
 constructive comments on the earlier draft of this article.

 INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY, Vol. 24 No. 1, March 1980 7-46
 ? 1980 I.S.A.
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 leaders who influence their governments toward aggressive or

 toward conciliatory relations with other nations. The data sug-

 gest that aggressive leaders are high in need for power, low in

 conceptual complexity, distrustful of others, nationalistic, and
 likely to believe that they have some control over the events in

 which they are involved. In contrast, the data suggest that con-
 ciliatory leaders are high in need for affiliation, high in concep-
 tual complexity, trusting of others, low in nationalism, and
 likely to exhibit little belief in their own ability to control the

 events in which they are involved.
 The present article has as its purpose a further examination

 of how these 6 personal characteristics relate to foreign policy

 behavior for some 45 heads of government. The study is unique in

 several ways. (1) To date, researchers have not examined all 6
 characteristics in the same study. (2) A conceptual scheme is
 presented to link these characteristics to foreign policy behavior.

 (3) An attempt is made to broaden the foreign policy behaviors

 that are examined beyond specifically aggressive (i.e., entry into
 war, arms increases) and conciliatory (i.e., entry into interna-
 tional agreements) behaviors.

 Conceptual Schemel

 The six personal characteristics we are examining in this re-

 search were selected because they have been found to relate to
 foreign policy behavior in several studies. The characteristics
 represent four broad types of personal characteristics that jour-
 nalists and scholars alike suggest have an impact on the content as

 well as the means of making political decisions. These four types
 of personal characteristics are beliefs, motives, decision style, and
 interpersonal style.

 Beliefs refer to a political leader's fundamental assumptions

 about the world. Are events predictable, is conflict basic to
 human interaction, can one have some control over events, is the

 1. The conceptual scheme sketched here appears in a more detailed form in Hermann
 (1978).
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 maintenance of national sovereignty and superiority the most
 important objective of a nation? Answers to questions such as
 these suggest some of a political leader's beliefs. Beliefs are pro-

 posed by many (e.g., Axelrod, 1976; DeRivera, 1968; Frank,
 1968; Holsti, 1967; Jervis, 1976; Verba, 1969) to affect a political
 leader's interpretation of his environment and, in turn, the
 strategies that the leader employs. Two of the personal charac-
 teristics examined in the present study fall under the category of
 beliefs-nationalism and belief in one's own ability to control
 events. Nationalism is often used byjournalists and policy makers
 as a reason for a specific political leader's actions, particularly
 in discussions of leaders of Third World countries. Ascertaining
 a political leader's belief in the controllability of events is thought

 to be fundamental in developing his/ her operational code-
 the way a political leader defines the basic rules that govern
 political behavior (see George, 1969; Holsti, 1977).

 It is hard to find journalistic political analysis that does not
 consider at some point the reasons why a political leader is doing

 what he/ she is doing-in effect, the political leader's motives.
 Need for power is probably the most discussed motive with
 reference to political leaders. But others, such as need for affilia-
 tion and need for approval, also appear regularly in such writings.
 Motives appear to affect political leaders' interpretations of their
 environment and the strategies they use (see Barber, 1965;
 Hermann, 1977, 1978). In the present research we will look at
 need for power and need for affiliation. Winter and Stewart

 (1977) found these two needs particularly important in their
 examination of the motives of twentieth-century presidents.
 These two motives appeared to influence the type of foreign
 behavior the presidents urged on their governments.

 By decision style is meant preferred methods of making deci-
 sions. How does the political leader go about making decisions?
 Are there certain ways of approaching a policy-making task
 which characterize the leader? Possible components of decision
 style are openness to new information, preference for certain
 levels of risk, complexity in structuring and processing informa-

 tion, and ability to tolerate ambiguity. Decision style is quite
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 similar to what is referred to in operational code studies as in-

 strumental beliefs-preferred styles and strategies for political

 behavior (see George, 1969; Holsti, 1977; Johnson, 1977; Thor-

 darson, 1972). Moreover, much of what Barber (1972) discusses

 in examining presidential character deals with decision style. His

 four basic character patterns carry with them distinctive deci-

 sion styles. Conceptual complexity or complexity in structuring

 and processing information is the decision style examined in the

 present study. Driver (1977) reports that, in his research, differ-
 ences in leaders' conceptual complexity influenced how aggres-

 sive the leaders' governments were in their foreign policy activity.
 The last type of personal characteristic-interpersonal style-

 deals with the characteristic ways in which a policy maker deals

 with other policy makers. Two interpersonal style characteristics

 -paranoia (excessive suspiciousness) and Machiavellianism

 (unscrupulous, manipulative behavior)-are often noted as

 particularly pronounced in political leaders (see Christie and

 Geis, 1970; Guterman, 1970; Hofstadter, 1965; Rutherford,

 1966). Tucker (1965) has proposed that these two traits are re-

 lated in a type of political leader having a "warfare personality,"

 for example, Stalin and Hitler. The political behavior of such a

 leader is combative in nature. Suspiciousness or distrust of

 others is the interpersonal style variable examined in the present
 research.

 These four types of personal characteristics are expected to

 affect both the style and content of foreign policy. Because beliefs

 and motives suggest ways of interpreting the environment, po-
 litical leaders are likely to urge their governments to act in ways

 consistent with such images. Specifically, political leaders' be-

 liefs and motives provide them with a map for charting their
 course. As George (1969) notes:

 (1) The political actor's information about situations with which
 he must deal is usually incomplete; (2) his knowledge of ends-
 means relationships is generally inadequate to predict reliably
 the consequences of choosing one or another course of action;
 and (3) it is often difficult for him to formulate a single criterion
 by means of which to choose which alternative course of action
 is 'best' [1969: 197].
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 Some kind of map is needed. The political leader's cognitive
 map provides ways to overcome the conditions George describes;
 it suggests the appropriate steps to one's goal and, at times, the

 nature of the goal.

 With regard to decision style and interpersonal style, we make

 an assumption that a political leader will generally engage in
 similar stylistic behavior regardless of arena. Thus, political
 leaders' preferred methods of making personal decisions and
 interacting with others will carry over to their political behavior.

 Style is probably one of the first differences, for example, noted

 when heads of government change as the new leader tries to make
 himself comfortable in his role. One head of state may focus

 foreign policy-making within his own office, while his predeces-
 sor may have been willing to let the bureaucracy handle all but
 problems of crisis proportions. One head of state may be given

 to rhetoric in the foreign policy arena; his predecessor may have

 wanted action. Moreover, the bureaucracy tends to adjust to

 changes in style from one chief executive to the next hoping to
 minimize differences between itself and the chief executive. The

 result may be to accentuate the stylistic predilections of high

 level decision makers. In turn, the policy begins to reflect the

 stylistic preferences of these high level policy makers.
 Given this description of the types of personal characteristics

 that will affect foreign policy and how they will affect it, what

 kinds of foreign policy would we expect from political leaders
 with the six characteristics under study here? In addition to

 aggressive and conciliatory behavior, what foreign policy be-
 haviors will such leaders urge that their governments consider?

 If we examine the dynamics of the traits associated with the

 aggressive leader, we find a need to manipulate and control
 others, little ability to consider a range of alternatives, suspicious-
 ness of others' motives, a high interest in maintaining national

 identity and sovereignty, and a distinct willingness to initiate

 action. Extrapolating from these dynamics to foreign policy
 behavior, the characteristics are suggestive of a foreign policy
 which is independent in style and content. Such leaders will seek
 to maintain their nation's individuality, to keep their nations
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 as much as possible apart from the other nations in the inter-
 national system, since extensive contact with other nations may

 lead to dependence on these nations. They will urge their govern-

 ments to be suspicious of the motives of leaders of other nations.

 When interaction is necessary, they expect it to be on their na-
 tions' terms.

 Contrast the personal dynamics for the aggressive leader with

 those for the leader who has been found to be generally con-

 ciliatory. The personal characteristics of the conciliatory leader

 indicate a need to establish and maintain friendly relationships

 with others, an ability to consider a wide range of alternatives,
 little suspiciousness of others' motives, no overriding concern

 with the maintenance of national identity and sovereignty, and

 little interest in initiating action. These dynamics suggest a more

 participatory foreign policy. Such leaders are likely to be inter-
 ested in having their nations interact with other nations, in learn-
 ing what other nations have of value for their nation and find

 valuable about their nation, and in seeking a wide range of alter-
 native solutions to problems jointly plaguing their nation and

 other nations. They will probably keep attuned to what is going
 on in international relations, being sensitive and responsive
 to this environment. In effect, these leaders will attempt to facili-
 tate their nations' participation in the international system.

 What we are suggesting by this discussion is that the personal
 characteristics under study interrelate to form a personal orienta-
 tion to behavior or a general way of responding to one's environ-
 ment. This personal orientation is transformed by the head of
 government into a general orientation to foreign affairs. By
 knowing a head of government's orientation to foreign affairs,

 one knows his predispositions when faced with a foreign policy-
 making task-how he will define the situation and the style of
 behavior he will be likely to emphasize. Heads of government
 with the personal characteristics in the present study are thought
 to be predisposed toward either an independent or participatory
 orientation to foreign affairs depending on how the characteris-
 tics interrelate. Traits that have characterized the aggressive
 political leader in previous research are expected to interrelate

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:26:32 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL III - 216



 Hermann / PERSONALITY OF LEADERS 13

 to form an independent orientation to foreign affairs and to lead
 to foreign policy behaviors which emphasize an independent

 foreign policy in style and content. On the other hand, traits that

 have characterized the conciliatory political leader in previous

 research are expected to interrelate to form a participatory

 orientation to foreign affairs and to lead to foreign policy beha-
 viors which emphasize participation with other governments in

 style and content.

 As the writer has proposed elsewhere (Hermann, 1976, 1978,
 1979; Hermann and Hermann, 1979), the personal characteris-

 tics and orientations of heads of government examined in this

 research are likely to have more impact on a government's foreign

 policy under some circumstances than under others. We will

 explore two such conditions in this study-one that is hypo-
 thesized to enhance the effect of leader personality on foreign

 policy behavior and one that is thought to diminish such effects.
 The two variables we will study here are interest in foreign affairs
 and training in foreign affairs. Interest in foreign affairs will

 enhance the effect of a political leader's characteristics on govern-

 ment policy, whereas training in foreign affairs will diminish
 such an effect.

 Interest in foreign affairs acts as a motivating force. An im-

 portant consequence of interest in foreign policy will be increased

 participation in the making of foreign policy. The head of govern-
 ment will want to be consulted on decisions and to be kept in-

 formed about what is happening in foreign affairs. Moreover,
 the reasons behind a head of government's interest in foreign

 policy-he places value on good external relations, he fears an
 enemy takeover, he sees it as a way of gaining re-election-may
 predetermine the course of action he will seek to implement.
 With little interest in foreign affairs, the head of government

 is likely to delegate authority to other people, negating the effect
 of his personality on the resultant policy except as his spokes-
 man's personality is similar to his own.

 With regard to training in foreign affairs, the head of govern-
 ment with little or no training has no expertise on which to call.
 He has no previous experience to suggest possible alternatives

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:26:32 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL III - 217



 14 INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY

 or plans of action. As a result, his natural predispositions come
 into play. The head of government with training, on the other
 hand, has some knowledge about what will succeed and fail in the
 international arena. As a consequence of his experience, he has
 very likely developed certain styles and strategies for dealing with
 a foreign policy situation that are particular to the issue and/or
 target nation involved. There is less dependence on his underlying
 predispositions.

 Measurement of Personal Characteristics

 PROCED URE A ND S UBJEC TS

 Content analysis was used to assess the personal characteris-
 tics of the heads of government who were the subjects of this
 research. Content analysis has proven useful in measuring the
 personal characteristics of political leaders like heads of govern-
 ment who are virtually inaccessible for personality testing or
 clinical interviewing (see Eckhardt and White, 1967; Hermann,
 1974, 1977; Shneidman, 1963; Winter and Stewart, 1977). The
 material which was content analyzed consisted of responses by
 heads of government to reporters' questions, generally in a press
 conference setting. The U. S. Foreign Broadcast Information
 Service (FBIS) Daily Report (a document containing verbatim
 transcripts of material gleaned from U.S. monitoring of foreign
 broadcasts) and the New York Times were the basic sources
 used in collecting the interview responses.2

 Press interviews with heads of government were used because
 they appear to contain the most spontaneous public material
 available on such political leaders. Spontaneous material is de-
 sirable because it minimizes the effects of "ghost writing" and
 planned communication. Materials such as speeches and letters

 2. These two sources were supplemented by material from "Meet the Press" and "Face
 the Nation" television interview shows when such were available. Material on the U.S.
 presidents was taken from the Public Papers of the Presidents. The Public Papers of the
 Presidents includes verbatim transcripts of all press conferences held during a president's
 tenure.
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 Hermann / PERSONALITY OF LEADERS 15

 are often written for the head of government by others and are

 generally designed to convey a specific image to a certain audi-

 ence. As a consequence, the researcher content analyzing these

 materials will learn what the ghost writer is like or what the image

 is which the political leader would like to reflect. In the press

 conference setting, the head of government is usually the author

 of his responses and often has little time in which to plan his
 response. Several content analysis studies (e.g., LeVine, 1966;

 Osgood and Anderson, 1957) suggest that the link between per-
 sonal characteristics and spontaneous material is stronger than

 that between personal characteristics and planned material.

 The FBIS Daily Report and New York Times were searched

 for material on 80 heads of government who held office during
 the decade 1959-1968 in the 38 nations comprising the Compara-

 tive Research on the Events of Nations (CREON) Project sample.

 At least 15 verbatim interview responses across a head of govern-

 ment's period in office were found for 45 (56%) of the heads of
 government. These 45 heads of government are the subjects of the

 present study and are listed in Table 1 by country. Table 1 also

 indicates for each head of government the years during the 1959-

 1968 decade in which he/she held office, the number of verbatim
 interview responses that were content analyzed, the average
 number of words in an interview response, the number of inter-
 views included in the interview responses, and the number of

 different years covered in the interviews and interview responses.
 To be included in the sample, the head of government had to have

 interview responses at more than one point in time during his / her

 tenure in office. For most of the heads of government listed, the
 interview responses analyzed represent the total number of verba-

 tim responses available for that individual in the FBIS Daily

 Report and New York Times during his/her years in office. Only
 for the three U. S. presidents were we forced to move to a sampling

 procedure because of the amount of material available for them.

 Every fifth interview response was included in the content analy-
 sis for each of the U. S. presidents.

 The following process was used in doing the content analysis.
 All the interview responses to be content analyzed were put into
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 Hermann / PERSONALITY OF LEADERS 19

 machine readable form. The cards for each leader were then run

 through the Key Word in Context (KWIC) Concordance pro-
 gram, which reports the frequency of occurrence of each word
 and reproduces each word in alphabetical order with the six to

 eight words coming before and after it (the word's context). The
 coding categories for the personal characteristics were designed
 for use with the Concordance output.

 CODING CA TEGORIES FOR

 THE PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

 Table 2 contains a conceptualtzation of each of the six personal
 characteristics examined in this study. In addition, Table 2 pre-
 sents a brief description of the coding schemes used in the content
 analysis for the characteristics and the scores that were employed
 in relating the characteristics to foreign policy behavior. Detailed
 coding manuals for the characteristics are available from the
 author. Table 2 also reports two types of reliability figures-
 inter-coder reliability and trait reliability.

 Inter-coder reliability refers to agreement among the coders
 on the coding of the interview responses for the various personal
 characteristics. To determine inter-coder reliability, the inter-
 view responses for three of the leaders were scored by all four
 coders involved in the content analysis.3 The figures listed in
 Table 2 indicate the average percentage of agreement among the
 coders. Trait reliability refers to the stability of the personal
 characteristic across time and issues. This reliability was calcu-
 lated by dividing the interview responses for each head of govern-
 ment on each personal characteristic into odd and even responses.
 Scores for these odd and even responses were then intercorrelated
 across heads of government for each characteristic. These cor-
 relations, corrected for length by the Spearman-Brown formula,
 are the trait reliabilities listed in Table 2. The higher the correla-
 tion between scores for odd and even interview responses, the
 more stable the characteristic appears to be across time and
 issues for these heads of government.

 3. The author would like to express her appreciation to Petra Donofrio, Danny
 Donofrio, Joanne Farley, and Beverly Gatliff for their aid with the content analysis.
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 22 INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY

 DETERMINING ORIENTATIONS TO

 FOREIGN A FFA IRS

 In the conceptual scheme presented earlier, we hypothesized

 that the personal characteristics in Table 2 interrelate to form

 two orientations to foreign affairs that affect the content and

 style of foreign policy behavior. To test this hypothesis most

 directly, two composite measures were created. The first, which
 we call characteristic of the independent leader, consisted of being
 high in nationalism, high in belief in one's own ability to control
 events, high in need for power, low in conceptual complexity, and
 high in distrust of others. The second, which is characteristic
 of the participatory leader, consisted of being low in nationalism,
 low in belief in one's own ability to control events, high in need
 for affiliation, high in conceptual complexity, and low in dis-
 trust of others.4 To determine these two composites, the heads

 of governments' scores on each of the six personal characteristics
 were ranked. For the independent composite, ranks for national-
 ism, belief in one's own ability to control events, need for power,
 conceptual complexity, and distrust in others were summed. For
 the participatory composite, ranks for nationalism, belief in
 one's own ability to control events, need for affiliation, con-
 ceptual complexity, and distrust in others were summed. The
 ranks ranged from 1 for the lowest score to 45 for the highest
 score when a high score was indicated by the orientation ration-
 ale, and from 1 for the highest score to 45 for the lowest score
 when a low score was indicated by the orientation rationale.
 Thus, scores for both the independent and participatory com-
 posites could run from 5 to 225.

 4. The reader will note that although we are examining six personal characteristics,
 each of the orientations is composed of five characteristics. The orientations differ in
 motivating forces. Need for power is included in the independent orientation but not in the
 participatory orientation; need for affiliation is included in the participatory orientation
 but not in the independent orientation. It was unclear conceptually that need for affilia-
 tion was relevant to an independent orientation or that need for power was relevant to a
 participatory orientation; thus, both motives were not included in each orientation.
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 Hermann / PERSONALITY OF LEADERS 23

 INTEREST IN FOREIGN AFFAIRS

 Interest in foreign affairs refers to the amount of concern or
 attention which a head of government directs toward foreign
 policy-making. Is foreign policy a "passion"? Or does the head
 of government only become a participant in foreign policy-
 making on specific issues? Perhaps the head of government only
 deals with foreign affairs when forced to by circumstances.

 Interest in foreign affairs was operationalized in this study
 by noting the percentage of foreign policy events in which a head
 of government participated while in office. Higher interest was
 indicated by a higher rate of participation. One of the variables
 in the CREON foreign policy events data set on which each event
 is coded notes if the head of government participated in the event
 or if his / her approval was probably needed for the action to take
 place (see Hermann et al., 1973: 102). The number of foreign
 policy events falling into these two categories for each head of
 government during his/ her tenure in office formed the numerator
 for calculating rate of participation. Total number of foreign
 policy events during a head of government's term in office was the
 denominator. For most of the analyses in which we will examine
 interest, the variable will be dichotomized at the median denoting
 heads of government with high and low interest in foreign affairs.

 TRAINING IN FOREIGN AFFAIRS

 By training in foreign affairs is meant having held some po-
 litical or governmental position that would give one knowledge
 about foreign affairs and foreign policy-making. To determine
 amount of training for the heads of government in the present
 sample, a search was made of reference sources such as States-
 man's Year-Book as well as autobiographies and biographies.
 All past political and governmental positions were noted. From
 this biographical record on the heads of government, the number
 of years each had held positions involving foreign affairs (e.g.,
 foreign or defense minister, ambassador, in foreign or defense
 ministry, representative to UNESCO or the Common Market)
 was determined. The number of years the head of government
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 24 INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY

 had held his/her present office was also counted in the measure

 of training on the assumption that such a position was a good

 training ground in foreign affairs. A training score was calculated

 by finding what percentage of the years a head of government
 had been in politics involved positions in foreign affairs and

 foreign policy-making. In most analyses the measure of training
 was dichotomized at the median to indicate much and little

 training in foreign affairs.

 RELA TIONSHIPS AMONG PERSONAL

 CHARACTERISTICS, ORIENTATIONS,

 INTEREST, AND TRAINING

 Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, and inter-
 correlations for the personal characteristics, orientations, in-
 terest, and training. The correlations in Table 3 indicate that the
 two orientations are significantly inversely related as would be
 expected from the nature of their construction. All five of the
 personal characteristics that were used in determining the in-
 dependent orientation are significantly related to this composite
 measure in the directions suggested by the conceptual framework.

 Such is not the case for the participatory orientation. Nation-
 alism, belief in one's own ability to control events, and distrust
 of others contribute more to this orientation than conceptual
 complexity and need for affiliation. The reason why conceptual
 complexity and need for affiliation make a smaller contribution

 may lie in the significant inverse relationship between these two
 personal characteristics, contrary to the conceptual framework.

 Several other correlations among the personal characteris-

 tics included in the orientations are noteworthy. Nationalism,
 need for power, and distrust of others are all three significantly
 interrelated. At least for this sample of heads of government,

 the nationalist appears to be high in need for power and distrust
 of others.

 According to Table 3, interest and training in foreign affairs
 show little relationship to one another for this sample. The signi-
 ficant correlations with the interest variable suggest that the

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:26:32 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL III - 228



 m v l N ~~~~~~~~~~~o 00 0

 lSl

 =~~~~~~~~c X .s -o W) o omn

 :~~~~~~~W 00 c t 0. I o
 C) tq CD CD m FX

 2 : i ;*t, 2 e , :

 v ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~r CD oo W) o0
 CD CD cli C) cn cn It ~ 2

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:26:32 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL III - 229



 26 INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY

 head of government with an independent orientation was more

 interested in foreign affairs than the head of government with

 the participatory orientation. Moreover, the more conceptually

 complex the leader was, the lower his interest in foreign affairs.
 For training, only the correlation with belief in one's own ability

 to control events is significant. The more highly trained the
 head of government was, the lower his/her belief in the ability

 to control events. Experience may lead to a realization of the
 range of variables which affect foreign policy over which one
 can have little control.

 Relationships Between Personal Characteristics

 and Foreign Policy Behavior

 Having suggested how the personal characteristics are ex-
 pected to affect foreign policy behavior and having opera-

 tionalized the personal characteristics employed in this research,
 let us examine how the personal characteristics do, in fact, re-

 late to foreign policy behavior. The specific foreign policy be-

 haviors included in this study are professed orientation to change,

 independence/interdependence of action, commitment, affect,
 and environmental feedback. A detailed discussion of the con-
 ceptualizations and operationalizations of each of these variables
 is found in Callahan et al. (forthcoming). The foreign policy
 behaviors are taken from the CREON events data set which
 includes 12,710 foreign policy events on 38 nations across the

 decade 1959-1968. For a description of this data set, see Hermann
 et al. (1973). In what follows, we will focus on each foreign policy
 behavior by itself, further explicating conceptually how the
 personal characteristics are expected to affect it and showing
 the relationships between it and the personal characteristics
 that were found.

 PROFESSED ORIENTATION TO CHANGE

 By professed orientation to change we mean a government's
 public posture regarding the need for change in the international
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 environment. Do the policy-makers of a nation express little or

 no need for change in the international arena, or do they argue

 that short-term and/ or long-term changes are in order? Professed

 orientation to change is measured by noting what percentage

 of the time goal statements are present in the foreign policy
 events of a nation during a head of government's tenure in office.
 Goal refers here to a desired future condition. If goal statements
 are generally absent, the policy-makers of a nation are considered
 as professing little or no need for change in the international
 environment, i.e., as affirming the status quo. If goal statements
 are generally present, the policy-makers of a nation are viewed as
 professing a need for change in the international environment.

 How is professed orientation to change probably affected
 by the independent and participatory orientations to foreign
 affairs examined in the present study? In describing the indepen-

 dent orientation, we noted the importance of maintaining the
 status quo, that is, the importance of maintaining national in-

 dividuality and the power base the head of government now has.
 Change is anathema to such leaders, since there is always the
 chance of losing what has already been gained in power and
 position. In some sense, heads of government with independent
 orientations are present or "now" oriented rather than future-
 oriented. They are concerned with the realities of day-to-day
 politics as opposed to future states or conditions. Moreover, in-
 dependent leaders are secretive. Such leaders cannot be held to

 what they have not stated publicly; they maintain a certain ma-
 neuverability because their positions are not a matter of public
 record. Thus, heads of government with independent orientations

 are unlikely to urge their governments publicly to propose chan-
 ges in the international arena.

 On the other hand, heads of government with participatory
 orientations are likely publicly to advocate change in the inter-
 national environment. One way for such heads of government
 to participate in the international arena is to make public their
 goals. Through such public goal statements, they can solicit
 support from and initiate relations with other nations. In effect,
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 28 INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY

 they signal the direction in which they are moving and their inten-
 tions to other nations through public goal statements.

 Table 4 shows the interrelationships among the personal char-
 acteristics and professed orientation to change. Correlations are
 presented for the individual characteristics as well as for the
 composites (or orientations) to allow for a comparison between
 the characteristics individually and together. The relationships
 between personal characteristics and professed orientation to

 change are listed for the sample of heads of government as a

 whole and then for those heads of government within the sample
 who were high or low in interest in foreign affairs and who had

 much or little training in foreign affairs.
 The correlations in Table 4 are in the predicted direction for the

 participatory orientation for all but heads of government with
 much training. For the independent orientation, the correlations
 are only in the predicted direction for heads of government with
 low interest and heads of government with little training. The
 correlations are significant for both orientations for heads of

 government with little training. For the independent orientation,
 the correlation for heads of government with much training is
 significant but in the reverse direction from that predicted. In
 effect, the results in Table 4 suggest support for the hypotheses
 for heads of government with little training in foreign affairs
 and the opposite of the hypotheses for heads of government with
 much training in foreign affairs. Training may afford the heads of
 government with a participatory orientation a wider variety of
 ways of signaling intent than the use of goal statements; it may
 teach the heads of government with an independent orientation
 ways of suggesting change that do not necessarily commit them
 publicly to a particular policy (e.g., by proposing the need for
 change in other nations than their own).

 Looking at the individual characteristics, we note support
 for the hypotheses for nationalism, need for power, and need for
 affiliation under various of the interest and training conditions.

 For nationalism and need for power, the correlations are sig-
 nificant and in the predicted direction for heads of government
 with low interest and for heads of government with little training.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:26:32 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL III - 232



 COd

 a)

 te * ~~~ ~~* * .Q
 . 0D '0 00 00 (4 00 *

 o ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~rV

 = =~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ct
 3 O Q ;;) Oo ^ ^ O o*o -

 00

 CZ

 00

 CO * *Q

 .71, 00 C 7% 0O

 ( cn 0 ,,?_yG 1x?^G

 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~CZ

 4)-

 Cis
 0

 (D~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~4

 4)-

 4) 1
 4) 0 0c - Ct

 0,4~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

 CI~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~C

 q. ) 00 en) cl) - t 01 0

 C> cl CO e Z C

 C's

 4)~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~f

 0 O

 41 4.1 ,,le ~ ~ ~ * 4Ci
 m~~~~~~~~~~

 CICO 4 0

 00 Z Z Z Q 0*CO

 29

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:26:32 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL III - 233



 30 INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY

 On the contrary, for need for affiliation, the correlations are
 significant and in the predicted direction for heads of government
 with high interest and for heads of government with much train-

 ing. Conceptual complexity was related in the opposite direction
 from that predicted for each group of heads of government. High
 conceptual complexity was related to little professed need for
 change.

 INDEPENDENCE/INTERDEPENDENCE

 OF ACTION

 Independence/interdependence of action is concerned with

 the amount of autonomy that a nation maintains in its foreign
 policy actions. At issue are whether foreign policy actions are
 taken alone or in concert with other nations, and whether such
 actions are initiated by a nation or in response to a prior stimulus
 directed at the nation. Actions taken alone and initiated by the
 nation are considered to denote independence of action, while
 actions taken in concert with other nations and in response to
 a prior direct stimulus denote interdependence of action. In
 operationalizing independence/interdependence of action, a 3-
 point scale was developed with 1 representing independence of
 action or actions that had only one actor and were not elicited
 behavior, 2 representing actions that were balanced as to in-
 dependence and interdependence (independent on one aspect,
 interdependent on the other), and 3 representing interdependence
 of action or actions that involved multiple actors and elicited
 behavior. In the present analysis, an average scale score across
 events occurring during a head of government's tenure was used
 to indicate independence/interdependence of action.

 In some sense, this foreign policy behavior gets at the essence
 of the conceptual difference between the independent and par-
 ticipatory orientations toward foreign affairs. Heads of govern-
 ment with the independent orientation are likely to want to act
 alone and to initiate behavior on their own terms. They will seek
 to maintain autonomy, that is, to control their own national
 behavior. Such leaders believe that they can have some effect
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 on events. Moreover, they distrust the leaders of other nations.

 These two traits coupled with a desire to maintain their own and

 their nation's position and power base suggest an emphasis on

 independence of action. Heads of government with a participa-

 tory orientation, on the other hand, are probably willing to re-

 linquish some autonomy or control over their own behavior. An

 individual (or nation) can benefit from working with rather than

 against others. Building on their low level of distrust in others,

 heads of government with a participatory orientation perceive
 little harm in acting in consort with others if by doing so they can

 achieve an objective. Moreover, such leaders are likely to be

 sensitive to stimulation from the environment, picking up on

 behaviors directed toward them.

 Table 5 presents the relationships between the personal char-

 acteristics and the independence/ interdependence of action scale.

 (Note that a low score indicates independence, a high score inter-

 dependence.) With the exception of heads of government with
 high interest in foreign affairs, the correlations are in the pre-

 dicted direction for both the independent and participatory

 orientations. One of the correlations is significant for the in-

 dependent orientation with a second approaching significance

 (p <.06). These relationships occur for heads of government

 with low interest in foreign affairs and for heads of government

 with much training in foreign affairs. The relationship may be
 particularly strong for heads of government with training because

 training enables such leaders to learn how to initiate activity
 on their own and probably gives them confidence in their ability

 to act effectively on their own. The two other significant correla-

 tions in Table 5 for this variable are for need for power-across

 all heads of government and for those with low interest. The
 greater the leaders' need for power, the more independence of
 action their government exhibits.

 The relationships for the participatory orientation may be low,
 because the emphasis for such heads of government is less on
 elicited behavior than on acting with other nations. In other

 words, heads of government with a participatory orientation
 may be interested in initiating behavior but prefer to include
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 other nations in their activity. In Table 5 we have reported in
 parentheses the correlations between participatory orientation
 (and its component characteristics) and actions involving ini-
 tiated behavior that were made with other nations. The percen-
 tage of such actions during a head of government's tenure in office
 was the dependent variable. Examining these relationships, we
 note that one for the participatory orientation is significant and
 two approach significance. These correlations occur for the
 sample of heads of government as a whole, for the heads of
 government with low interest, and for the heads of government
 with little training. Moreover, all five of the individual personal
 characteristics involved in the participatory composite have
 correlations with initiative-multilateral actions that are signi-
 ficant or that approach significance.

 COMMITMENT

 A commitment is a behavior which limits a government's
 future capacity to act either because it uses up physical resources,
 involves pledges of resources in the future, or involves a statement
 of intent to use resources for a specific purpose. In other words,
 commitments reduce the pool of available resources for dealing
 with other problems or generate expectations that limit future
 behavior. To operationalize commitment, an I -point scale was
 developed that builds from verbal statements of desire (scale
 point of 1) to irreversible use of physical resources (scale point
 of I1). The average commitment score for events occurring
 during a head of government's tenure in office was the specific
 measure used in the present analysis.

 By limiting future behavior, commitments reduce the inde-
 pendence and maneuverability of a government's policy makers.
 They are no longer completely in charge of their nation's be-
 havior. As such, commitments are seen as inappropriate foreign
 policy behavior by heads of government with an independent
 orientation. Reducing control over one's resources and putting
 constraints on one's ability to act, particularly if it involves
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 trusting leaders in other nations-this is anathema to inde-
 pendent heads of government. They are interested in increasing

 their power and maintaining their nations' separateness, not

 limiting their power and reducing their nation's separateness. On
 the other hand, the heads of government with a participatory ori-
 entation are willing to commit their nations' resources, expecting

 to gain resources from others that are beneficial to their nations in
 return. They have no predisposition to distrust the leaders of
 other nations, figuring cooperation may increase their gain in
 the long run. Moreover, heads of government with a partici-
 patory orientation are less concerned about maintaining their
 nations' separateness; they are willing to become somewhat de-

 pendent on other nations, if such dependencies are built on sup-
 portive relationships.

 Table 6 presents the relationships between the personal char-
 acteristics and commitment. The results are in the predicted

 direction for both the independent and participatory orientations
 and are significant for both the whole sample of heads of govern-
 ment and for heads of government with little training. Moreover,

 the independent orientation is significantly related to commit-

 ment for heads of government with low interest.

 One of the individual personal characteristics, distrust of

 others, is significantly related to commitment for the same three
 groups of heads of government as the independent orientation.

 As expected, the more distrusting these heads of government were
 of others, the fewer commitments their nations made. Need for
 affiliation changes the direction of the relationship with com-
 mitment depending on which group of heads of government is

 analyzed. Need for affiliation is positively related the pre-

 dicted direction-when the head of government's interest is low
 and when training is limited, negatively related when the head of
 government's interest is high and when there is much training.
 Interest and training may provide the head of government whose
 need for affiliation is high with less extreme strategies than com-
 mitment for maintaining positive relations with other nations.
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 AFFECT

 Affect denotes the feelings ranging from friendliness to hostil-
 ity which policy-makers of one nation express toward the poli-
 cies, actions, or government of another nation. A 7-point scale
 was developed to operationalize affect with one extreme (-3)
 indicating a strong expression of hostility and the other extreme
 (+3) indicating a strong expression of friendship. A score of 0
 indicated a neutral expression of affect. This scale resulted from
 combining several variables in the CREON data set which mea-
 sure the helpfulness or harmfulness of an event to the recipients
 of the event. Two variables are derivable from the affect scale-
 the intensity of the expressed affect and the direction of the ex-
 pressed affect. In the present analysis, intensity was measured
 by finding an average absolute score (i.e., without regard for the
 sign of a scale value) for affect across all recipients of the events
 that occurred during a head of government's tenure in office.
 Direction of affect was measured by determining the average
 score (i.e., taking into account the sign of a scale value) for affect
 across recipients for the events that occurred during a head of
 government's tenure in office.

 Direction and intensity of affect are expected to relate to scores
 on the independent and participatory orientations in the follow-
 ing manner. Because heads of government with an independent
 orientation to foreign affairs are interested in emphasizing the
 differences between their nation and other nations and because
 they generally distrust the leaders of other nations, they are
 likely to express negative affect toward other nations, being
 fairly intense in the expression of such affect. By using such tech-
 niques, heads of government with an independent orientation
 accentuate their separateness and the fact that they maintain
 control over their own behavior. They move on their own terms;
 they are their own bosses. Heads of government with a participa-
 tory orientation, on the contrary, have as a basic premise of their
 world-view a desire to maintain friendly relations with others.
 Moreover, they do not distrust others nor are they overly con-
 cerned with the differences between their nation and other na-
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 tions. Such heads of government are likely to emphasize the
 positive in their relations with other nations and to not "rock
 the boat" by being too intense in the expression of their affect.
 They perceive that consistent, positive reinforcement to others

 enables them to participate freely in the international environ-
 ment. A "low, positive profile" keeps channels and opinions open.

 Table 7 presents the relationships between the personal char-
 acteristics and direction as well as intensity of affect. The results
 suggest support for the hypotheses for both orientations. For all
 groups of heads of government, the correlations are in the pre-
 dicted direction. Moreover, sixteen of the twenty correlations for
 the orientations are significant or approach significance. With
 regard to the individual characteristics, all but belief in one's
 own ability to control events have correlations in the predicted
 direction that are significant or approach significance with these
 two affect variables. The largest number of significant or near
 significant correlations occur for nationalism and distrust of
 others.

 FEEDBACK FROM THE ENVIRONMENT

 How do other nations respond to the foreign policy behavior
 of a specific nation, i.e., what is the nature of their feedback?
 Is it favorable or unfavorable, accepting or rejecting? Some of
 the variables coded in the CREON data set indicate a positive
 or negative response to another's actions (e.g., acceptance or
 rejection of a request, reaching or terminating an agreement,
 statements of pleasure or displeasure with an interaction). By
 noting whose behavior is being accepted or rejected, we have a
 way of assessing feedback. In the present analysis, the percentage
 of feedback that was positive across the years a head of govern-
 ment held office was used to indicate feedback. Given that this
 specific feedback measure is based on only two types of feedback,
 a positive correlation suggests more positive than negative feed-
 back; a negative correlation indicates more negative than positive
 feedback.
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 Our hypotheses for feedback follow from the previous hypo-

 theses on affect. Heads of government with an independent
 orientation to foreign affairs are prone to actions that are nega-
 tive in tone and fairly intense. Such behavior is likely to elicit
 mirror image behavior from other nations if they bother to re-

 spond at all. Because more independent heads of government do
 not develop relations with other nations and seek to maintain

 an independent status in the international arena, it may be easy
 to reject their behavior. There are fewer strings attached and
 probably fewer repercussions to such a rejection than would be
 the case with a more involved nation. Turning this rationale
 around, we expect more positive feedback for heads of govern-
 ment with a participatory orientation. Such heads of government
 tend to be positive toward other nations, eliciting positive be-
 havior in return. Moreover, heads of government with a par-

 ticipatory orientation actively involve their nations in the inter-

 national system so that a rejection of their nation's behavior may
 have repercussions not desired by the responding nation. If any

 feedback is to be given, positive feedback is probably safest.
 Table 8 shows the relationships that were found between the

 personal characteristics and feedback. For all the groups of heads

 of government except those with high interest in foreign affairs,
 the correlations were in the predicted direction for the inde-
 pendent and participatory orientations. Of those eight relations
 in the predicted direction, one was significant and four ap-
 proached significance. The significant correlation occurred
 for heads of government with low interest in foreign affairs.,

 Only need for affiliation in the individual characteristics does
 not have a correlation with feedback that is significant or ap-
 proaches significance. For nationalism, need for power, and dis-

 trust of others, the correlations are reversed in sign for heads of
 government with low and high interest and for heads of govern-
 ment with little and much training. The correlations are all nega-
 tive, as hypothesized, for heads of government with low interest
 and for heads of government with little training, but they are
 positive for heads of government with high interest and for heads
 of government with much training. Interest and training may
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 increase the foreign policy stature of heads of government with

 these characteristics and/or make them more adept in foreign

 policy-making so that positive rather than negative feedback is

 directed toward their nations.

 Conclusions

 The research reported in this article has examined how six

 personal characteristics of heads of government interact to form

 two orientations to foreign affairs. Based on a set of premises

 about the ways heads of government with these two orientations

 will urge their governments to act, we have related the two orien-

 tations to six foreign policy behaviors. Table 9 summarizes the

 relationships that were found between the orientations and the

 foreign policy variables, as well as the relationships between the

 individual personal characteristics and the foreign policy vari-

 ables. An examination of this table suggests several conclusions
 from the research.

 Among the personal characteristics, the independent orien-
 tation had the largest number of significant (p<.05) or nearly
 significant (p<.10) correlations in the predicted direction with

 the foreign policy variables-53% of the correlations with the
 independent orientation had a p<.10. In second place was the

 participatory orientation with 47% of its correlations having a
 p <.10. The two orientations to foreign affairs in their own right

 would appear to represent important dimensions in explaining
 foreign policy behavior. Heads of government with these two

 orientations influenced the foreign policy behavior of their

 governments in specific ways.

 None of the individual personal characteristics has as many

 correlations with the foreign policy behaviors that have a p <.10
 in the predicted direction as the two orientations. Of the individ-
 ual characteristics, nationalism and need for power have the
 largest number of such correlations with a p <.10-40%. Need
 for affiliation and distrust of others follow a close second with

 33% of their correlations having a p<.10. Belief in one's own
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 ability to control events appears to have had the least impact

 on these foreign policy behaviors with only 10% of its correla-

 tions having a p <.10 in the predicted direction.

 Turning to the columns in Table 9, that is, to the types of heads
 of government who were studied, we note that our expectation

 with regard to training in foreign affairs was supported. There

 were more relationships between the personal characteristics and
 foreign policy behaviors for heads of government with little
 training that had a p <.10 than for heads of government with

 much training. Our hypothesis was, however, not confirmed for
 interest in foreign affairs-in the low interest condition, rather

 than the high interest condition, more of the correlations between

 the personal characteristics and foreign policy variables achieved

 a p<.10.

 The results suggest the need to reconceptualize the impact of
 interest in foreign affairs on the relationship between personal
 characteristics and foreign policy behavior. Much like the lack
 of training in foreign affairs, low interest appears to provide
 heads of government with little to tap but their predispositions

 when they must make a foreign policy decision. With high interest
 in foreign affairs, the heads of government have probably read
 about, discussed, and formulated positions on foreign policy

 issues before taking office, and, after taking office, have kept
 themselves informed on problems in the foreign policy arena.
 They have developed some basis on which to make a decision
 other than their predispositions. Interest, like training, appears

 to increase the range of activities which heads of government
 can consider in dealing with foreign affairs. Instead of relying
 on strategies and styles dictated by their personal orientations,
 interested heads of government have a choice of several ways
 of acting and some knowledge of the probable outcomes when
 these alternative strategies and styles are used. Interested heads
 of government have a broader repertoire of possible behaviors.

 Before leaving this discussion of interest and training, we
 should note that we learned as much about the particular foreign
 policy variables examined in this research by focusing on the
 sample of heads of government as a whole as from looking at the
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 effects of interest and training in foreign affairs. The numbers

 of correlations with p <.10 are virtually the same for the whole

 sample as for those heads of government with little interest or
 with little training. In other words, the relationships between

 these personal characteristics and foreign policy behaviors tend

 to show up without taking such mediating variables as training
 or interest in foreign affairs into account. However, a closer

 examination of the correlations indicates that they are stronger
 -the personal characteristics account for a larger percentage of
 the variance in the foreign policy behaviors-for heads of govern-
 ment with little interest or with little training in foreign affairs
 than for the whole sample of heads of government. Whereas none
 of the correlations exceeds .45 (or accounts for 20% or more of the

 variance) for the whole sample of heads of government, nearly
 one-fifth of the correlations for heads of government with little
 interest are equal to or exceed .45, and one-tenth of the cor-

 relations for heads of government with little training are equal
 to or exceed .45. Specifying the conditions under which personal

 characteristics can affect foreign policy behavior appears to
 enhance the explanatory power of the personal characteristics.

 We have examined in this study the direct effects of leaders'
 personal characteristics on their governments' foreign policy
 behavior and several conditions that appear to enhance this direct
 effect. Many other conditioning variables can be posited (see
 Hermann, 1976, 1978; Hermann and Hermann, 1979). Some

 other possible enhancing conditions involve being a predominant
 as opposed to nonpredominant leader (i.e., having a dispropor-
 tionately large amount of power in the government), being part of
 a cohesive as opposed to a fragmented regime, facing an am-
 biguous as opposed to a structured situation, and having to deal
 with a small as opposed to a large bureaucracy. An important
 objective of the CREON Project, of which this study is a part,
 is the building of integrative links among these types of variables
 in explaining governments' foreign policy behavior. We are in-
 terested in developing models showing how national attributes,
 regime factors, decision structures and processes, situational
 variables, and external relationships interrelate in affecting
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 foreign policy activities (see Salmore et al., 1978). The present

 study suggests that the personal characteristics and orientations

 to foreign affairs of political leaders are worth including in this

 integrative effort. It is, however, only a first step in the process

 of trying to explain why governments do certain things in the

 foreign policy arena.
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