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Abstract

Since its reorganization in the early 1990s, the English School of international relations
has emerged as a popular theoretical lens through which to examine global events. Those
that use the international society approach promote it as a middle-way of theorizing due
to its supposed ability to incorporate features from both systemic and domestic
perspectives. A noticeable trend in the School since the end of the Cold War has been its
interest with domestic and critical theory concerns, often focusing on individual,
discursive or emancipatory issues. As a result, the English School has been able to
accommodate the growing trends in international theory more generally, with the decline
of problem-solving theory and the rise of critical projects. While the School and its
practitioners may, for the most part, see value in discussing how domestic or critical
variables impact the society of states, such examinations tend to neglect or overlook the
systemic level of analysis. This project takes exception to the decline of the English
School’s problem-solving foundations and argues that the School must place more
emphasis on the systemic level of analysis if it hopes to be relevant in international
theory debates. To this end, the criticisms of American scholars regarding the School’s
lack of methodological rigour and explanatory power are addressed by demonstrating the
added value to the international society approach if the constraints of the international
system are included in theoretical explanations. In order to demonstrate how the
systemic level alters English School analyses, two areas of popular examination within
the School are explored, namely the role of international institutions and the debate over
humanitarian intervention. Ultimately, the contention of this work is that English School

scholars can greatly benefit from including systems-level thinking because of what it



adds to the School’s explanatory power and also its ability to provide methodological
rigour. In doing so, it is more likely the English School can penetrate the mainstream of

international theory in the future.
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Introduction: International vs. Global Theory

It was after the end of World War | that the field of study known as international relations
(IR) was born. Early IR scholars like David Davies and E.H. Carr sought to explain and
understand why the Great War broke out in the first place, and what could be done to
prevent it from recurring (Booth 1996, 328-329). Various theories and formulations were
advanced, but the outbreak of the Second World War led to a widespread belief that
perhaps war, its causes and possibilities for conflict prevention, went far deeper than any
one theory could possibly explain. If there was one commonality between these
traditional theories, it was their effort to examine behaviour in the international system of
states; a system characterized by a lack of overarching authority above the state level; a
system defined by a great number of previous conflicts. Whether international theory
examined the domestic-level or the influence of the anarchic nature of the system, the
state Waslaccepted as the universal unit of analysis for the field known as international
relations.

Those theories which initially dominated the field, namely realism and liberalism, were
seriously questioned as the Cold War went on by scholars like Robert Cox and Susan
Strange. The methodology, ontology, epistemology and fundamental core values of early
international theories were all brought into doubt. As Timothy Sinclair notes about Cox
in particular: “Strongly historical in perspective, Cox’s method of understanding global
change represents a challenge to conventional ontological assumptions about
international relations...the central of which is that states are the major actors whose
interaction is to be explained” (Sinclair 1996, 3). This sort of critical inquiry intensified
with the collapse of the Soviet Union, for the end of the Cold War led to notions of
uncertainty, especially because realist theory was unable to account for the factors that
led to the end of the Cold War.

The Cold War has been over for over two decades, and critical theories have heavily
infiltrated the study of IR, fundamentally altering the way in which the field is studied
and taught. Critical theories of IR examine such issues as gender, postcolonial legacies,
poststructural discourse, social theory, the individual and economic oppression, and try to
understand the world in new ways that traditional IR either ignored or dismissed. Mark
Rupert argues:

A critical theory approach to global politics would then take a relational, process-
oriented perspective, and seek to show how social forces (classes, social
movements, etc.), states, and world orders are bound up together in particular
constellations of historical structures. It would inquire as to the ways in which
those historical structures — entailing political, cultural, and economic aspects —
had been socially produced, the ways in which they differentially empower

! “The state in this project adheres to the definition put forth by Hedley Bull: “The starting point of
international relations is the existence of states, or independent political communities each of which possess
a government and asserts sovereignty in relation to a particular portion of earth’s surface and a particular
segment of the human population” (Bull 2002, 8-10).



various kinds of social agents, and the kinds of resistances which those relations
engender (Rupert 2007, 159).

The critical project has made a concentrated effort to expand the field beyond its
perceived narrow boundaries to examine old ideas and approaches through different
lenses. As Rupert claims, critical philosophical contributions have tried to take the study
away from the international and deliberately expanded the discourse to account for the
broader global realm.

In his 2003 Presidential Address to the International Studies Association, Steve Smith
summarized what he saw as the primary problem with the traditional study of
international relations:

The problem is that this narrow focus cannot deal with the problems of world
politics in the new millennium. What it has done has been to help sing into
existence the world that resulted in September 11. International Relations theory
has concentrated almost exclusively on a particular world of international
relations, and that has not been a world that most of the world’s population could
relate to. Their concerns, the violences that affected them, the inequalities they
suffered, were all invisible to the gaze of the discipline, and in that very specific
way the discipline, my discipline, my work, was culpable in serving specific
social interests and explaining their agenda (Smith 2004, 514).

Broadening the agenda of international relations theory, for Smith, meant not just an
acceptance of theoretical plurality but an embracing of it in order to take the field in a
direction that would move beyond the boundaries created and enforced by realism.
Smith’s vision for the study is articulated quite clearly:

Above all, 1 want to see a discipline that is open to a variety of issues,
subjectivities, and identities rather than taking the agenda of the powerful as the
natural and legitimate focus for the discipline. I want to see a discipline that
enquires into the meanings and subjectivities of individuals in cultures different to
those of the dominant world powers rather than assuming their rationality,
interests, and thus identities. | want to see a discipline that admits of many routes
to understanding, rather than treating one model of social science as if it was the
sole bearer of legitimacy and thus beyond criticism. | want to see a discipline that
realizes the limitations on correspondence theories of truth, and instead treats
truth not as a property of the world waiting to be discovered, but as a matter for
negotiation and interpretation. Finally, I want to see a discipline that does not hide
behind the mask of value-neutrality and empiricism (Smith 2004, 514).

Smith’s indictment of the way international relations had been written up to 9/11 only
verified what he and other scholars were saying since the fall of the Soviet Union in
1991- that it was time to progress from international politics as conceived by realists to a
more global understanding which addresses the needs and concerns of humanity.



the discipline has helped to sing into existence the world of September 11, 2001
by focusing on specific, and partial, notions of violence and inequality; by taking
its referent object to be the state rather than the individual; and by subsuming
difference and identity into sameness. Above all, this has been done in the name
of legitimate social science, very narrowly defined (Smith 2004, 513-514).

This transition from the rigidly international to the more humanity-focused global has
been taking place long enough for the field to take stock of just how far it has come.
Smith’s contention is that by opening the borders of the field, a far greater appreciation of
the world’s complexities and how they affect real people can be achieved. Has this
actually happened?

Yes. It can be argued that the study of global politics has begun to illuminate areas that
were previously misunderstood or totally ignored. Some critical approaches have offered
enormous insight into the social and economic causes of particular outcomes at the global
level and the human experiences of various events have been of particular interest.” The
vision of plurality and globalism articulated by Smith can, in fact, be seen as emerging.
Like many others who spent their lives examining politics above the state level, Smith
saw a need for greater complexity and that is exactly what the field has seen.

Such evolution has also begun to influence the way security is studied in modern IR.
Realist notions of security were mostly limited to examining the causes of conflict
between states and the impact of the anarchic international system (Morgenthau 2006).
Dynamics of interstate conflict and cooperation were of utmost interest and, in many
ways, these variables were studied exhaustively. The realist preoccupation with interstate
conflict has typically been coupled by studies which look beyond state-based security
with an eye toward how to understand the human security issues of the world. These
humanity-centred studies of global security have intensified with the growth in the
critical theory agenda. Notions like environmental security, the insecurity of poverty and
economic plight, humanitarian atrocity and other concerns dominate the literature of
human insecurity and why such problems exist in the first place.* The interests of
humanity are being considered and debated to a previously unforeseen level (MacLean,
Black and Shaw 2006). This has been the vast contribution of the critical study of global
politics.

Z It is noted here that not call critical approaches to IR are concerned with the global. Some prefer to
examine sub-national forces entirely, but human experiences remain at the core of the critical agenda.

® On environmental security, see John Vogler and Mark Imber (eds.), The Environment and International
Relations (London: Routledge, 1996), Lorraine Elliot, The Global Politics of the Environment (London:
Macmillan, 1998), and Robyn Eckersley, The Green State: Rethinking Democracy and Sovereignty
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 2004); on the insecurity of poverty, see Mark Duffield, Global Governance and
the New Wars (London: Zed Books, 2001), Caroline Thomas, Global Governance, Development and
Human Security (London: Pluto Press, 2000) and Lael Brainard and Derek Chollet (eds.), Too Poor for
Peace? Global Poverty, Conflict and Security in the 21% Century (Washington: Brookings Institution
Press, 2007); and on humanitarian atrocity, see Lloyd Axworthy, Navigating a New World (Toronto: Alfred
A. Knopf Canada, 2003), Henry Steiner, Philip Alston and Ryan Goodman, International Human Rights in
Context (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007) and Jennifer Welsh(ed.), Humanitarian Intervention in
International Relations Theory (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).



In spite of such successes for the critical and global agenda, there is a cause for pause.
One area that has come under heavy criticism from a variety of sources is the existence,
character and theoretical assumptions of the realist international system.® One of the
primary postulates of realist theory is the existence of an international system; a system
where states are seen as the primary actors in international politics. With the rise and
recent proliferation of human-centric approaches to international relations, one must
question the continued relevance of the realist conception of the international system.

While there may be close to seven billion people on the planet earth, it is necessary to
wonder just how responsible individuals are for the daily outcomes of politics above the
domestic level. Some variants of realism, especially the structural version, have
dismissed the notion that humans have a major impact on the dynamics of interstate
behaviour in the international system (Waltz 1979, 93-97). Since the end of the Cold
War, however, international relations discourse has made a concentrated effort at
examining the role of people on the ground in various conflicts and has begun to
influence policy-makers in an effort to secure those most vulnerable populations (Reus-
Smit and Snidal 2008, 3-37). Itis in the context of deciphering the extent to which either
states or humans represent a unit of international relations analysis that this project seeks
to make a contribution.

Would reforming existing institutions and refining the roles or duties of states truly
achieve the goals of human security or are there larger obstacles hindering the
recognition and protection of human interests worldwide?

In order to approach concerns about human security, it is believed that one cannot view
the global realm in any narrow or singular sense. Following the logic of Christian Reus-
Smit and Duncan Snidal, IR is meant to be a practical discourse: “Without idealism,
realism is sterile, devoid of purpose; without realism, idealism is naive, devoid of
understanding of the world in which one seeks to act” (Reus-Smit and Snidal 2008, 7).
Embracing the plurality of international relations literature may aid in the quest of
scholars, policy-makers and global citizens alike to find a novel way of thinking about
international politics, which is able to incorporate both realist and critical values. As
Robert Jackson claims:

the world is a multifarious and changeable place which can only be captured
adequately by a pluralistic approach. By pluralistic I mean a recognition that
social and political life discloses divergent and even contradictory ideas and
discourses which must be accommodated by our theories if they are to remain
faithful to reality...In international political theory there can be no sovereign
paradigm or discourse (Jackson 1992, 281).

* For more on systemic critique in realist thought, see Richard Ashley, “The Poverty of Neorealism,”
Neorealism and its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), 255-300 and Alexander Wendt,
“Anarchy is What States Make of It: the Social Construction of Power Politics,” International Organization
46 (1992), 391-425.



The model of international theory used for this work is derived from four primary sources
— E.H. Carr, Martin Wight, Kenneth Waltz and Robert Jackson. Carr’s work on
balancing the competing claims of realism and utopianism between World War | and
World War 1l is by far the best work of international theory to date. Carr, even before the
outbreak of the Second World War, recognized the danger inherent in trying to espouse
an understanding of international politics that used only one theoretical lens. Wight,
building in some sense on Carr’s warnings, articulated a version of international theory
that sought to build a middle-ground between pessimism and utopianism. His version of
international theory is defined in this way: “International theory is the corresponding
tradition of enquiry about relations between states, the problems of obligations that arise
in the absence as distinct from the presence of government, the nature of the community
of which states are members, and the principles of foreign policy. In other words
international theory is the political philosophy of international relations” (Wight 1991, 1).
While Kenneth Waltz is perhaps best known for his promotion of strictly positivist
methods of international theory, his work on empirical verification and theoretical
evaluation are of particular interest in exploring how international theory is to be
constructed. More recently, Robert Jackson’s work on how humans affect a world of
states serves to highlight the tensions between realism and humanity in the modern era.

Building on the foundations set out by Carr, Wight, Waltz and Jackson, this study is
especially interested in the continued relevance of the international system and the nature
of interstate cooperation since the end of the Cold War. In order to examine the conduct
of states in their contemporary society and how variables from both the overarching
international system and domestic-level concerns of humanity affect such behaviour, this
study attempts to establish a novel theoretical framework that provides the reader with
the necessary tools to comprehend the modern society of states, the stability it provides
and potential threats to that constancy. After establishing a theoretical framework, two
issues, namely the role of institutions and the debate over humanitarian intervention, are
explored to test the validity of the postulates presented in earlier chapters.

What is first necessary is to describe how the international system has been traditionally
understood in international theory and why its relevance has declined since the end of the
Cold War. Chapter 1 takes the reader through international theory literature in order to
comprehend the realist emphasis on the international system and the reactions to such a
concern by other theoretical lenses. Chapter 2 describes how international relations can
be studied at various levels by utilizing the English School of international theory, and
the consequences associated with using such a theoretical approach. Chapter 3 relates
systemic thinking to the historical evolution of international society and how this may
provide a more accurate model of recognizing alterations in interstate behaviour. After a
clearer framework for explaining how one society of states differs from another, chapter
4 presents an in-depth discussion of modern international society and its unique
composition. Chapter 5 builds on chapter 4’s discussion of the contemporary society of
states and offers a way of maintaining the international system as an essential component
of international theory, but moves away from the realist treatment of the state as a
monolithic concept.



The theoretical agenda presented in chapters 2, 3, 4 and 5 is premised upon finding a
theoretical middle-ground between realism and idealism, much like the one envisioned by
Carr, Wight and Jackson. To assess the validity of this framework, chapters 6 and 7
focus their attention on two of the most important considerations in international society
literature today, being the role of institutions and the debate over humanitarian
intervention. Chapter 6 surveys the role of the United Nations in the contemporary
society of states and why desires for its reform may not be the ideal avenue for
maximizing the organization’s utility while chapter 7 is dedicated to the human security
agenda, specifically the need for a more pragmatic approach to doctrines like the
Responsibility to Protect (R2P). Finally, chapter 8 summarizes why international theory
must maintain at least some of its systemic and statist concerns and examines the costs of
sacrificing such considerations.

Ultimately, it is hoped that reading this work provokes at least one essential question as
international relations moves forward: can a single theoretical lens provide a full, or
effective, account of this complex world and the issues facing both states and humanity?



Chapter 1: International Theory and the Decline of Structural Realism

The story of how the international system has evolved from the bipolar configuration of
the Cold War period to the altered post-Cold War international political environment has
been told a number of times, in a variety of ways, and by scholars of various theoretical
allegiances. IR theorists have concentrated an enormous amount of attention on trying to
determine the causes for the collapse of the Soviet Union and the global shifts that took
place soon thereafter. While theorists approach the global political situation from
different ontological and epistemological viewpoints, one thing is clear — the world has
changed since 1991 and this new age of international relations can be characterized by its
complexity, as opposed to the supposedly simple and predictable character of bipolarity
which existed during the Cold War.

In trying to determine how the geopolitical environment has changed and which theory,
or set of theories, best explains current conditions, it must be noted that it is impossible to
use one approach to IR to understand every aspect of global politics. The history of IR is
not a commonly accepted set of facts and dates, as a number of scholars fundamentally
disagree with the way IR history is often presented. Theorists from different
backgrounds and loyalties describe the evolution of IR as a professional field of study
very differently, and their views of this historical evolution have been important in
comprehending why the field is so fractured at present (Holsti 1985). This being the
case, the various accounts of international events and outcomes throughout the Cold War
and the years leading to its end tells a story of realist domination, hard power concerns,
self-interested states and the constant fear of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD)
Keohane 1986b, 1-26).

While alternative theoretical formulations to realism have existed since the inception of
IR as a legitimate field of scholarly study, their relevance and dominance were always
questioned throughout the Cold War because of the seemingly prophetic nature of the
realist bipolar system (Keohane 1986b, 9). Each time scholars from different theoretical
backgrounds would make a case for peace, human rights or economic interdependence, a
situation or conflict would occur that reminded scholars and policy-makers alike of the
self-interested and security maximizing nature of both superpowers. Since 1991 and the
collapse of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), many new theoretical
approaches have emerged, while the relevance of traditional theories have been brought
into question.

Making the case that the conduct or nature of international politics has been altered since
the fall of the Soviet Union requires an examination of how IR got to this point from a
meta-theoretical perspective. By tracing the evolution of international theory,
particularly the varying viewpoints on the importance of the international system, it will
be shown that IR was once a field dictated and influenced heavily by realist ideas of
international affairs and where the importance of systemic concerns were considered to
be of greater significance than they are currently. The realist paradigm in IR set the tone
for how the Cold War was primarily understood, and this paradigm has been responsible
for provoking reactions from different areas of the political spectrum, many of which



seek to dismantle the realist research programme and its reluctance to focus on variables
outside of, or below, the international system (Keohane 1986¢, 158-203). To first
understand the way modern IR is written, the problem-solving versus critical debate will
be explored. This debate rests at the core of the field and influences how various theories
aim to explain and understand the role of states in modern international politics and the
character of the international system.*

By examining the divide between those theories classified as either problem-solving or
critical, it becomes evident that debates over the existence, structure and importance of
the international system in contemporary international theory is focused mainly on the
account of systemic theory articulated by structural or neo realists. In order to
demonstrate the declining relevance of structural realist theory since the end of the Cold
War, this chapter will examine how the traditional rational choice assumptions inherent
in structural realist theory may no longer be completely applicable to modern
international politics, if they were ever truly pertinent at all. Instead, the rational
assumptions of states may be better explained by a different rational choice model that
accounts for elements of historical learning of actors and long-term rational calculations,
namely theory of moves (Brams 1994). In assessing the rational decisions of states in the
international system, and how these choices impact systemic transitions, the plausibility
of theory of moves will be investigated to evaluate whether it is a more plausible
representation of explaining the rational calculations of states in the international system.

1.1 The Meta-theoretical Evolution of Contemporary IR

International theory is by no means a new area of study. In fact, many scholars who
examine the history of international thought can find discussions of foreign relations in
texts ranging from Thucydides’ reflections on the Peloponnesian War, through Aquinas’
thoughts on just war, in Grotius’ ideas on international law and Kant’s writings on
perpetual peace.” While international theories find their grounding in classical texts, the
field of scholarly study known as IR, and the theoretical lenses created to explain this
field, did not come about until the early twentieth century (Cox 2007).

Recently there has been plenty of debate about the history of international thought and
the growth of IR. The various historical accounts of IR tend to differ on how the field
has unfolded since its creation, but there is typically some common ground in terms of
the early perspectives, being realist and idealist, and these first efforts to examine
international politics often focused on interstate dynamics of cooperation and conflict
(Dunne, Cox and Booth 1998b, xiv). Early realist articulations of these dynamics
emphasized the centrality of states, state self-interest, lusts for power, the protection of
Westphalian state sovereignty, the offensive military capabilities of states and the

LIt is noted here that there is a debate regarding the role and character of the international system that is
independent of the problem-solving/critical divide. See Jack Dougherty and Robert Pfaltzgraff,
Contending Theories of International Relations (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1971).

2 For more on the foundations of international thought, see David Boucher, Political Theories of
International Relations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998) and Phil Williams, Donald Goldstein and
Jay Schafritz(eds.), Classic Readings of International Relations (Belmont: Wadsworth, 1994).



condition of anarchy internationally among other things.> It was not long after these
early realist discussions that various reactions, rebuttals and other new theories came to
the forefront of the study.4 No matter which version of foundational IR history is told,
though, it is difficult to deny the rapid growth of realist theory and interstate concerns
after the end of World War 1.

A major point of contention as well within IR has been the level at which to focus one’s
theoretical analysis. Realist theories generally tend to present an idea of an international
system that is defined by its anarchic structure. According to Robert Art and Robert
Jervis, when using realist theories to explain international politics, one must focus on the
behaviour of states in an anarchic environment, where no authority exists above the
domestic level. “States can make commitments and treaties, but no sovereign power
ensures compliance and punished deviation. This — the absence of a supreme power — is
what is meant by the anarchic environment of international politics” (Art and Jervis 2007,
2). The centrality of states and the lack of a governing power above states are at the core
of realist theories.

What is meant by the term international system? As noted by Art and Jervis, the system
of states is an environment where states interact without the existence of an overarching
authority to compel them towards certain kinds of ethical or morally righteous behaviour.
This is why the character of the system is described as anarchic. According to Kenneth
Waltz, one of the most prominent realist scholars of the modern era, the anarchic nature
of the international system is the defining characteristic which explains interstate
behaviour at the international level. In describing what anarchy means for the
international system, Waltz argues:

In anarchy there is no automatic harmony...A state will use force to attain its goals
if, after assessing the prospects for success, it values those goals more than it
values the pleasures of peace. Because each state is the final judge of its own
cause, any state may at any time use force to implement its policies. Because any
state may at any time use force, all states must constantly be ready either to
counter force with force or to pay the cost of weakness. The requirements of state
action are, in this view, imposed by the circumstances in which all states exist
(Waltz 1959, 160).

® For foundational realist ideas in IR, see Charles Beard, “Neglected Aspects of Political Science,” The
American Political Science Review 42:2 (April, 1948), 211-222, Walter Lipmann, “US Foreign Policy,”
Pacific Affairs 17:2 (June, 1944), 251-252, Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 2006) and Arnold Wolfers, “The Pole of Power and the Pole of Indifference,” World Politics
4:1 (Oct., 1951), 39-63).

* Examples of these new approaches include liberal, Marxist, Frankfurt school, feminist, postcolonialist,
poststructuralist, world systems, dependency theory, neo-Marxism, liberal internationalism, green theory
and many others. For a detailed account of international theory and its proliferation, see Tim Dunne, Milja
Kurki and Steve Smith (eds.), International Relations Theories: Discipline and Diversity (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007).

> Note that scholars have recently begun to question the strength of both idealism and realism in early
international theory. For instance, see Ken Booth, “75 Years On: Rewriting the Subject’s Past —
Reinventing its Future,” International Theory: Positivism and Beyond (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), 328-339.
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Within the realist school of thought, only one variant centres exclusively on the existence
of, and state behaviour in, the international system, namely structural realism, which will
be described in greater detail below.® The structural variant of realism differs from its
classical counterpart because of its preference for systemic theorizing, as compared to the
classical emphasis on how philosophical traditions of human nature and desire for power
condition states. John Mearsheimer effectively summarizes the structural realist thesis by
providing five bedrock assumptions:

The first assumption is that the international system is anarchic...The second
assumption is that great powers inherently possess some offensive military
capability, which gives them the wherewithal to hurt and possibly destroy each
other...The third assumption is that states can never be certain about other states’
intentions...The fourth assumption is that survival is the primary goal of great
powers...The fifth assumption is that great powers are rational actors
(Mearsheimer 2001, 30-31).

From these basic assumptions, Mearsheimer claims that three broad patterns of interstate
behaviour can be deduced: “fear, self-help, and power maximization” (Mearsheimer
2001, 32). Structural realism’s exclusive discussion of the international system as the
realm in which interstate behaviour is best explained has become of serious interest for
international theorists of varying ideological allegiances.’

While realist theories are not alone in their recognition of an international system, other
theories, most notably liberal theories and neo-Marxist theories, have a different
understanding of how important the international system is and its effect on states.
Rather than narrowing the analysis of international politics to the systemic level, these
other theories focus on specific variables, actors or ideas within states or which affect
state action.® Distinguishing between the different approaches and goals of international
theories and the reasoning behind such differences can be explained by differentiating
between problem-solving and critical theories.

To help understand the different goals and methods of various international theories,
scholars have offered categories in which to classify theories. One scheme of theory
classification is referred to as the inter-paradigm debate.” This approach divides the
major theoretical divisions throughout the history of IR into debates. According to Ole
Weever, the inter-paradigm model, however, is far too confusing and inaccurate to be

® For the seminal work in structural realist theory, see Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979).

" For the purposes of this project, it is the neorealist conception of the system of states, adhering to the
assumptions articulated by Mearsheimer that will be used as the international system referred to henceforth.
® It is noted here that various realist theories differ in their levels of analysis.

® For more on this, see Michael Banks, “The Inter-Paradigm Debate,” International Relations: A Handbook
of Current Theory (London: Pinter, 1985), 7-26, A.J.R. Groom, “Paradigms in Conflict: The Strategist, the
Conflict Researcher and the Peace Researcher,” Review of International Studies 14:2 (1988), 97-115, and
Kalevi Holsti, The Dividing Discipline — Hegemony and Diversity in International Theory (Boston: Allen
& Unwin, 1985).
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useful in the current context of theoretical plurality in IR scholarship. Waeever notes:
“The story about an inter-paradigm debate does not give a grip on the ongoing
controversies in the discipline. The debate has moved on; self-referential story-telling in
the discipline ought to move with it” (Weever 1996, 149) Rather than engaging in the
futile effort to comprehend almost a century of debates, there is a far more useful, simple
and accurate classification model provided in the work of Robert Cox. Cox’s approach,
which divides theories into two broad classifications, namely problem-solving and
critical is beneficial due to its ability to easily separate the goals of each project while not
delegitimizing their ontological assumptions (Cox 1996¢, 85-123).

Problem-solving theories tend to accept the world in its existing order and work to
address situations within that fixed order. Cox argues: “It takes the world as it finds it,
with the prevailing social and power relationships and the institutions into which they are
organized, as the given framework for action. The general aim of problem solving is to
make these relationships and institutions work smoothly by dealing effectively with
particular sources of trouble” (Cox 1996c, 88). Therefore, problem-solving theories
typically do not seek to alter the world as it is.

Cox’s second category is called critical theory. This side of the field seeks to understand
the complex variety of features within global politics and also, to put a human, moral face
on world events (Jackson 1996, 215). According to Cox:

Critical theory is theory of history in the sense of being concerned not just with
the past but with a continuing process of historical change. Problem-solving
theory is nonhistorical or ahistorical, since it, in effect, posits a continuing present
(the permanence of the institutions and power relations which constitute its
parameters). The strength of one is the weakness of the other. Because it deals
with a changing reality, critical theory must continually adjust its concepts to the
changing object it seeks to understand and explain. These concepts and the
accompanying methods of enquiry seem to lack the precision that can be achieved
by problem-solving theory, which posits a fixed order as its point of reference.
This relative strength of problem-solving theory, however, rests upon a false
premise, since the social and political order is not fixed but is changing (Cox
1996¢, 89).

Cox is concerned with the need to understand how prevailing understandings of world
order are constructed and the ability to critique those assumptions; theory, for Cox,
cannot be divorced from a particular standpoint in time and space. Based on their
fundamental divergences over interpretations of objectivity, science, empiricism, history
and agency, it becomes evident why Cox’s problem-solving and critical distinctions
become valuable tools in comprehending how the field is studied.

1% This does not delegitimize other efforts to classify theoretical trends in the field, like Holsti’s comments
on the various debates within IR. The simplicity and clarity provided by Cox allow for a quick reference
point and aptly accounts for the distinctions between the goals, variables and units of analysis which tend to
differ between problem-solving and critical theories. Furthermore, not all non-positivist theories are
considered critical in nature.
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Of course, there is debate as to whether or not problem-solving theory provides any value
in political science anymore (Brown, Cote, Jones and Miller 2000). There are
contemporary critical theory scholars who argue in favour of an approach to international
relations which is not limited by the sometimes narrow commitments of problem-solving
theory. Jim George and David Campbell describe the nature of their dissent with
problem-solving theories:

These broad patterns of dissent come together around the issue of praxis, the
question of theoretical analysis and the global life in which poverty,
militarization, and oppression are the norm. It is a dissatisfaction with the way
that traditional approaches to International Relations (including Marxist
orthodoxy) have confronted this issue that has provided the impetus for the
dissent of the present. In the wake of (among other developments) the Vietnam
War, the restructuring of the world economy, the rise of religious
fundamentalism, the continuing struggle for survival of the great majority of the
world’s peoples, and the new dangers and opportunities of the superpower
relationship, critically inclined scholars have looked with dismay at orthodox
responses that invoke and replicate the caricatured debates and theoretical
understanding of the past (George and Campbell 1990, 288).

The aims of critical theories are certainly noble and provide added value to the study of
IR. To study what John Mearsheimer describes as the human condition by understanding
how ideas shape practice, critical theory serves to better the lives of individuals
throughout the world and aims for peace (Mearsheimer 1994/1995, 37-38). One must
still question, however, whether problem-solving approaches, including those that
emphasize an anarchic international system of states like realism, are completely outdated
and irrelevant in modern international theory.

Though problem-solving theories can be accused of being narrowly conceived in some
sense, there is still value in their use of explaining international relations. Robert Cox
makes note of why problem-solving approaches should not be entirely dismissed: “The
strength of the problem-solving approach lies in its ability to fix limits or parameters to a
problem area and to reduce the statement of a particular problem to a limited number of
variables which are amenable to a relatively close and precise examination” (Cox 1996c,
88). Critical theorists may disagree with the fact that problem-solving theories accept a
given world order, but this does not entirely negate their explanatory power within that
order. Georg Sorensen notes that problem-solving theories do contain a preference for a
fixed world order, “but that does not mean that it is without merit in analysing particular
aspects of international relations from a particular point of view” (Sorensen 1998, 88).

In order to appreciate more fully the way the international system is presented in the
international theory literature, it may be of value to examine how some of the major
schools of thought in IR present the issue. Due to constraints of space, this analysis will
not be complete in terms of examining how every theory of international relations
addresses the usefulness of thinking about the international system, but it is hoped that a
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better understanding of why some theories resist upholding the realist conception of the
system, especially the structural realist version presented in the works of scholars like
Kenneth Waltz and John Mearsheimer, can be achieved. To do so, the notion of an
international system will be explored by looking at classical realist, classical liberal and
neo-Marxist theories.

1.2 Tracing the System in IR Theory
1.21 Classical Realism

Realist explanations of international politics remain among the most predominant
theories in IR to this day, but are constantly being refuted from all sides of the theoretical
spectrum (Finnemore 1996, 1). In 1939, E.H. Carr described an environment of
international politics that was anarchic and competitive, and he spent considerable effort
in warning against the pitfalls of utopian thought in international policy-making. His
major work, The Twenty Years’ Crisis (1939), tells a story of international amorality in
the vein of Machiavelli and Hobbes, a lack of common interests among states and the
dismal probability for interstate cooperation. Carr argues: “In the international order, the
role of power is greater and that of morality less...When self-sacrifice is attributed to a
state, the chances are greater that this alleged self-sacrifice will turn out on inspection to
be a forced submission to a stronger power” (Carr 2001, 151). This work set the stage for
a series of early realists, like Arnold Wolfers and Walter Lipmann, to build a foundation
for realism in IR theory.

Of course, many of Carr’s predictions and warnings came to the forefront of international
study when World War Il broke out in September of 1939. Some of the problems that
early realists saw in the Treaty of Versailles, such as the treatment of lesser powers and
state self-interest during the negotiations at the Paris Peace Conference, only added to the
growing popularity of realist theory. In the wake of the Second World War, Hans
Morgenthau published his famous classical realist manifesto, Politics Among Nations
(1948). This book, combined with those which came before, told a very specific version
of international political history and articulated similar prospects for future relations as
described by Carr — first, that states are the primary actors in an anarchic international
system; second, that self-interest is the motivating principle for state action; third, that the
trends of self-interest and quest for power are historically universal and have always been
the motivations for human action; and finally, that states only cooperate with one another
if it is within their interests to do so, as they have no social nature. This point is
emphasized by Morgenthau when he asserts: “The essence of international politics is
identical with its domestic counterpart. Both domestic and international politics are a
struggle for power, modified only by the different conditions under which this struggle
takes place in the domestic and in the international spheres” (Morgenthau 2006, 37).

Though classical realist theory differs from structural realism in its articulation of how
the international system is to be understood, they both highlight the lack of authority in
the international realm above the state level, the centrality of the state in international
politics, and the self-interested nature of state behaviour (Wohlforth 2008, 135). For its
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version of the international system, classical realism looks to two primary sources: one
are philosophical texts that describe humans as naturally self-interested and also to those
thinkers that theorize about man’s actions or motives in the state of nature!; the second is
human history, which classical realists believe tells a story of perpetual self-interest
tracing back to Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War.** Morgenthau argues
that:

the world, imperfect as it is from the rational point of view, is the result of forces
inherent in human nature. To improve the world one must work with those
forces, not against them. This being inherently a world of opposing interests and
of conflict among them, moral principles can never be fully realized but must at
best be approximated through the ever temporary balancing of interests and the
ever precarious settlement of conflicts. This school, then, sees in a system of
checks and balances a universal principle for all pluralist societies. It appeals to
historical precedent rather than to abstract principles and aims at the realization of
the lesser evil rather than of the absolute good (Morgenthau 2006, 3).

Classical realism, then, sees the international system as a realm in which states attempt to
maximize their power, and where there are no universal moral principles to guide state
action.

1.22 Classical Liberalism

Classical liberals prefer to look within the state to explain how and why states act, and
some argue in favour of a Kantian notion of individual preferences seeking peaceful
coexistence.®® Some of these liberal authors, like James Rosenau, J. David Singer,
Robert Keohane, Joseph Nye and Robert Putnam, articulate a version of international
politics which see states as becoming increasingly more interdependent or linked, and see
state interests as being shaped from within.** Diana Panke and Thomas Risse argue: “All
classical liberal theories of International Relations rest on the core assumption that
domestic actors or structures strongly influence the foreign-policy identities and interests
of states as well as their actual behaviour in international relations” (Panke and Risse
2007, 90). Like classical realism, classical liberal international theory looks to both
philosophy and history as its foundation, but the interpretations of liberals differ greatly
from their realist counterparts. Where classical realists look to philosophical sources like
Machiavelli, Hobbes or Rousseau to demonstrate the self-interested nature of humanity,
liberals use thinkers like Kant, Smith and Mill to demonstrate the inherent good within

! For instance, see the works of Thomas Hobbes and Jean-Jacques Rousseau.

12 For instance see the works of Thucydides and Niccolo Machiavelli.

B It is noted here that Kant was not the only thinker to present such ideas, but his work has become
synonymous with international liberal theory.

14 See for instance James Rosenau, Domestic Sources of Foreign Policy ( New York: Free Press, 1967), J.
David Singer, Human Behavior and International Politics (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965), Robert
Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games,” International Organization
42 (Summer 1988), 427-460, and Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Power and Interdependence: World
Politics in Transition (Boston: Little, Brown, 1977).
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humanity and the value of interdependence (Friedman 1999, 39-76). According to
Andrew Moravcsik, liberal international theory has three core assumptions:

Assumption 1: The Nature of Societal Actors: Globalization generates differential
demands from societal individuals and groups with regard to international affairs.
Liberal international relations theory rests on a bottom-up or pluralist view of
politics

Assumption 2: The Nature of the State: States represent the demands of a subset
of domestic individuals and social groups, on the basis of whose interests they
define state preferences and act instrumentally to manage globalization. For the
purpose of analyzing international politics, an essential characteristic of the state
is its set of underlying preferences: the rank ordering among potential substantive
outcomes or states of the world that might result from international political
interaction.

Assumption 3: The Nature of the International System: The pattern of
interdependence among state preferences shapes state behaviour. The critical
theoretical link between state preferences, on the one hand, and state behaviour,
on the other, is the concept of policy interdependence. Policy interdependence
refers to the distribution and interaction of preferences (Moravcsik 2008, 236-
240).

The interdependence of preferences, described by Moravcsik, indicates that in order to
comprehend the events in the international system, one must look within the state, rather
than to the anarchic condition alone. Liberals do recognize the importance of the state as
a major actor in international politics, but rather than acting in a consistently self-
interested manner as realists might argue, states in the liberal vision instead retain the
option to cooperate.

Cooperation for states is seen as being in their best interests, according to classical liberal
theory. By binding their fates and increasing their levels of interdependence, states can
stem the tide of the anarchic international system and share both economic and
ideological gains. The cooperation of states with similar domestic preferences is at the
core of the Democratic Peace Theory.”® According to Michael Doyle:

Even though liberal states have become involved in numerous wars with
nonliberal states, constitutionally secure liberal states have yet to engage in war
with one another. No one should argue that such wars are impossible; but
preliminary evidence does appear to indicate that there exists a significant
predisposition against warfare between liberal states. Indeed, threats of war also
have been regarded as illegitimate. A liberal zone of peace, a pacific union, has

1> For more on the Democratic Peace Theory see Michael Doyle, “Kant, Liberal Legacies and Foreign
Affairs,” pts. 1 and 2, Philosophy and Public Affairs 12:3 (1983), 205-235 and 12:4 (1983), 323-354 and
Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993).
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been maintained and has expanded despite numerous particular conflicts of
economic and strategic interest (Doyle 1983, 213).

Realist theories argue in favour of an international system which is conditioned by the
anarchic character of the system, and because of this anarchy, states are seen as reluctant
to cooperate, and distrustful. Classical liberals accept the condition of anarchy, but see
the domestic preferences of individual states as the level at which to focus their
theoretical analysis.

1.23 Neo-Marxism

While realist and liberal notions of IR are primarily concerned with questions of
interstate security and cooperation, the critical reaction to both realist and liberal accounts
shifts the debate away from an acceptance of a fixed international system. One of the
primary concerns for critical theories of international relations, especially those in the
neo-Marxist tradition, is the prospect for change.’® Instead of a version of international
politics grounded in universal understandings of human nature that humanity cannot
escape, Robert Cox looks to the social forces of production as the primary area of
analysis, which he bases on a historical materialist version of history drawn from Marxist
dialectical theory (Cox 1996b, 19-38). By examining international affairs through a
historical materialist lens, Cox argues that conflict internationally is not simply a
consequence of competing states in a continuing structure. Cox claims: “Historical
materialism sees in conflict the process of a continual remaking of human nature and the
creation of new patterns of social relations which change the rules of the game and out of
which — if historical materialism remains true to its own logic and method — new forms of
conflict may be expected ultimately to arise” (Cox 1996c¢, 95).

Using a historical materialist understanding of history, Cox then sees enormous prospect
for change internationally if counter-hegemonic forces are able to rival the capitalist
powers that be. Cox claims that “a significant structural change in world order is,
accordingly, likely to be traceable to some fundamental change in social relations and in
the national political orders which correspond to national structures of social
relations...We must shift the problem of changing world order back from international
institutions to national societies” (Cox 1996d, 140). Though Cox makes arguments about
an unfixed international system, and the prospects for change within world order, he does
not completely dismiss the state as a legitimate unit of analysis in international politics.
Building on Gramsci’s theory of the state, Cox concludes that any comprehension of the
state must incorporate a wide array of social, economic and political factors in order for it
to have explanatory power. “However, the state, which remains the primary focus of
social struggle and the basic entity of international relations, is the enlarged state which
includes its own social basis. This view sets aside a narrow or superficial view of the
state which reduces it, for instance, to the foreign-policy bureaucracy or the state’s
military capabilities” (Cox 1996d, 134). Neo-Marxist international theory shifts the

1% For a detailed discussion of Cox’s legacy regarding change in critical theory, see Stephen Gill and James
Mittelman (eds.), Innovation and Transformation in International Studies (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997).
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debate regarding the interstate system away from realist and liberal notions, and Cox’s
contentions about change in world order and different historical understandings became a
common trait in many critical projects as well."’

1.24 Structural realism

In an effort to refine the original realist postulates articulated by scholars like
Morgenthau, Kenneth Waltz sought to promote a different understanding of the
international system which was not contingent upon philosophical debates over human
nature. In his 1979 Theory of International Politics, Waltz uses a combination of
political, economic and mathematical theory to create a system of international politics
that differs greatly from that conceived of by classical realists, liberals and critical
scholars alike. Waltz argues in this work that states are the primary actors in the system,
that the system is defined by economic and mathematical game theory rules based on
anarchy, and that any effort to discuss domestic, economic or individual features of the
world are reductionist in nature, meaning they provide no useful insight into how or why
states act. He claims that “reductionist theories explain international outcomes through
elements and combinations of elements located at national or subnational levels. That
internal forces produce external outcomes is the claim of such theories” (Waltz 1979, 60).
Waltz’s disagreement with reductionism and preference for systems-level theory in the
economics tradition virtually discounts all theories which focus their analysis on anything
but the systemic level.

Waltz’s presentation of structural realism has led to a variety of responses from all sides
of the international theoretical spectrum. One of the major sources of criticism against
the structural realist conception of the international system has been its preferred method
of examination, which borrows from scientific and rational-choice traditions. Wever
describes the reason for such fear toward Waltz’s work, as he argues: “The really new
thing about structural realism is its concept of science. General speculation and reflection
is no longer sufficient, realism has to express itself in the form of theory, of a system of
clearly specified sentences...In this sense the shift from realism to structural realism can
be seen as a delayed and displaced victory for the scientific side of the second debate”
(Weever 1996, 162). It was this perceived victory for scientific approaches to IR that
spurred such strong and intense reactions from across the theoretical spectrum.

1.25 Reactions to Waltz’s Structural Realism

Since the end of the Cold War, a sense of idealism, combined with the inability of
structural realist theories to predict the end of the Cold War, has led to the explosion of
theoretical projects which seek to shift debates within IR away from the structural realist
emphasis on the systemic-level of analysis. When examining this trend, some authors are

" For instance, Frankfurt scholars seek to emancipate humanity from a Capitalist dominated system, post
and neocolonial scholars see new forms of empire as representing new threats to humanity’s security and
seek to alter such trends, gender and identity discourses are being addressed by certain feminist and
poststructural thinkers who question fixed understandings of such concepts and green theorists see the
environment as an essential calculation which must be included in international security discourse.
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very much in favour of the diverse and pluralistic nature of the field that has since
emerged. The critical agenda within IR has done much of what Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki
and Steve Smith see as being positive. They claim: “We think more is better, and that
theoretical pluralism not only enables old issues to be addressed in new ways, but also
opens up new agendas which speak more directly to changing threats and potentialities”
(Dunne, Kurki and Smith 2007b, vi). The critical side of IR grew based on two primary
factors: the first is the failure of structural realism to predict détente and end of the Cold
War and the second is the rise of critical theories in other subfields of political science.

As theories which challenged systems theory’s ontological, epistemological and
methodological perspectives began to pervade the other subfields within political science,
IR was also affected.”® Though structural realism was not solely responsible for the
expansion of the critical theory agenda, reactions to its rational choice assumptions and
exclusive focus on states at the systemic level certainly provided added motivation for
scholars like Robert Cox and Richard Ashley to articulate other understandings of world
order and history. As critical theories and many problem-solving theories, most notably
classical realism, have enlarged their scope in the wake of the Cold War, the structural
realist conception of the international system has been heavily criticized and
delegitimized.”® While structural realism was able to account successfully for a set of
interstate variables throughout the Cold War, such as the balance of power, arms racing
behaviour, rational decision-making and the desire for security maximization, these were
admittedly narrow in scope.

At the heart of the debate over structural realism’s value in the post-Cold War era is its
acceptance of rational choice theory as a means of explaining the foreign policy decisions
of states. Cox notes this essential component of structural realist theory: “For structural
realism, this rationality is the one appropriate response to a postulated anarchic state
system. Morality is effective only to the extent that it is enforced by physical power”
(Cox 1996¢, 92). Supporting traditional approaches to game theory has been heavily
criticized in recent years and can be seen as the primary weakness of structural realism
since the fall of the bipolar international system.? Is a theory that incorporates rational
choice elements completely irrelevant in post-Cold War international theory or is there
still value in such an approach?

'8 For more on the growth and criticisms of systems theory in political science, see David Easton, John G.
Gunnell and Luigi Graziano (eds.), The Development of Political Science: A Comparative Survey (London:
Routledge, 1991).

91t is important to note that these trends speak far more to the developments in international theory in
Canada and the UK since the end of the Cold War. While structural realism has declined in its prominence
in the United States, its assumptions continue to play a major role in American international relations.

0 For more on criticisms of game theory in IR, see Donald Green and lan Shapiro, Pathologies of Rational
Choice Theory: A Critique of Applications in Political Science (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995),
Michael Brown, Owen Cote Jr., Sean-Lynn Jones and Steven Miller (eds.), Rational Choice and Security
Studies: Stephen Walt and His Critics (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 2000), Steve Smith, Ken Booth and
Marysia Zalewski (eds.), International theory: positivism and beyond (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996) and Robert Keohane (ed.), Neorealism and its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press,
1986).
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While structural realism’s acceptance and use of traditional game theory may be brought
into question due to its ahistoricism and lack of attention to long-term thinking on the
part of actors, there may still be use in rational choice thinking. The character of the
international system has changed since the end of the Cold War, but one is left to wonder
whether describing states as rational actors is as outdated as international theory scholars
tend to proclaim (Green and Shapiro 1995b). The following section describes the
traditional conception of game theory and its application to structural realist theory.
Ultimately, it is argued that applying game theory to international politics is problematic,
but the assumption that states are rational utility maximizers in the anarchic international
system can still be useful if it is refined.

1.3 The Traditional Game of Structural Realism

Structural realists proved unable to foresee and account for the fall of the Soviet Union
and the transition from bipolarity to unipolarity, and thus other theories gained in
legitimacy based on their effort to distance IR from purely systemic and rational-choice
concerns. Also, with the end of a system-wide bipolar conflict, which many structural
realists saw as vital to maintaining a semblance of international order and stability, other
concerns, like human security, the environment, underdevelopment and identity politics
have been able to grow in relevance (Jackson and Sorensen 2007, 53). In this climate of
change, complexity and theoretical plurality, there is still a question as to whether
rational choice models that aim to explain outcomes at the systemic level are relevant or
useful. By examining the structural realist idea of interstate rationality and its application
to international politics, it is hoped a better comprehension of why traditional rational
choice models have decreased in explanatory power since the end of the Cold War will
be presented.

The security climate throughout the Cold War was seen by a variety of scholars,
especially structural realists, as a security dilemma. Security dilemmas are not a new
concept by any means, but the bipolar conflict between two superpowers in the
international system allowed for rational choice models of theorizing to provide useful
insight into interstate decision-making processes. In his 1950 article discussing anarchy
and its effects on international politics, John Herz defines the security dilemma:

Wherever such anarchic society has existed — and it has existed in most periods of
known history on some level — there has arisen what may be called the security
dilemma of men, or groups, or their leaders. Groups or individuals living in such
a constellation must be, and usually are, concerned about their security from being
attacked, subjected, dominated, or annihilated by other groups and individuals.
Striving to attain security from such attack, they are driven to acquire more and
more power in order to escape the impact of the power of others. This, in turn,
renders the others more insecure and compels them to prepare for the worst.
Since none can ever feel entirely secure in a world of competing units, power
competition ensues, and the vicious circle of security and power accumulation is
on (Herz 1950, 157).
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The specific dilemma which existed throughout the Cold War was focused chiefly on the
tense and unfriendly relationship between the US and the USSR.#* Following the end of
World War 11, these two superpowers began a fifty year standoff, primarily motivated by
ideological and strategic differences. Of course, these factors paled in comparison to the
main aspect which created the real dilemma, being the vertical proliferation of nuclear
weapons between the two largest powers in the world. From the time President Harry
Truman dropped the atomic bombs on Japan to end the Second World War, the Soviet
Union and the US were striving to win an arms race and supersede the military
capabilities of each other. In essence, the objective for both sides was not to simply
obtain more weapons, but to maximize their national security by winning the arms race;
to fall behind the opposing side in relative military gains was to lose the race, thus
providing the other power with the opportunity to strike first. Ironically, while both
powers were dedicated to winning the race, both had little or no intention of using their
enormous arsenals based on the knowledge that each side could totally annihilate the
other. This is how the idea of Mutual Assured Destruction and deterrence theory kept the
Cold War cold, and created the balance of power which is so central to structural realist
theory (Waltz 1979, 102-128). With the fall of the USSR, however, traditional rational
choice models of IR theory could not account for the events to follow.

Systems theorists in IR, like Waltz and Morton Kaplan, have described the relations
between the superpowers in a bipolar international system as a game, and defined it by
referring to economic or mathematical game theory. Game theory has been a part of
social sciences research since the 1950s based on its applicability in situations where
actors are forced to make strategic decisions. Its history can be traced to the 1920s, but
game theory did not hit mainstream research studies until mathematician John von
Neumann and economist Oskar Morgenstern published their seminal work, Theory of
Games and Economic Behaviour, in 1944.% This type of theory is based on assumptions
regarding rationality and logic, and seeks to explain the motivations and outcomes of two
or more actors when they are confronted with decision-making situations involving a
number of other actors who must also decide which strategy to play. Frank Zagare
claims: “Underlying the structure of game theory is the key assumption that players in a
game are rational (or utility maximizers). As game theorists use this term, rationality
simply means that a player in an interactive situation will act to bring about the most
preferred of the possible outcomes, given the constraint that other players are also acting
in the same way” (Zagare 1984, 7). Political science as a general field of study has
employed various types of game theoretic models in its different subfields to explore the
rationale behind decisions made in political outcomes like election behaviour, vote-
trading behaviour, coalition formation and, more importantly for the purposes of this
study, international decision-making.?

2L |t is noted here that the idea of a security dilemma has always existed, but this refers specifically to the
dilemma game described by Waltz and other rational choice theorists during the Cold War.

%2 |t is important to note that the application of game theory to international politics was not made until
after World War 1l had ended.

% For an excellent range of rational choice uses in political science, see the special edition of Critical
Review 9:1 & 2 (1995)
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It is important to note here that within IR discussions, a number of game theoretic models
have been presented and it is difficult to use one model to encompass every international
consideration. These models include two-person zero-sum games, two person non-zero
sum games, chicken and the game which has endured throughout the recent history of IR
is the model of mixed-motives games commonly known as the prisoner’s dilemma.

The reason for the enduring nature of the prisoner’s dilemma, which is a two person non-
zero sum game (2 x 2), is its application to theories of the state in the structural realist
school of IR theory. According to Steven Brams: “political philosophers at least since
Hobbes have used the anarchy of a stateless society to justify the need for an enforceable
social contract and the creation of government, by coercion, if necessary” (Brams 1975,
33). The condition of anarchy described by virtually all realists tells a story of non-
cooperation and constant distrust, building on Hobbes’ state of nature. The prisoner’s
dilemma is used by international game theorists to explain the security dilemma faced by
states in the structural realist conception of the international system because of the
constant desire for states to pursue security, power and self-interest. Thus, cooperation is
typically not seen by structural realists as the primary motivation for state interaction.

The prisoner’s dilemma is typically represented in the following manner:

Table 1-1:
Suspect 2
Do not confess Confess
Do not confess (—1,—-1) (—10,0)
Suspect 1 Confess (0,-10) (=5, —5)

The dilemma presented here is explained by Zagare:

Two suspects are taken into custody. The district attorney is convinced that they
are guilty of a certain crime but does not have enough evidence to convince a
jury. Consequently, he separates the suspects and tells each one that he has two
choices: to either confess or not confess to the crime. The suspects are told that if
both confess, neither will receive special consideration and will therefore receive
a jail sentence of five years. If neither confesses, both will probably be convicted
of some minor charge and have to spend one year in jail. But if one confesses and
the other does not, the suspect who confesses will be set free for cooperating with
the state while the suspect that does not will have the book thrown at him and
receive a ten-year sentence (Zagare 1984, 51).

The similarity to international politics, according to structural realists, is based on two
major factors; first, questions are raised both in this game and internationally about
whether actions are rationally calculated based on individual or collective interest, with
structural realists preferring the individual, or state, self-interest argument; and second,
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this example does not depict a one-time game in the international sphere, but rather, each
time a situation arises between states, this game replays itself and the world is doomed to
witness the self-interested and distrustful nature of states always choosing the irrational
outcome of noncooperation, though cooperation is clearly the optimal strategy for both
players because it would provide a far more favourable outcome.

Commenting on why the prisoner’s dilemma became so important for realists during the
Cold War, Robert Jervis emphasizes three of its strengths:

First, it builds upon central characteristics of international politics — anarchy, the
security dilemma, and the combination of common and conflicting interests.
Second, the approach is parsimonious and lends itself to deductive theorizing.
Third, it seeks to bring together the study of conflict and the study of cooperation,
and tries to explain a wide range of phenomena encompassing both security and
political economy (Jervis 1988, 319).

These seemingly attractive qualities of the prisoner’s dilemma for realists, especially
those preferring the structural variant, made for a number of analyses aimed at explaining
the relations between nations throughout the tense climate of the Cold War and arms
races.

The prisoner’s dilemma model was used most often by structural realists to describe the
distrustful, arms racing, though rational, behaviours of both the USSR and US throughout
the Cold War. Case studies tend to centre on situations where the two superpowers were
heavily focused on the continual arms build up, and the ongoing negotiations to limit
those arms as the Cold War progressed. According to Scott Plous: “Typically, the United
States and the Soviet Union are cast in a 2 x 2 game with one of four outcomes possible
on each trial: mutual arms reductions, US armament and Soviet reductions, Soviet
armament and US reductions, or a build up of nuclear weapons on both sides...According
to a prisoner’s dilemma, both sides ideally prefer to arm while the other disarms” (Plous
1993, 163). Plous’ description of the typical prisoner’s dilemma described by
international security theorists throughout the Cold War is represented in the following
matrix:

Table 1-2:
USSR
Disarm Arm
US Disarm (3,3) (1,4) 4
Arm (4,1) (2,2)

% This matrix is taken from Scott Plous, “The Nuclear Arms Race: Prisoner’s Dilemma or Perceptual
Dilemma?” Journal of Peace Research 30:2 (May 1993), 164.
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While the prisoner’s dilemma was such a sacred structural realist explanation for
interstate behaviour throughout the Cold War, its continued relevance in the
contemporary climate of international politics is questionable. The world is no longer
bipolar. A variety of nations are beginning to make strides in power development,
international institutions are playing vital roles in the daily outcomes of international
politics and non-state actors are altering the security perceptions of states. As Stephen
Walt notes:

Formal rational choice theorists have been largely absent from the major
international security debates of the last decade (such as the nature of the post-
Cold War world; the character, causes, and strength of the democratic peace; the
potential contribution of security institutions; the causes of ethnic conflict; the
future role of nuclear weapons; or the impact of ideas and culture on strategy and
conflict). These debates have been launched and driven primarily by scholars
using nonformal methods, and formal theorists have joined in only after the
central parameters were established by others (Walt 2000, 43).

Walt does not completely discount the value of formal methods in international relations,

but does argue that much of rational choice’s explanatory power has been lost since the
fall of the Soviet Union between 1989 and 1991.

As the Cold War was coming to an end, it is easy to see why structural realist theorists
like John Mearsheimer argued so vehemently in favour of a bipolar international system.
This fear is perhaps best described as he claims: “I argue that the prospects for major
crises and war in Europe are likely to increase markedly if the Cold War ends”
(Mearsheimer 1990, 6). Structural realist security arguments rest on the relative stability
of the balance of power which is best arranged in a bipolar system, hence the preference
for a 2 x 2 game like the prisoner’s dilemma. The end of the Cold War would, according
to structural realist theory, disrupt the balance of power, create conditions of
multipolarity, and remove the deterrent effect of superpower nuclear arsenals. Ironically,
none of these predictions came to fruition and structural realist theory lost much of its
explanatory strength and respect.

The loss of explanatory power for structural realism has also led to broader, meta-
theoretical concerns regarding the use of rational choice and game theory to examine
interstate behaviour. An area of criticism has been the strong case made by rational
choice theorists regarding the use of formal methods. Rational choice approaches are
accused of both not producing novel empirical facts and seeking to explain existing facts
through their preferred framework. According to Donald Green and lan Shapiro:

What explains the gap between rational choice theory's formidable analytic
advances and its lackluster empirical applications? Our view is that empirical
progress has been retarded by what may be termed method-driven, as opposed to
problem-driven, research...The method-driven proclivities of rational choice
scholars may, in turn, be accounted for by their universalistic aspirations: to
construct a unified, deductively based theory from which propositions about



24

politics—or, indeed, all human behavior—may be derived. One of our central
objections to the way in which rational choice is applied in political science
concerns its proponents’ drive to show that some variant of rational choice theory
can accommodate every fact, an impulse that is not accompanied by an equally
strong drive to test the proposed account against new phenomena. The rational
choice approach inspires great commitment among its adherents, and too often
this leads to scientific practices seemingly designed to insulate rational choice
theories from untoward encounters with evidence (Green and Shapiro 1995a,
238).

Green and Shapiro’s concerns regarding the use of formal methods in IR and the
limitations of rational choice theory more generally are relevant based on traditional
game theory’s lack of explanatory power in the wake of the Cold War.

Also included in questions regarding the usefulness of rational choice theory in modern
international relations is the assumption that actors are rational. Cox argues:

neorealist theory has extended itself into such areas as game theory, in which the
notion of substance at the level of human nature is presented as a rationality
assumed to be common to the competing actors who appraise the stakes at issue,
the alternative strategies, and the respective payoffs in a similar manner. This
idea of a common rationality reinforces the nonhistorical mode of thinking. Other
modes of thought are to be castigated as inapt; and there is no attempt to
understand them in their own terms (Cox 1996c¢, 92).

To reinforce this criticism, Cox points out that structural realism’s use of rational choice
postulates prevent it from commenting on modern issues, like Islamic integralism.
Taking this argument a step further in security discourse, rational choice models would
be virtually incapable of discussing Islamic terrorism as well.

Common rationality among actors is difficult to defend when irrational behaviour occurs
on a regular basis in global affairs. States will defect and sometimes embark upon
foreign policy initiatives with little or no rational foresight. The American intervention in
Vietnam speaks to this (Waltz 1969). This being so, two essential facts must be
considered before dismissing the assumptions of rationality given to actors. First,
individuals play virtually no role in affecting outcomes in the international system as it is
presented by structural realists (Waltz 1979, 93-97). Asking structural realism to
describe Islamic integralism, for instance, is asking more than the parameters of structural
realist theory are capable of giving. Second, rational choice does not speak to the
cognitive process, but rather, focuses on the presentation of choices facing rational actors.
Christopher Achen and Duncan Snidal argue, “the axioms and conclusions of utility
theory refer only to choices. Mental calculations are never mentioned: the theory makes
no reference to them” (Achen and Snidal 1989, 164). Therefore, while actors may not
always act rationally, rational choice theory does not contend the decisions of states, or
their cognitive processes, are entirely rational. Zagare claims:
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there is almost unanimous agreement among its practitioners that rational choice
theory seeks to explain and predict a specific form of human behavior: the choices
of real-world decisionmakers. This is one important reason why it is called
choice theory. Game theory and other theories based on the rationality
assumption are not generally viewed as theories of the cognitive process (Zagare
2000, 97).

Rational choice theory, while narrow and limiting, is able to outline the choices facing
rational actors in a given framework. The structural realist conception of the
international system is very much consistent with the restricted nature of traditional game
theory — structural realism is ahistorical and assumes actors make decisions without
considering the long-term consequences. Therefore, the same myopic tendencies which
affect the usefulness of game theory are also applied to structural realism.

Due to the perceived shortcomings of traditional structural realist and game theoretical
accounts in explaining the end of the Cold War, it becomes necessary to consider whether
rational choice models should simply be dismissed or if there might still be significance
in maintaining a semblance of the international system as conceived of by structural
realists. In its failure to explain the transition from bipolarity to the contemporary
unipolar international system, structural realism’s reliance on game theoretical modelling
was falsified. Falsification, however, does not necessarily mean a theory is entirely dead.
As Imre Lakatos contends:

Although one must point out that any verification of the n+1-th version of the
programme is a refutation of the n-th version, we cannot deny that some defeats of
the subsequent versions are always foreseen: it is the verifications which keep the
programme going, recalcitrant instances notwithstanding. We may appraise
research programmes, even after their elimination, for their heuristic power: how
many new facts did they produce, how great was their capacity to explain their
refutations in the course of their growth (Lakatos 1970, 137).

In the case of structural realism, while many of its postulates can be refuted, it was able
to effectively describe behaviour in the Cold War international system and does still have
explanatory power in the contemporary era, though its applications are admittedly
limited. As a result, it can be asserted that a different approach to the structural realist
system, which accounts for new contributions to its hard core assumptions, can be made
rather than completely discounting its contemporary applications.

1.4 From Dilemma to Stability

In a very short period of time, rational choice and game theorists in international relations
went from speaking about how the USSR and US (United States) were in a perpetual
prisoner’s dilemma, to being unable to account for the actions of both superpowers as the
Cold War came to an end. The type of arms racing and threatening of war which
dominated the years of the Cold War took on a different character once the Soviet Union
collapsed. It seemed as if suddenly states’ strategies were not about which superpower to
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align with in the balance of power, nor were they about one side winning the superpower
game. Instead, what has emerged over the last two decades is an international system
where states not only need to cooperate, but appear to desire such stable interaction.
Such a shift has enormous consequences for the international system originally defined
by Waltz since it alters how states would assess their security, which, according to Waltz,
is their primary motivation. Does the inability of structural realism to explain alterations
to interstate interaction mark the limits of rational choice theory in international politics?

It is logical, based on empirical evidence and recent history, to assume that the traditional
rules of the Cold War dilemma have either changed or disappeared. For instance, the
Permanent Five (P5) members of the UN Security Council are far more likely to dialogue
amongst one another rather than allow tension between them to lead to an arms race or
threat of nuclear war. Even in situations where these five powers disagree on vital
political issues, such as the opposition by P5 members to the US and British invasion of
Iraq or the debate over sending troops to Darfur, no nuclear or hard power threat was
made by the dissenting members to urge a particular outcome. Competitive behaviour
between states has not completely disappeared, of course, but the fear of nuclear or hard
power actually being used has decreased since the end of the Cold War. If one is to make
a claim that self-interest and security remain the primary motives for states in the
international system, how is self-help in the contemporary context to be understood?

Explaining these alterations in a game theoretic sense is not simple, but if structural
realism’s model of international theory is to be either refined or replaced, one must
address its primary contentions. Assume for a moment that, rather than choosing
strategies simultaneously, as described in traditional prisoner’s dilemma representations,
states are able to choose their strategies sequentially. In other words, states do not have
to make their decisions at the same time as others because of fear, but rather, can see
what another state will do before making its own strategic decision.”> What happens to
the prisoner’s dilemma if sequentially made decisions replace simultaneously-made
ones?

Table 1-3:
Suspect 2
© (D) C/D D/C
Regardless  Regardless  Tit-for-Tat  Tit-for-Tat
Suspect 1 © (=1-1) (=10,00 (-1,-1) (-~10,0)

(D) (0,—10) (-5,-5) (-5,-5) (0,—10)

% Also noted here is the concept of delayed reciprocity — this principle does not apply in neorealist versions
of game theory because of their assumptions about risk and rational-choice; in games that are static, like
prisoner’s dilemma, states will not expect reciprocity from other states in terms of cooperation. Of course,
alliances were formed throughout the Cold War, but these alliances and organizations did not solve the
prisoner’s dilemma because of assumptions about the inherently self-interested character of states. In terms
of sequentially played games, delayed reciprocity has a greater chance at success as a solution which leads
to cooperation, but due to the anarchic nature of the system, there is still no incentive keeping states from
defecting.
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Zagare provides this outcome matrix for sequentially played prisoner’s dilemma games.
In this model, Suspect 1, who is normally assumed to choose his strategy first, no longer
has a dominant strategy. Bear in mind, in the original form of the dilemma where
strategies are chosen simultaneously, the dominant strategy for each player is to defect,
not cooperate, and confess. In the payoff matrix represented here, because Suspect 1
chooses first, his optimal strategy actually depends on the choice of Suspect 2. However,
just because 1 and 2 choose sequentially does not automatically indicate they will choose
the best strategy for them both, which is C. In fact, the rational assumption is that they
will both end up defecting in the same way as in simultaneously chosen strategy because
the same fears of self-interest and distrust continue to exist, thus making the solution of
DD the rational choice. This situation can be referred to as a Nash’s equilibrium — where
the players choose a solution, in a non-cooperative game, and any unilateral departure
from this solution would lead to a worse outcome. Nash’s equilibrium is considered to be
the traditional solution to the prisoner’s dilemma, but it is questionable whether Nash’s
solution applies to the realm of international politics. If there has been an increase in
state willingness to cooperate, the game itself may have changed. In fact, even though
self-interest and distrust continue to pervade the international system due to the condition
of anarchy, there is a need to revise traditional uses of game theory due to the growth in
interstate cooperation and stability. The observations being made about the current
operation of the system would indicate that states are cooperating and somehow adhering
to rules, whether formal or de facto in nature. Due to these possible state actions, Nash’s
Equilibrium could not be the effective explanation for the contemporary international
system. Brams argues that the problem with Nash’s solution is that it cannot account for
players who communicate, who might agree to coordinate their strategies in a certain
manner, and that there could be some binding to the agreements the players make (Brams
1994, 13).

The flaws with Nash’s equilibrium and traditional game theory in any IR-based game are
first, the strictly myopic calculations associated with both, and second, the notion that the
game just suddenly appears without any previous historical account. According to
Brams, standard game theory should be questioned in its application to IR because
players rarely “choose strategies simultaneously or independently of each other, as
assumed in the normal or strategic form of a game that can be represented by a payoff
matrix” (Brams 2000, 222). Instead, it can be better argued that, if contemporary
interstate behaviour in the system is to be explained according to a rational choice model,
then it may have to be refined to account for how states are interacting. The necessary
refinements to game theory towards an explanation more capable of describing current
systemic behaviour might be found in theory of moves.

This theory, articulated primarily by Brams, is an effort to change the rules of play for
games. These new rules, according to the theory of moves, are as follows:

1. Play starts at an outcome, called the initial state, which is at the intersection of
the row and column of a 2 x 2 matrix.
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2. Either player can unilaterally switch its strategy, and thereby change the initial
state into a new state, in the same row or column as the initial state. The player
who switches is called player 1 (P1).

3. Player 2 (P2) can respond by unilaterally switching its strategy, thereby
moving the game to a new state.

4. The alternating responses continue until the player (P1 or P2) whose turn it is
to move next chooses not to switch its strategy. When this happens, the game
terminates in a final state, which is the outcome of the game (Brams 1994, 24).

Previously, prisoner’s dilemma and game theory were able to explain, to some extent, the
events and outcomes which occurred during the Cold War at the systemic level, but since
that time, no adequate theory has been able to engage structural realism’s version of the
international system while being able to explain the changes to interstate interaction. It is
in this context that theory of moves might apply in providing a useful, rational choice
framework for evaluating certain, though not all, strategic decisions of states without
becoming too reductionist in the modern context of complexity and plurality.

It must be noted that models within the theory of moves do not provide an all-
encompassing method of explaining every decision by every state all of the time. The
sole reason for the limited success of the prisoner’s dilemma model throughout the Cold
War was the bipolar nature of the international system, and therefore calculations could
be reduced to 2 x 2 matrices. What Brams makes explicitly clear is that theory of moves
is designed in much the same as the prisoner’s dilemma, or a 2 X 2 matrix. As a result, if
there is any interesting application of formal rational choice models, like theory of
moves, in the international system, it would be applied to specific situations between two
actors and would not try to provide a grand theory capable of explaining every interaction
at the systemic level.

The theory of moves model is far more applicable to international relations than
traditional game theory precisely because it is able to correct some of the inherent
shortcomings of game theoretical models. Theory of moves, when applied to the
international system, assumes that states all begin from an initial state; state choices are
not made in a vacuum, but instead, their choices must take history and the progression of
strategy into account when discussing strategic outcomes, thus correcting a major flaw in
traditional game theory and its application to political science. It is essential to note that
theory of moves is not being presented here as a rational choice model that is able to
correct every shortcoming of game theory or of structural realism, but instead, it is argued
that the assumptions in theory of moves can be of some use in describing aspects of the
international system, most notably in the transitions of polarity and emergence of new
great powers. Promoting one, all-encompassing theory would be a fruitless exercise. As
Martin Shubik notes: “The search for a single unifying solution theory to apply to all
games is akin to the search for the philosopher's stone” (Shubik 1982, 333).

The systemic model described here does adhere to the fundamental arguments made by
structural realists, despite the structural realist failure to foresee or describe the end of the
Cold War. A primary reason for this shortcoming is the lack of structural realist attention
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to the end of conflict and the rational calculations facing actors in the wake of war.
Game theory models can explain the choices facing states in a given situation, but the
consequences of those choices are typically omitted. Within theory of moves, there is a
specific form of game, though not the only form, that can be used to examine actors’
strategic choices and decisions at the end, and during the aftermath, of any conflict where
there is a clear victor and defeated party. This game is called a magnanimity game.?® It
is this game that represents an opportunity to create a new explanatory framework
through which to see transitions in the international system and how these shifts affect
state behaviour both within the system, and in other levels of analysis.

Conclusion

The changes to the conduct of states since the end of the Cold War have been described
in a variety of ways by a number of theorists, but one thing is very clear — the status and
explanatory power of structural realism have been brought into serious doubt, and
rightfully so. The more current explanations provided by Waltz himself admit that
bipolarity and traditional balancing behaviour may not describe accurately the character
of the current system, though he does emphasize the fact that these conditions will return
due to states’ preference for them. In the meantime, there may still be some sort of
explanation that does not totally dismiss structural realist assumptions about the influence
of anarchy over the international system and the idea that states are inherently rational
utility maximizers. What has become clear over the last two decades since the Cold War
ended is that no theoretical lens will be capable to providing an all-encompassing
explanation of international politics. With this in mind, the international system itself has
not disappeared and states continually act within their self-interest. Normative progress
has been made in terms of recognizing and articulating the vitality of human security
worldwide, but there is still reluctance on the part of states to act on such norms. If one is
to comprehend states’ lack of desire for revolutionary normative promotion, structural
realism and the rational nature of interaction in the system may still be relevant. Even so,
there must first be attention given to why structural realism was unable to explain the end
of the Cold War and how a systems-level theory can account for changes within the
system itself.

This chapter introduced first, how one can conceive of the international system, and
second, why the structural realist conception of that system may be limited in the wake of
the Cold War. Game theory, especially the prisoner’s dilemma, was useful throughout
the Cold War in describing the preferences of the US and USSR and why they were able
to build arms, while not going to war with one another. The bipolar arrangement of the
international system was a perfect model for game theory to describe based on its 2
player nature. This explanation, however, falls considerably short in trying to determine
the motivations behind modern state behaviour. With alterations to the polarity of the
system, the emergence of new major powers and the growth in interstate normative
discourse, structural realism cannot hope to account for a vast array of changes without

% Of course, theory of moves and the magnanimity game model are not without criticism. See for instance

Randall Stone, “The Use and Abuse of Game Theory in International Relations: The Theory of Moves,”
The Journal of Conflict Resolution 45:2 (April 2001), 216-244.
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altering its underlying assumptions. Instead, it may be valuable to retain structural
realism as an explanatory theory with regards to a narrowly defined international system,
but in order to address the larger and more complex scope of international relations,
greater attention to theoretical plurality should be provided. The structural realism
conception of the international system may still have a place in contemporary
international theory if its tenets are applied to the English School of international
relations. Such unification may help to understand both why norms are becoming
increasingly important in international politics, but also why states are unwilling to act on
them in many cases. To make the case for a structural realist and English School
synthesis, one must address the changes to international relations since the end of the
Cold War. By examining the choices of the US and USSR at end of this conflict through
a magnanimity game model, it may be possible to describe how rational choice theory
remains relevant, but that systemic explanations alone are not nearly adequate in
describing modern international politics.
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Chapter 2: The System, the World and the End of the Cold War

The prisoner’s dilemma which dominated rational choice understandings of the decisions
facing the USSR and US throughout the Cold War provided a formal, and arguably
accurate, method of describing state behaviour in an era dominated by anarchy, non-
cooperation and distrust according to structural realist theory. Since the fall of the Soviet
Union, however, this sort of game theoretic model fails to explain the preferences facing
major powers in the contemporary international system. States continue to build arms in
the name of national security and military technologies still play vital roles in how states
exercise their self-interest, but the type of major power competition which characterized
the tension of the Cold War has not returned. In fact, the entire bipolar nature of the
international system so heavily emphasized by structural realism is simply gone. While
some theorists may dismiss structural realism completely and claim its explanatory power
to be dead, there may be value in retaining particular structural realist principles in
comprehending the current nature of international politics at the systemic level.

One of the largest problems facing the structural realist research programme and its
ability to explain contemporary international politics is its monolithic view of the state.
As John Mearsheimer notes: “Structural realists treat states as if they were black boxes:
they are assumed to be alike, save for the fact that some states are more or less powerful
than others” (Mearsheimer 2007, 72). Is the state still the primary unit of analysis in
international politics? Regardless of which level of analysis a theorist may focus on, it
can be said that the state must still be involved in any sort of international theorizing due
to its influence over outcomes in the global arena, even if its power in contemporary
international politics is perceived to be in decline (Held 2003, 478). Due to the continued
centrality of states in a variety of international theories, it is clear that the idea of the state
may still retain its place as the primary unit of analysis in international relations. In this
light, the role of the state remains paramount, but the way structural realism conceives of
the state is where change must take place in order for its theoretical postulates to have
contemporary relevance.

By moving away from the Cold War descriptions of international relations and arms
racing provided by game theory, a new method of theorizing may be valuable in
explaining the rational choices facing states in the modern international system. The
Cold War’s end is an essential moment in the history of international politics, and the
preferences facing both the US and USSR between 1989 and 1991 may have helped to
shape the current international political environment. By shifting away from traditional
uses of game theory to a model specifically used to describe political decisions called
theory of moves, a description of the decisions facing the US and USSR at the end of the
Cold War can be given, which may provide a novel way of explaining, through rational
choice theoretical assumptions, how and why the international system altered from its
uncooperative bipolar character to the cooperative behaviour of states seen today.

A magnanimity game, which is a game within the framework of theory of moves, may be
useful in describing how the Cold War ended without major war breaking out between
the two superpowers and witnessing the conflict sometimes predicted by game theoretic
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models. The solution to a magnanimity game and the assessments made by the two
players, namely the US and USSR, can provide the initial steps in broadening the scope
of international theory from strictly hard power concerns to a variety of complex
variables which dominate IR today. This chapter will seek to create the magnanimity
game capable of describing the stable end to the Cold War and the theoretical framework
for analyzing international politics in the contemporary era. The driving concern here is
to introduce a theoretical model that is able to account for more than simply the systemic
level, while not abandoning the continued relevance of self-interested and security
maximizing states, which remain at the core of modern international relations.

2.1 The Magnanimity Game and the end of the Cold War

Moving away from traditional uses of game theory has its advantages and disadvantages.
Game theory has been used in the social sciences to describe a large number of decisions
and variables, with some success (Zagare 1990, 197-201). The fundamental assumptions
in game theory, about the self-interested nature of players and their goals of preferred
outcomes, fits best with the realist version of international theory, particularly that of
structural realism. Robert Keohane claims:

If structural Realism formed a sufficient basis for the understanding of
international crises, we could fill in the entries in the matrices solely on the basis
of states’ positions in the international system, given our knowledge of the fact
that they perform similar functions, including the need to survive as autonomous
entities. Interests would indeed be defined in terms of power. This would make
game theory a powerful analytic tool, which could even help us predict certain
outcomes. Where the game had no unique solution (because of strategic
indeterminacy), complete predictability of outcomes could not be achieved, but
our expectations about the range of likely action would have been narrowed
(Keohane 1986¢, 175-176).

Structural realism is heavily dependent upon states making rational choices in their
foreign policy strategies, thus making game theory a useful explanatory tool (Axelrod
1984). Since Waltz’s initial articulations of structural realism, a variety of criticisms
have been focused on many postulates of structural realist theory, especially the
ahistorical nature of the theory and its assumptions regarding interstate rationality.

The ahistorical issue of structural realist theory poses a particular problem in political
science research (Little 2009, 79). In his efforts to prevent against what he termed as
reductionism in international theory, Waltz precludes some of the traditional assumptions
of politics in general (Waltz 1979, 79-101). By moving away from the classical realist
emphasis on human nature, philosophy and individual characteristics being projected
onto the international stage, Waltz attempts to remove normativity from his theory all
together. Waltz contends: “In defining international-political structures we take states
with whatever traditions, habits, objectives, desires, and forms of government they may
have. We do not ask whether states are revolutionary or legitimate, authoritarian or
democratic, ideological or pragmatic. We abstract from every attribute of states except
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their capabilities” (Waltz 1979, 99). Waltz’s micro-economic approach aims to abstract
the relations of like-units away from social or normative discourse. Alexander Wendt
points out that: “The kinds of ideational attributes or relationships that might constitute a
social structure, like patterns of friendship or enmity, or institutions, are specifically
excluded from [Waltz’s] definition” (Wendt 1999, 16).

At its core, politics is about power, but power cannot be effectively explained without
some reference to history, philosophical tradition, humanity and the progression of state
behaviour (Roberson 2002, 1-3). While states may have always existed in a condition of
anarchy and have been self-interested, rational, security maximizing actors, as structural
realism contends, their strategies in maintaining their survival have altered from time to
time. These alterations come as a result of changes in the distributional structure of the
system, depending on whether or not the system is in a bipolar, multipolar or unipolar
arrangement.

The lack of explanatory power experienced by structural realists as the Cold War was
coming to an end proves the need to move beyond ahistorical understandings of
international theory when looking at the evolution of the international system. Players in
any political game must be able to take historical memory into account when making far-
sighted calculations. This variable provides states with an educated method of defining
and maintaining their national interests, depending on how the system is ordered at the
time (Brams 1994, 3-4). It is unlikely that either superpower throughout the Cold War, or
major power in the current system, would embark upon a series of decisions in a
prisoner’s dilemma-type game without taking long-term goals into consideration. As a
result of the myopic nature of traditional game theory and its lack of attention to the
concern of political power, theory of moves may be a better tool of explaining major
power strategic decisions at the systemic level. As Brams argues, theory of moves:
“overcomes some problems of classical game theory by providing realistic rules for
dynamic play, restricting nonmyopic equilibria to those that can be reached from where
play commences, and using backward induction that enables players to make far-sighted
calculations” (Brams 2000, 231). In assessing the decisions made by the US and USSR
at the end of the Cold War, a traditional game which adheres to the static or sequential
rules of explanation would be incomplete due to the lack of explanatory power about the
long-term vision of both players and the historical situation leading to the end of the
conflict. In order to maintain a sense of relevance for rational, systemic thinking, a form
of game is needed to not only outline the choices facing the two superpowers at the end
of the Cold War, but also the long-term outcome each side desired.

In any post-dispute situation, both the victorious and defeated parties are faced with
choices. These choices have serious consequences in determining the nature of the post-
conflict environment and how stable or chaotic the aftermath of conflict will be. To
explain these situations in terms of rational choice theory, Brams presents a form of game
designed to specifically address the possible choices facing actors following a conflict.
magnanimity games can be applied to virtually any post-conflict example where there are
two identifiable players, such as the aftermath of the Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871),
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the end of World War Il (1945), the Cuban Missile Crisis (1962), the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan (1979) and the Iran-Iraq War (1980-1988) (Brams 1994, 79-83).

A magnanimity game is designed according to the following matrix:

Table 2-1:
Defeated (D)
Cooperate (C) Don’t Cooperate (C*)
. Don’t be magnanimous (M *) I Status Quo IV Rejected Status Quo
Victor (V) _ - : s
Be magnanimous (M) Il Magnanimity Il Rejected Magnanimity

In the immediate aftermath of the conflict, both players are at the Status Quo position;
this is called their initial state. This starting point for games adhering to theory of moves
is an essential calculation of how actors will proceed next. One of the perceived
shortcomings of traditional game theory is its ahistorical and static nature; the initial state
variables in theory of moves games are an effort to correct this problem. Theory of
moves contends that players do not simply choose strategies that determine an outcome,
thus responding to charges made against game theory and its self-fulfilling nature.
According to Brams:

Rationality is a concept appropriately applied to the efficiency or efficacy of the
means, or instruments used, to attain desired ends. What are the costs and benefits
of different means, and are people making efficacious choices to achieve their
ends? Rationality does not concern the ends themselves, which are neither rational
nor irrational. To be sure, it is an important developmental question how people
come to harbor the goals that they do, but that question is not pertinent to any
instrumental notion of rationality that game theory postulates (Brams 2000, 222-
223).

Instead, theory of moves logic dictates that players are assumed to already be playing
strategies from previous games or situations, and can receive payoffs from this state of
play. Theory of moves, then, gives credence to an ongoing nature of games and how
players may or may not depart from an initial state of a new game. Brams claims:
“almost all outcomes of games that we observe have a history; the players do not start
from a tabula rasa. My interest is in explaining strategically the progression of
(temporary) states that lead to a (more permanent) outcome” (Brams 1994, 25). The
starting point of the post-Cold War magnanimity game is useful in understanding how the
nature of the games described by structural realism between the US and USSR can evolve
from a prisoner’s dilemma model to a new form of rational calculation due to the
historical circumstances leading up to the collapse of the Soviet Union.

Theory of moves defines the initial state of a magnanimity game in the following way:
“In this state, V is in its best position and D is in an inferior position — that is, there is at
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least one other state that D would prefer” (Brams 1994, 75). According to the payoff
matrix above, four key rankings about a post-conflict magnanimity game can be made:

I. Status Quo — This is the best for V, but inferior to Magnanimity for D

I1. Magnanimity — Second-best for V, and superior to Status Quo for D

I11. Rejected Magnanimity — Inferior for V and superior to Rejected Status Quo for D
IV. Rejected Status Quo — Inferior for V, and inferior to Rejected Magnanimity for D

When creating a magnanimity game for the end of the Cold War, these rankings and
strategic choices have relevance in terms of explaining how the conflict came to a stable
end without the outbreak of major war. V in this game would be the United States.
While there is historical debate as to whether the US actually won the Cold War, or
whether the USSR lost due to its internal economic and political problems, the fact
remains that the US emerged victorious in terms of sacrificing nothing and remaining a
stable political entity both in terms of its power capabilities and internal political order;
the same cannot be said for the USSR. In the immediate aftermath of the Cold War,
Russia’s economy, political system and international influence all suffered major
setbacks (Millar and Wegren 2003, xvii). Mikhail Gorbachev’s policies of glasnost and
perestroika only proved to the world that the Soviet Union’s supposed superpower status
was entirely dependent upon its nuclear arsenal and virtually nothing else (Freedman
2001, 199). The US, on the other hand, emerged from the Cold War as a perceived
winner. Americans take great pride in the American victory and how, after fifty years of
tension, the US escaped almost unscathed (Kissinger 2001, 19-20). Therefore,
America, in the game proposed here, becomes V while the USSR becomes D. The initial
state of the game is the unipolar moment of American hegemony where the new Russian
government under Boris Yeltsin assumes power and chooses its system of government
based on promises of Western cooperation (Ellison 2003, 79). Each side at this stage had
to make rational calculations, according to systemic logic, as to how the immediate
aftermath of the post-Cold War world would look. In applying this historical example,
the payoff matrix would describe the strategic rankings in this way:

I. Status Quo — America remains hegemonic and provides no assistance or help to the
former USSR. The USSR is willing to cooperate, but the US chooses supreme power
over Magnanimity. While many American security analysts would have preferred this
option, it would have only served to alienate a number of emergent, post-Soviet, states.
Security dynamics and the balance of power would have changed, but American security
would not have been guaranteed in the short or long-term.

I1. Magnanimity — the US sacrifices its best payoff, but gains Russian cooperation and
eliminates the security threat from its former rival. The US makes the rational choice to
leave its optimal outcome, which is Status Quo, but gains Russian cooperation in the
process, thus improving its own national security prospects. This outcome is heavily
dependent upon an element of trust between the two sides but also sets an interesting
precedent in terms of interstate behaviour and how nations pursue their security.
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I1l. Rejected Magnanimity — the US is willing to sacrifice as to foster an element of
goodwill, but Russia refuses to cooperate and conflict continues in some fashion; the
traditional security dilemma still remains the primary motivation for state decision-
making. While the US would likely not depart from its Status Quo position without some
form of guarantee from the Russians to cooperate, this outcome would have been a major
fear among US policy-makers in dedicating resources to aid in the rebuilding of the
Russian state.

IV. Rejected Status Quo — the worst possible outcome of any magnanimity game. In this
scenario, the US wants to maintain its immediate post-conflict hegemony but the USSR is
unwilling to admit defeat. The possibility for nuclear war and traditional security
concerns would remain highly relevant. More importantly, this outcome would have
proved that the traditional use of the prisoner’s dilemma model was going to continue in
the post-Cold War era and that Russian officials would have been dedicated to continuing
the bipolar order which dominated the world since World War 1I.

According to the magnanimity game matrix proposed here, the US chose to be
Magnanimous (M) while the former-Soviet Union chose Cooperation (C). As a result,
the post-Cold War political environment can potentially be described in terms of ranking
Il in the payoff matrix.

The outcome of this theoretical game may be an important component in explaining how
the international political atmosphere was transformed from the bipolar, tense and
distrustful system described by structural realism, to a more stable and cooperative one in
the modern era (Rengger 1993). According to the proposed magnanimity game, by
choosing M, the US sacrificed its opportunity to punish and dismantle Russia by assisting
in democratic state-building, which culminated with the seemingly legitimate election of
Boris Yeltsin (Remington 2004, 53). The former-Soviet Union cooperates in this
transition by not launching nuclear war against the US when its defeat became clear and
by a peaceful internal relinquishing of power by Gorbachev and other Soviet leaders. As
a result of American Magnanimity and Russian Cooperation, the magnanimity game is
solved with a nonmyopic equilibrium.

Created in 1982 by Brams and Donald Wittman, the concept of nonmyopic equilibrium is
designed to correct the shortcomings of applying Nash’s Equilibrium to situations of IR
(Brams and Wittman 1981). Nonmyopic equilibrium places no restriction on the number
of moves and countermoves a player can make and assumes that the players have the
rational foresight to determine the consequences of strategy choices. According to Frank
Zagare: “Put another way, this new equilibrium concept is a look-ahead idea that assumes
that a player will evaluate the consequences of departing from an initial outcome or status
quo point, taking into account both the probable response of the other player, his own
counter-response, subsequent counter-responses, and so on” (Zagare 1981, 140). In
assessing the potential strategies at the end of the Cold War, it was clear that Russia
could no longer continue to hold its position as a superpower.
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Because of the changes in the international power structure, the relative power-
political position of the Soviet Union declined during the 1980s. The state was
economically weak and could not afford a new arms race against the West. This
led to the new thinking which was a way to reform the economic basis of the
communist economies and seek accommodation with the West. By accepting
Western values, the Soviet leaders tried to seek new alliances among the rich
Western powers in order to break the alliance and mend the rapidly deteriorating
economy. All this aimed at preserving the status of the Soviet Union as a
superpower. We now know that the Soviet Union did not succeed in this, but by
showing its weakness it paved the way for the revolutions in Eastern Europe
(Forsberg 1999, 608).

History clearly shows that a variety of internal and external factors led to the Soviet
Union collapsing, leaving structural realism and other power-based theories scrambling
to provide an explanation for what was occurring (Lebow 1994). The model of the
prisoner’s dilemma could not describe why Soviet leaders would embark upon a
campaign of reform or why they would open dialogue with the West, nor could they
foresee the complete dismantling of the USSR shortly thereafter. Once the Soviet empire
was dead, it became abundantly clear that structural realist theory was unable to account
for what was to come next.

The magnanimity game described above provides a possible way of identifying the
rational calculations at the systemic level facing both sides at the end of the conflict.
Major war did not break out between these two superpowers; nuclear weapons were not
deployed or threatened; and the divide between East and West began to ease. All of these
factors serve to demonstrate that option Il in the magnanimity game payoff matrix can
possibly account for the rational choices made by both sides at the end of the Cold War.
With the magnanimity game ending in a nonmyopic equilibrium which sees the US being
magnanimous and Russia cooperating, one is left to wonder what comes next for rational
choice explanations of the international system in the wake of the Cold War.

The structural realist conception of an international system dominated by self-interested
states has not entirely disappeared, but the predictions of structural realism did not come
to fruition. Even so, it is difficult to reject Waltzian logic completely. As Waltz argues:

Yet in the nuclear era, international politics remains a self-help arena. Nuclear
weapons decisively change how some states provide for their own and possibly
for others’ security; but nuclear weapons have not altered the anarchic structure of
the international political system... Both changes of weaponry and changes of
polarity were big ones with ramifications that spread through the system, yet they
did not transform it. If the system were transformed, international politics would
no longer be international politics, and the past would no longer serve as a guide
to the future (Waltz 2000, 5-6).
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According to Waltz, the end of the Cold War did see changes within the system, but there
were no fundamental alterations to the system itself. With this in mind, assumptions
regarding the rationality of actors may still hold explanatory power.

If one accepts the logic of the magnanimity game, the outcome of nonmyopic equilibrium
may have set a precedent for interstate behaviour. In a time of extreme uncertainty, two
superpowers made rational choices to act in a cooperative manner which would allow for
conflict to be averted and stability to prevail. Each side could have taken some advantage
of the situation and attacked the other; this was not, however, the case. More broadly,
other major powers did not seek to make any territorial or military gains in this time
either, and allowed for a secure transition from communist to democratic Russia
(Remington 2004, 53). In essence, states saw the death of the bipolar-dominated balance
of power and chose to pursue a new symmetry among each other, dependent upon
dialogue, cooperation and a set of undefined but de facto rules. The end of the Cold War
was not just the end of the USSR, but was also the end of structural realist explanatory
power.

Understanding states, especially major powers, since the end of the Cold War is not
nearly as simple as structural realism once proposed. To say that states are self-interested
and rational actors continues to be the primary method of describing state motives for
action in the international system, but how states are pursuing their goals has changed.
Waltz accepts that changes in the system may translate into shifts in how states pursue
their interests. “Nuclear weapons decisively change how some states provide for their
own and possibly for others’ security; but nuclear weapons have not altered the anarchic
structure of the international political system” (Waltz 2000, 5). Though Waltz would
disagree, it is evident that the hard-power military capabilities of states are less important
than they were during the Cold War and states are no longer entering into arms races or
alliances to make relative gains over their perceived enemies (Legro and Moravcsik
1999, 22-23). In the contemporary era, a more complex and comprehensive method of
studying interstate behaviour is required, which is able to account for the self-help actions
of states in an anarchic system, but that can also describe how major powers have been
pursuing their self-interest since the end of the Cold War. It is in this context that the
pluralist account of the English School of international relations may have significance.

2.2 The Levels of Interstate Behaviour in the Modern Era

Thus far, there has been an effort to demonstrate that the structural realist conception of
the Cold War international system is only partially relevant in explaining modern
international outcomes. Empirical evidence of state action, especially their willingness to
cooperate and participate in international institutions, brings the structural realist thesis of
states assessing foreign policy decisions according to the traditional game theoretic
model of prisoner’s dilemma into doubt. In order to examine modern interstate decision-
making at the systemic level, a magnanimity game within the overarching theory of
moves has shown that the prisoner’s dilemma assumptions which dominated US and
Soviet actions throughout the Cold War are no longer useful in explaining state action.
Instead, it can be argued that both sides saw it in their direct interest to work with one
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another in order to prevent the outbreak of nuclear or major war. With such a stable
outcome and transition away from bipolarity, the major powers in the contemporary
international realm could use the examples set by the US and Russia in the wake of the
Cold War as a precedent in their own actions by seeing the rational benefits of a more
cooperative foreign policy strategy. The prisoner’s dilemma game which structural
realists used to explain Cold War tension and arms construction has since been made
irrelevant. Of course, the fundamental character of states and the anarchic nature of the
system remain in place but the structural realist account of these elements no longer
provides an accurate description of how states assess their decisions. The nonmyopic
equilibrium solution to the magnanimity game examining the end of the Cold War would
have a profound and lasting effect on the conduct of interstate politics. What is essential
in this context is providing a framework in which the rational choice models of state
behaviour in the international system are maintained, but which can also account for the
changes to state action since 1991.

Most theories which examine the global arena focus on either one, or a small number of,
issues or units of analysis to make their case about the nature or character of the global
realm. As discussed previously, this work maintains the state as the primary actors in
international politics today. While some theorists may desire alterations or a decline in
the power of the state, states have not declined so far as to be removed from their place as
the central actors in international relations. Even those efforts which aim at changing
politics above the state level to focus more on humanity, rather than purely state
concerns, often rely on states to implement new doctrines (Linklater 2007, 148). The
changes to interstate relations and the new issues facing the world at present require new
ways of approaching international relations, while not abandoning rational preferences
completely. One often overlooked theoretical lens which could allow for the type of
theorizing required to encompass a more accurate evaluation of contemporary
international relations is referred to as the English School.*

Succinctly, the English School, or society of states approach of IR, is a three-fold method
to understanding how the world operates. In its original articulations, the English School
was designed to incorporate the two major theories which were trying to explain
international outcomes, namely realism and liberalism (Roberson 2002, 3). In order to
come to a better, more complete, understanding of IR, English School theorists sought to
answer an essential question: “How is one to incorporate the co-operative aspect of
international relations into the realist conception of the conflictual nature of the
international system” (Roberson 2002, 2). According to English School logic, there are
three distinct spheres at play in international politics, and these three elements are always
operating simultaneously. They are first, the international system; second, international
society; and third, world society. Barry Buzan provides an explanation into each sphere:

1. International System (Hobbes/Machiavelli) is about power politics amongst
states, and Realism puts the structure and process of international anarchy at the

! For a comprehensive introduction to, and historical account of, the English School, see Tim Dunne,
Inventing International Society: A History of the English School (Houndmills: Palgrave, 1998).
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centre of IR theory. This position is broadly parallel to mainstream realism and
structural realism and is thus well developed and clearly understood.

2. International Society (Grotius) is about the institutionalization of shared
interest and identity amongst states, and Rationalism puts the creation and
maintenance of shared norms, rules and institutions at the centre of IR theory.
This position has some parallels to regime theory, but is much deeper, having
constitutive rather than merely instrumental implications. International society has
been the main focus of English School thinking, and the concept is quite well
developed and relatively clear.

3. World society (Kant) takes individuals, non-state organizations and ultimately
the global population as a whole as the focus of global societal identities and
arrangements, and Revolutionism puts transcendence of the state system at the
centre of IR theory. Revolutionism is mostly about forms of universalist
cosmopolitanism. It could include communism, but as Waever notes, these days it
is usually taken to mean liberalism. This position has some parallels to
transnationalism, but carries a much more foundational link to normative political
theory. It is the least well developed of the English School concepts, and has not
yet been clearly or systematically articulated (Buzan 2001, 474).

The English School incorporates realist postulates, such as an emphasis on the primacy of
states interacting in an anarchic system, but combines that realist understanding with the
notion of a human element emerging from the domestic sphere. Kai Alderson and
Andrew Hurrell claim that “international relations cannot be understood simply in terms
of anarchy or a Hobbesian state of war” (Alderson and Hurrell 2000a, 4). The most
important element of the English School, international society, therefore operates as it
does based on the influence of both the international system (realism) and world society
(revolutionism) (Little 2002, 59-60).

Within the English School itself, there are two distinct divisions, which interpret the
conduct and goals of international society very differently. The first is the pluralist
account, which adheres to a more traditional conception of IR by placing its emphasis on
a more Hobbesian or realist understanding of the field. Pluralists, according to Andrew
Linklater and Hidemi Suganami, stress the conduct of states within anarchy, but are still
sure to note that states cooperate, despite the existence of self-interest. “A pluralist
framework places constraints on violence, but it does not outlaw the use of force and is,
in any case, powerless to eradicate it...War is not only an instrument of realist foreign
policy but is also a crucial mechanism for resisting challenges to the balance of power
and violent assaults on international society” (Linklater and Suganami 2006, 131). The
pluralist version of international society is founded upon minimalist rules, the protection
of national sovereignty, and the quest to create and maintain international order (Dunne
2007, 137). The constraints imposed on international society by the system of states and
the condition of anarchy are thought to be the most important factors in explaining and
understanding the conduct of a pluralist society of states, and such a close relationship to



41

realist theory is what keeps the pluralist conception of the English School within a
traditional IR framework.

The second interpretation of international society is referred to as the solidarist account.
Solidarist conceptions of international society are interpreted in various ways, and can
incorporate a variety of IR theories. Solidarists typically place their emphasis upon the
relationship between the world society, or third level, and international society (Hurrell
2002, 26). In its earliest articulations, solidarism focused predominantly on Kantian or
liberal understandings of IR, since the primary focus was on how the individual within
the state affected the conduct of the society of states (Waever 1992, 98). This allowed for
notions such as human rights, individual security, and peace to permeate the normative
foundations of the international society.

Over time and since the end of the Cold War, the solidarist account of international
society has also been used and interpreted by critical theorists, who want to maintain the
state in their theory, but find a way to include critical, global or human concerns. Barry
Buzan argues:

This view stresses global patterns of interaction and communication, and, in
sympathy with much of the literature on globalization, uses the term society
mainly to distance itself from state-centric models of IR...[world society] is
aimed at capturing the total interplay amongst states, non-state actors and
individuals, while carrying the sense that all the actors in the system are conscious
of their interconnectedness and share some important values (Buzan 2004, 64).

The focus on individuals, norms, values and even discourse have come to provide a
forum for liberal and critical projects in IR to use the English School as a method of both
explaining and understanding the world from a perspective which does stray from
realism, but does not reject the primacy or necessity of the state in global affairs.

What makes the world society element of the English School so attractive to some critical
scholars? According to Roger Epp, there are three main components of the English
School which have allowed for critical scholars to take notice of the solidarist version of
international society. He claims:

The first is a strong interest in the Third World, in decolonization and its
consequences...The second is an understanding of international relations that is
less about structure or what Wight called mechanics than it is about the diffuse,
imprecise domain of culture...The third and most elemental characteristic is an
interpretive orientation that bears strong resemblances to the practical philosophy
of Hans-Georg Gadamer’s hermeneutics (Epp 1998, 49).

These three elements allow for various critical scholars, concerned with both critical and
state-driven elements of IR, to provide explanations of international politics which are
consistent with a research programme founded upon the centrality of the state.
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Like any theory, the English School approach is not without its own problems and
shortcomings, of course. In her assessment of the English School, Martha Finnemore
sees the problem with the approach as being too open to pluralism and normative
concerns. In other words, Finnemore sees the English School as not being American
enough due to its lack of clear, methodological boundaries. She claims: “Americans are
fond of asking what the value added is of a theoretical approach: providing a strong
demonstration of this for the English School would be powerful for that audience”
(Finnemore 2001, 513). Finnemore recognizes the value of the international society
approach to IR, but argues that it does not adhere to the rules and rigidity of the social
sciences, and is too pluralistic, normative and historical in nature. It is these concerns,
she argues, that make constructivism a more popular middle-approach to IR, and that
prevent the English School from entering the mainstream of American international
theory.

Such criticism, stemming from the ontological and epistemological differences between
American and British IR, is also touched on by American IR scholar Dale Copeland.> He
argues the English School of IR has two major problems. These are:

its lack of clarity as a putative theory of international politics. For American
social scientists, it is difficult to figure out what exactly the School is trying to
explain, what its causal logic is, or how one would go about measuring its core
independent (causal) variable, international society [and]...the idea that
international societies of shared rules and norms play a significant role in pushing
states towards greater cooperation than one would expect from examining realist
theories alone (Copeland 2003, 427).

Copeland’s second criticism comes as no surprise, as realists would deny the English
School’s emphasis that norms might play a major role in shaping state action. The first
charge that Copeland makes, however, is of primary interest. He asserts that the English
School does not display the traits of an American theory of IR; it is not methodologically
firm in its approach, and thus is interpreted as being unclear as a theory. While Copeland
and Finnemore would prefer more methodological rigor and Americanized method, the
fact that the English School does not traditionally adhere to the structural elements of US
social science is what encourages various theorists from all backgrounds to use the
approach. As Richard Little contends, “methodological pluralism is inherent in the
[English School’s] theoretical approach and follows from the commitment to a
multidimensional theoretical framework as well as a multifaceted theory of history. As a
result, ES theory generates, arguably, the most ambitious and far-reaching research
agenda that can be identified at this time in IR” (Little 2009, 79). While the criticisms of
American scholars like Finnemore and Copeland are noted, one must wonder what a
closed English School framework might look like.®

% For more on the differences between British and American social sciences, see Benjamin Cohen, “The
transatlantic divide: Why are American and British IPE so different? Review of International Political
Economy 14:2 (2007), 197-219.

® For an in-depth discussion of English School methods, see Cornelia Navari (ed.), Theorising International
Society: English School Methods (Houndmills: Palgrave, 2009).
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There is a benefit to the English School approach to international relations, and recently,
scholars from various areas of the world and which represent diverse theoretical
allegiances have begun to revive the work started by Herbert Butterfield, Martin Wight,
Hedley Bull and others.” A large advantage to a middle-approach like the English School
is that on one level, it does incorporate the realist elements of IR with an emphasis on the
state. On another level, however, the world society element of English School theory is
able to allow for a wide array of theorists to discuss various critical elements and their
effects on the society of states. Whether these come in the form of emancipation theory,
globalization theory, neo or postcolonial theory and even some postmodern thinking, the
critical thinkers who choose to adopt an English School method are forced to ground their
work in some understanding of the state (Bleiker 2005, 188). Making sure that any
contemporary efforts to examine the international arena maintain traditional elements is
an essential component of modern IR. Robert Jackson highlights this point as he states:

Contemporary international relations theory tends to be a mixed bag of unrelated
approaches which usually are not in dialogue. | would borrow less from unrelated
disciplines and make better use of the abundant traditional resources which are
available for theorizing contemporary problems of international relations seeking
thereby to add to our accumulated historical stock of knowledge (Jackson 1996,
216).

As a result of such a pluralistic model, the English School can be said to represent a
coherent and advantageous method in achieving a broad and complex understanding of
modern international political issues. It achieves this goal by first, remaining consistent
with the argument that the society and system are dominated by states; second, it allows
for theories of rules, cooperation and order to be discussed without having to delegitimize
state self-interest which are vital calculations in the international environment; third, the
world society level of the method gives credence, but not sole importance, to the more
liberal or critical variants of world politics.

2.21 The International System

As noted in the previous chapter, realist theory is dedicated to describing the importance
of the systemic level of international politics. Domestic-level variables, norms and other
factors tend not to play central roles in describing how the world in general operates
according to structural realists, but in terms of describing interstate conflict or
cooperation, all one must do is focus their attention on the international system. As
Waltz emphasizes:

States are the units whose interactions form the structure of international political
systems. They will long remain so. The death rate among states is remarkably
low. Few states die; many firms do. Who is likely to be around 100 years from

* For a comprehensive bibliography of English School sources, see “The English School of International
Relations Theory,” http://www.polis.leeds.ac.uk/research/international-relations-security/english-school/
(accessed Jan. 22, 2010).
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now — the United States, the Soviet Union, France, Egypt, Thailand, and Uganda?
Or Ford, IBM, Shell, Unilever, and Massey-Ferguson? | would bet on the states,
perhaps even on Uganda (Waltz 1979, 95).

Ironically enough, the Soviet Union did die, and Waltz was unable to foresee this fall, but
his greater point remains relevant in today’s world when discussing the dynamics of
international politics. States still have a monopoly over the use of force and hard,
military power (Mearsheimer 2001, 360-402). While other theoretical variables that
Waltz identifies as reductionist may be increasing in importance, it is questionable that
they have an ability to influence outcomes the way hard power does in the international
system. Conflicts in the contemporary era are not solely focused on military concerns as
they once tended to be, but those sorts of hard power disputes appear to be the only ones
able to affect the character and nature of the international system.

The international system itself, in terms of the primary units of analysis and structure, has
not changed since the end of the Cold War. There is still no overarching governing force
and states are mostly able to do what they want, when they want. The typical comparison
of the structure of the international system is to the state of nature described by social
contract theorists, like Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau. For instance, Hobbes argues:

Hereby it in manifest, that during the time men live without a common Power to
keep them all in awe, they are in that condition which is called Warre; and such a
warre, as if of every man, against every man. For Warre, consisteth not in Battell
onely, or the act of fighting; but in a tract of time, wherein the Will to contend by
Battell is sufficiently known...So the nature of War, consisteth not in actuall
fighting; but in the known disposition thereto, during all the time there is no
assurance to the contrary. All other time is Peace (Hobbes 1985, 185-186).

When describing the international system as a state of nature, the comparison is made
primarily to indicate a structure in which there is no governing body which compels
units, whether they be people or states, to cooperate with one another. As in the
Hobbesian account of humans in the state of nature, states are considered to be inherently
self-interested; they rationally calculate the costs and benefits of every decision before
making it, and no course of action is taken unless the state is certain it will somehow
benefit in the short, and sometimes long, term (Waltz 1959, 159-186). Barry Buzan
describes the systemic-level of analysis within the English School, as he states: “Anarchy
falls within the structural component of the system. It tells us how the parts, or units are
ordered, how they stand in relation to each other. All it tells us about the units
themselves is that there are at least two of them, and that they recognize no overarching
government” (Buzan 1991, 150). The systemic component of the English School is
simply an examination of the units, being states in this case, and the nature of their
interaction in a condition of anarchy, which is understood simply as an absence of
authority. As a result of the structure of the international system as anarchic, interstate
conflict has mostly been a consequence of unrestrained actors trying to attain their best
interests (Art and Jervis 1973).
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An important point to note is how the English School has typically defined the
international system. Early writers in the school’s history, like Wight and Bull, preferred
a classical realist conception of the international system, as opposed to the rational choice
model proposed by Waltz and structural realists. Tim Dunne rightly notes the vital
distinction between the international system and international society as a pillar of the
English School. It is also worth noting that the confusion surrounding the distinction
between system and society was complicated by Wight’s usage of the term international
system when he was actually referring to what is now known as international society
(Buzan 1993, 331). This separation, whose clarification Dunne attributes to Bull, is
meant to demonstrate the intent of international society distinguished it from the system.
Dunne claims that Bull’s

notion of an international system constituted by purposeless interaction among
states contrasts with Bull’s interpretation of international society as a union or
association for regulating the relations of states in the absence of a common
superior. The distinguishing feature of a society of states was the element of
consciousness on the part of agents to maintain order. In this sense, a society
presupposed a system of interaction parts (Dunne 1998, 126).

In terms of the structural realist conception of the international system, Bull had
objections to a formal systems approach. Among his objections was the notion that the
system presupposed the society of states and that the units in the system had a specific
purpose.  According to Dunne, Bull “berated systems thinking in general for
presupposing that the survival of the system is the goal of the units, and for blurring
descriptions of the system and justifications of the system” (Dunne 1998, 127). Even so,
both Bull and another early English School scholar, Adam Watson, could not completely
dismiss the relevance of systems thinking, but argued such theory needed to be
approached far more critically (Dunne 1998, 127).

Despite Bull’s clear problem with systems theory like that of Waltz, Barry Buzan
recognizes the value in relating the structural realist model of the system to English
School thought. Buzan notes the confusion in English School theory over when an
international society comes into being. In order to address this problem, he argues: “The
easiest way to construct an abstract developmental model of international society is to
imagine an anarchic international system before any societal 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” (Buzan 1993, 341).

The presupposition of an anarchic system out of which societies of states emerge is a
radical shift away from the earlier works of English School scholars. Buzan’s effort to
demonstrate how international societies are created is one step in filling the gaps outlined
by American scholars like Finnemore and Copeland. According to Buzan, the link
between the English School and structural realism “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
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channels to both history and liberal theory that are compatible with existing structural
realist analysis” (Buzan 1993, 352). While Buzan is successful in relating structural
realist thought to the English School, he does omit one vital element in his analysis — the
assumption that the units in a structural realist system are rational actors. Such an
omission does not preclude the link between structural realism and English School
thought, but instead, there needs to be a method in which rational choice models can
relate to English School theory. Such an effort may be achieved in demonstrating how
magnanimity game models can explain the shifts from one international society to
another based on the changes of strategy on the part of major powers in the international
system at the end of a major conflict.

While the anarchic character of the system remains constant to this day, the actions of
states as described by structural realism in this condition may not be entirely correct.
Since the end of the Cold War, states are no longer trying to overcome one another in an
effort to exercise hard power over other states. After witnessing the successful and stable
end of the Cold War and transition out of bipolarity, major and minor powers alike have
altered their foreign policy strategies to be less eager to threaten or actually use hard
power over fellow states (Mueller 2006, 64-79). The nonmyopic equilibrium solution to
the Cold War magnanimity game explains that, if states rationally calculate their self-
interest over the long-term, they would see that their self-interest is best served by
avoiding military conflict and using other means to achieve their goals. States now exist
in a condition of relative equilibrium, where the preservation of a stable, orderly system
is the most important motivating factor in calculating state strategy.

Each state pursues its own interests, however defined, in ways it judges best.
Force is a means of achieving the external ends of states because there exists no
consistent, reliable process of reconciling the conflicts of interest that inevitably
arise among similar units in a condition of anarchy. A foreign policy based on
this image of international relations is neither moral nor immoral, but embodies
merely a reasoned response to the world about us (Waltz 1959, 238).

What is important to note in Waltz’s contentions about the anarchic system is that states
do pursue their own interests, but they do so in ways they see as rationally beneficial. Up
to this point in history, realists have argued that war and hard power conflict have been
the most effective way of achieving goals for states. This may no longer be the case, if it
ever was the case at all. Force remains a last resort option for states and its use has not
completely disappeared from the daily conduct of foreign policy. Its application, though,
is not nearly as prevalent as it once was in the international system.>

The order of the system has altered since the fall of the Soviet Union, which has affected
how states evaluate their foreign policy strategies. Rather than embarking upon bipolar
balancing, bandwagoning or strategies of one-upmanship, states currently exist in a
system defined by relative equilibrium. What is essential to note in any discussions of
international equilibrium is that the version being discussed here differs from that of

® For a contemporary analysis of the decline in major war and threats of hard power, see Raimo Vayrynen
(ed.), The Waning of Major War: Theories and Debates (London: Routledge, 2006).
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theorists who have previously tried to apply such a concept to IR on a systemic scale.
For instance, perhaps the most famous name associated with conceptions of international
equilibrium and security study is George Liska. Liska’s writings throughout the Cold
War sought to provide a reformed analysis of balance of power theory by arguing: “My
central concept is that of institutional equilibrium, applied primarily to international
organization with respect to its structure, the commitment of its members, and its
functional and geographic scope” (Liska 1957, 13). The equilibrium theory presented in
Liska’s work does build on the foundations of game theory, but its approach is intended
more as a means to discuss foreign policy and institutional decisions, and attempts to
reform realist theory towards a more holistic approach, rather than discussing the
possibility of equilibrium as an outcome of a specifically designed international game.
Equilibrium theory is also very popular in discussions of international trade. Writers like
Jacob Mosak, Takashi Negishi, Giovanni Caravale and others have attempted to use
equilibrium theory in their discussions about how rational-choice models apply to trade
dynamics or economic negotiation.®

Throughout the Cold War, the system was described as bipolar. This systemic ordering is
said, by structural realism, to have a greater ability to correct itself and prevent wide-
scale conflict because the two prevailing actors are more prone to make rationally-
calculated decisions which uphold their positions in the system. “In a world in which two
states united in their mutual antagonism far overshadow any other, the incentives to a
calculated response stand out most clearly, and the sanctions against irresponsible
behaviour achieve their greatest force” (Waltz 1979, 172-173). Since the fall of the
Soviet Union, the order of the system has changed twice, with the US first emerging as a
systemic hegemon based on the defeat of the USSR. In this moment, which lasted
throughout the 1990s, the US was able to dominate most of the global agenda in terms of
encouraging expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) in its own
image, securing support from the United Nations (UN) for the First Gulf War to expel
Irag from Kuwait and extending its sphere of influence across the globe with virtually no
resistance (Layne 2006). In the wake of 9/11, the intervention into Afghanistan and the
illegitimate invasion of Iraq in 2003, combined with the economic crisis which started in
late 2008, the moment of American hegemony is coming to an end (Clark 2009, 23). The
drastic decline in US hard power capabilities has allowed for a system which is more
multipolar in character to emerge. As Stephen Walt argues: “From the perspective of
classical balance-of-power theory, this situation seems anomalous. Power in the
international system is about as unbalanced as it has ever been, yet balancing tendencies
have been comparatively mild” (Walt 2005, 123).

If there is a decline in balancing behaviour in a multipolar international system, then
clearly structural realist theory has, again, fallen short. Some realist theorists, like Walt,
attempt to argue that states are now balancing more against threat than power or that
balancing behaviour centres more on soft power than traditional hard power concerns

® See for instance Jacob Mosak, General-Equilibrium Theory in International Trade (Bloomington: The
Principia Press, 1944), Takashi Negishi, General Equilibrium Theory and International Trade
(Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Company, 1972) and Giovanni Caravale, Equilibrium and
Economic Theory (London: Routledge, 1997).
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(Paul, Wirtz and Fortmann 2004). In this era of uncertainty in terms of systemic
ordering, one may refer to the condition of states as existing in equilibrium. Rather than
trying to win the game as previously described by the prisoner’s dilemma and rational
choice theorists throughout the Cold War, states appear far more willing to sacrifice their
optimal strategy in order to maintain a cooperative system. Situations of extreme
international tension, like the constant threat to Israel by neighbouring states, Russian
relations with NATO as it expands, non-intervention by major powers in a wide array of
intrastate conflicts and the increase in socialist regimes in Latin America without US
interference only serve to prove that nations are not as willing to exercise their hard
power as they once were (van Creveld 2006, 97-112). In order to explain why this has
become the case, one may look to what happens within the state. According to English
School theory, the domestic-level variables of global politics are included in what is
called world society. Seeing factors within the state and their impact over global politics
is an important element in any study, but it is also essential to question whether such
issues have any large scale effect over state actions in the international system.

2.22 World Society

The structural realist emphasis on the systemic level of analysis has been met with
opposition from theories which prefer to examine different variables in global politics.
These theories can focus on domestic preferences or ideologies within states, the
ideational or normative elements of individuals, the economic system, either
internationally or nationally, discursive presentations of various political issues globally,
the need for emancipating a dominated humanity or the effects of globalization on world
citizens. In most of these approaches to examining international or world politics, the
systemic level is a component typically omitted, criticized or refined (Hay 2007, 269).
For the purposes of the English School, the world society level of the threefold
methodological dichotomy represents the arguments about IR that do not adhere to realist
models of examination and discuss what occurs within states.

Primary articulations of world society began with liberal theories of IR. This level does
not rely upon the state for its ontological grounding, nor does it necessarily have to focus
entirely on humanity. Hedley Bull defines world society in the following manner: “By a
world society we understand not merely a degree of interaction linking all parts of the
human community to one another, but a sense of common interest and common values,
on the basis of which common rules and institutions may be built” (Bull 2002, 269). As
noted above, the world society aspect of Wight’s three-fold approach began with Kantian
ideas of world politics and has since become a major focal point of the English School’s
re-emergence in the 1990s based on its attractiveness to critical and solidarist scholars.
Buzan claims: “Using English School theory to address globalization does not offer the
predictive oversimplifications of structural realism and neoliberalism. But by opening
the way to a wider historical interpretation, it does offer an escape from the Westphalian
straitjacket” (Buzan 2004, 4).

In the present context of international politics, those focusing exclusively on world
society variables are able to understand more factors within states or transnational forces
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in an era of globalization, but these ideas are not entirely helpful when discussing
outcomes in the international system. One of the tendencies in the current uses of the
English School is the new-found preference for world society examinations by liberal and
critical scholars. This point is highlighted by Buzan as he states: “Much hangs on which
reading of English School theory one wants to pursue” (Buzan 2004, 23). The solidarist
accounts of world society have begun to dominate modern English School theory. In
doing so, accounts of international society tend to favour approaches which seek to study
the relationship between the domestic-level and the society of states. The place of the
international system has been brought into question by the lack of work being done on
the link between the international system and international society.

Issues studied in the world society-level tend to focus more on concerns surrounding the
individual or humanity. Issues like human rights, human security, global citizenship and
non-state forces all play prominent roles in this level. In terms of how the cosmopolitan
emphasis of world society impacts state decision-making, Nicholas Wheeler and Tim
Dunne argue “the vision of good international citizenship brings together domestic
politics and foreign policy, since the latter springs from the principles of democracy,
human rights and good governance” (Wheeler and Dunne 1998, 856). The solidarist
camp within the English School focuses on how domestic variables impact international
society and how states should be compelled to place more of an emphasis on an
international order dedicated to the rights of individuals, rather than realist self-interest
(Wheeler 1992, 463-487). There is, of course, no denying that interstate relations affect
individuals across the world, but the impact of those individuals over state calculations of
self-interest are not made entirely clear by solidarist scholars.

A major theoretical shortcoming in making use of the English School in contemporary
international theory has been the association made between how world society affects the
international system. While Buzan would contend that each of the three levels of the
English School affect each other constantly, the relationship between individuals and the
system has not been made entirely evident by solidarist or world society scholars. World
society may have an effect on international society, being the second level and which will
be covered at greater length in the next chapter, but just how it affects the international
system is not wholly clear. A major reason for this has to do with the ambiguity of what
world society is. As Barry Buzan points out “present usage of world society covers so
many meanings as to sow more confusion than clarity, and this weakens the structural
potential of English school theory” (Buzan 2004, 269-270). Due to the vagueness of
world society, this level will play a minor role in establishing the theoretical framework
presented in this thesis. Instead, it will be the relationship between the international
system and international society that founds the basis for this project.

Conclusion

With the Cold War ending in such a stable manner, it is difficult to argue that the conduct
of states in the international arena has not changed. Up to this point in IR theory,
however, rational choice explanations have fallen short in their efforts to provide a
method of comprehending the actions of both the US and USSR at the end of the fifty-
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year long conflict. While theory of moves is not entirely popular among traditional game
theorists and rational choice scholars, it does provide a novel way of examining the
choices facing both sides at the end of the Cold War and how the solution to that
magnanimity game could have lasting effects over the international system to this day.
Trying to argue that structural realism’s reliance on purely prisoner’s dilemma thinking
still has applicability in the modern era may not be totally false, but this is no longer a
framework whose explanatory power is able to apply to constant, wide-scale interstate
interaction.

This chapter has made an effort to introduce a new explanation to an ongoing debate
surrounding the end of the Cold War, and the role of rational choice theory in that
argument. The assumptions about the motives and rational calculations of states remain
much the same as realists have always asserted, but the contribution made here surrounds
the willingness of both major powers to sacrifice their own optimal outcome to foster a
spirit of post-Cold War cooperation. While the magnanimity game designed here, and its
outcome of nonmyopic equilibrium, may be of interest, the influence of this game and its
solution should be of even larger concern for international theorists. The challenge,
perhaps, in describing interstate behaviour since 1991 has been the unwillingness of
scholars to look beyond one theoretical lens in their efforts to depict the international
political environment in the contemporary era.

What has been made clear thus far in this study is the constant emphasis by international
theorists regarding the complexity of modern international relations and the wide array of
theories trying to explain and understand variables on a global scale. In this light, the
English School of IR appears to be an overlooked, yet extremely valuable tool in
acknowledging this plurality and complexity. The English School idea of an
international system relies entirely on realist explanations of IR, and this study makes use
of the version of the international system presented by structural realist scholars like
Waltz. Doing so means that self-interest, security maximization and anarchy remain the
chief elements which comprise the systemic level of examination.

The international system and world society levels of English School method are vital to
understanding how politics above and within states function, but do not represent the
most important area of assessment in the current geopolitical setting. Tim Dunne
reinforces this point: “The systemic lens shows not only the ordering of the units; it also
directs our attention to the levels of technology, the distribution of material power, and
the interaction capacity of the units...[world society] refers to the shared interests and
values linking all parts of the human community” (Dunne 2007, 140). Both the
international system and world society are made important in English School thought
because of their relationship with the middle-level of consideration, being international
society, which has always been at the heart of English School theory. It is in the society
of states that the true effects of the proposed magnanimity game can be found and how
the best understanding of international relations in the modern era can take place. The
next chapter will be dedicated to the formation, conduct and impact of modern
international society and how the nonmyopic equilibrium of the magnanimity game has
affected international politics more generally.
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Chapter 3: The Development of International Society

The idea that an international society exists is the pillar of English School theory in
international relations. Early English School proponents sought to explain how and why
states cooperated, despite the constraints of anarchy and self-help tendencies displayed by
nations in the international system. Writers like Wight, Butterfield and Bull initially tried
to create a way to understand IR by giving credence to history, realist theory and liberal
notions of international politics through a rationalist lens (Dunne 1998, 8). While
constructivism seems to dominate the supposed middle-ground of international theory
today, the English School was the first to make such an effort. While the realist emphasis
on the international system and the liberal or critical preference for world society are
important considerations in any effort to explain the conduct of states, the international
society level, being the second or middle level of analysis, remains the crucial aspect of
English School thought.

International relations cannot be explained or understood by relying upon accounts of the
international system or world society alone; as argued previously, the preference for one
theoretical outlook in IR is too myopic and narrow to be of much use in an era of
complexity and theoretical plurality. International politics cannot be understood as
strictly focused on military capabilities, as structural realism might argue, nor can it be
reduced to concerns like human rights, human security and domestically-focused issues
as liberal and critical theories contend. The international society element of the English
School is designed to incorporate realist, liberal and critical elements into one level of
analysis which can be viewed as either greatly beneficial, or too generalized to be of any
use. Accounts of what international society is, and how it operates, have varied across
ideological and historical perspectives. As David Mapel and Terry Nardin claim:
“international society is still an abstraction that lies at some distance from the gritty
particulars of international history and current worries about the prospects for peace,
justice, and the rule of law in a world divided not only into states but also by economic
and cultural differences” (Mapel and Nardin 1998, 3). Versions of international society
presented by early English School scholars differ greatly, in some cases, to those who
might use the approach today. This project does not pretend to create a notion of
international society which can fill every theoretical gap or appeal to every theorist across
the ideological spectrum. In fact, it is likely that the more methodologically rigorous and
closed version of the English School proposed here will earn the wrath of scholars from a
variety of theoretical allegiances." This being the case, the English School has been
heavily criticized for its lack of rigour and its willingness to accommodate anyone and
everyone, regardless of their intention, ontological or epistemological assumptions and
their method of theorizing. Martha Finnemore’s poignant discussion of the English
School’s lack of direction and clear method only serves to highlight the problems that
have existed with this approach since its inception (Finnemore 2001).

English School scholars tend to avoid methodological debates because these are seen as
internal and distracting to the greater mission of international theory, according to the

! This derives primarily from the vast accounts of the English School that praise its methodological
openness.
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School’s logic. According to English School proponents, the purpose of international
theory is to understand and find patterns in history by discussing the values and
institutions in a variety of historical generations. Tim Dunne discusses this point:

By seeking to clarify the concepts which reveal patterns in world history, the
English school is working with a very different notion of theory to that which is
found in the dominant American approaches. Rather than operationalizing
concepts and formulating testable hypotheses, the emphasis upon contending
concepts is driven by a search for defining properties which mark the boundaries
of different historical and normative orders (Dunne 2007, 134).

The intention of this thesis is not to deny the traditional efforts of English School theory,
but instead to examine the relationship between the structural realist conception of the
international system and international society, a relationship that has been somewhat
ignored or devalued by recent English School scholarship (Little 2005, 47). Of course, in
doing so, it is noted that structural realism makes use of formal methods of theoretical
evaluation, which are typically avoided by English School scholars. The English School
has contemporary relevance in explaining international politics, but the approach may
benefit from American social science methods of theory construction and evaluation if it
hopes to perforate the mainstream of international theory.

This chapter will seek to provide insight into the most important element of English
School theory, namely international society. The society of states has always been a
component of comprehending interstate cooperation, but its ability to provide states with
a forum for discussion and diplomacy may be useful in explaining the contemporary
equilibrium which exists among states today. In order to understand the role played by
international society in the modern world, this chapter will provide an elucidation as to
how international societies are formed and the various types of societies which can exist.
Only by viewing the relationship between the international system, international society
and world society can a better appreciation of the wide array of political variables in the
contemporary era take place, which in turn might contribute a novel, progressive
approach to international theory.

3.1 The Formation of International Society

Perhaps the two most important questions facing proponents of the English School are —
what is an international society and where did it come from? The former is far easier to
answer than the latter, and responses to each question tend to vary depending on which
theorist is doing the answering. Defining what an international society is can be
straightforward in some sense. While the international system is grounded in Hobbesian
theory and world society is reliant upon Kantian understandings, the international society
element of international politics finds its philosophical underpinnings in the work of
Hugo Grotius.? The Grotian tradition, according to Bull, places states as the primary unit

2 For a comprehensive analysis on the Grotian approach to IR, see Hedley Bull, Benedict King and Adam
Roberts (eds.), Hugo Grotius and International Relations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994).
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of analysis in international affairs, but also claims that those states consciously and
willingly limit conflict by adhering to self-imposed rules and institutions.

The Grotian prescription for international conduct is that all states, in their
dealings with one another, are bound by the rules and institutions they form. As
against the view of the Hobbesians, states in the Grotian view are bound not only
by rules of prudence or expediency but also by imperatives of morality and law.
But, as against the view of the universalists, what these imperatives enjoin is not
the overthrow of the system of states and its replacement by a universal
community of mankind, but rather acceptance of the requirements of coexistence
and co-operation in a society of states (Bull 2002, 25-26).

The Grotian approach to international politics, then, embodies the effort on the part of
English School theorists to forge a middle-ground between realist and liberal or critical
perspectives when describing the conduct of states in an anarchic, state-based, but human
influenced, international arena. Robert Jackson effectively summarizes the Grotian
approach embodied in the English School by stating: “Humans, whether as individuals or
organized into states, obviously cannot survive without power, but they cannot live by
power alone. They also require law and morality” (Jackson 1992, 276). An essential
consideration in describing just what an international society is must be the consensual
nature of its formation. As Bull and Adam Watson point out, any society of states is not
merely a system which recognizes the existence of other units “but also have established
by dialogue and consent common rules and institutions for the conduct of their relations,
and recognize their common interest in maintaining these arrangements” (Bull and
Watson 1984, 1). An important point here is that, while the realist tenets of state-
centrism, anarchy and self-help do dominate much of the systemic discussion, the
international society level of examination is based upon ideas of cooperation, dialogue,
strong international institutions and enforceable rules.

Throughout the history of the modern state system, it is argued by English School
thinkers that various types of international societies have existed. Bull claims “the
Grotian idea of international society has always been present in thought about the states
system” (Bull 2002, 26). When the Peace at Westphalia was negotiated in 1648, and the
modern system of states came into existence, supporters of the Grotian approach claim
that examples of international societies could be immediately identified. Since that time,
the idea of international society has changed in terms of internal arrangement, but its
grounding in Grotian ideas of cooperation and rules has not. The historical evolution of
international society can be divided, according to Bull, into three distinct eras: Christian
international society (15", 16™, 17" centuries), European international society (18" and
19" centuries) and World international society (early 20" century) (Bull 2002, 26-38).

Christian international society is the foundational element in Bull’s thinking about how
international society developed over time. The Grotian approach so heavily emphasized
by Bull and other English School writers is, of course, grounded in the work of Grotius
whose ideas on natural law came to influence how states would conduct themselves in the
modern states system. In the time leading up to the articulations of what became the



55

Westphalian system in 1648, as the Western Christian Empire was in the process of
collapsing, Bull argues there were three distinct schools of thought emerging which
described the rising system of international politics: there was first, the potential for state
conflict in an anarchic international environment advocated by thinkers like Machiavelli,
Bacon and Hobbes; second, the Papal and Imperialist tradition, which fought for the
supremacy of universal authority for the Church and Empire; and third, the budding
natural law tradition advocated by Grotius and others, such as Suarez and Pufendorf (Bull
2002, 26-27). This third group, which conceived of an international society bound by
common rules and norms, relied on the following assumptions in their assertions about
international politics: the values underlying international society were Christian; there
was no obvious decision made about who the members of international society were,
primarily due to these early theories predating the modern states system; primacy was
granted to natural law over any conceptions of positive law; the rules of coexistence in
the society were based on universalist assumptions; and finally, the foundations for
international law and diplomacy were laid by connecting institutions to natural and divine
law, not by connection to state practice (Bull 2002, 29-30). This original conception of a
Christian international society, then, provides an historical account as to how Grotian
theories of natural law and what became known as international law were connected to
the emerging system of states in the international realm, and how these ideas supposedly
infiltrated the behaviour of states.

Bull moves on to describe European international society as the era which arose once
Western Christendom was removed from international political thought and the
contemporary conception of the state had been commonly accepted. This period is
termed as exclusively European due to the dominant values and culture permeating the
practice of states.® In this version of international society, the members comprising the
society, namely states, were defined. Bull notes that “all members of international
society are of a particular kind of political entity called states, and that entities that do not
satisfy the criterion cannot be members” (Bull 2002, 33). Beyond the recognition of
states as the exclusive members of European international society, Bull outlines other
basic criterion of membership: that all members of international society share the same
basic rights; all obligations are reciprocal; that all rules and institutions in the society are
consensual among members; and that other political entities, like Islamic emirates or
African chieftaincies are excluded from membership (Bull 2002, 33). Cooperation
among European and other legitimate states was fostered by a growing set of institutions
whose rules were more heavily influenced by positive, rather than natural, law. A major
point of relevance during this period was the distinction made between domestic and
international politics; no longer were laws seen to be common to all, but instead, were to
govern the relations between states only (Bull 2002, 34). Bull looks to Jeremy
Bentham’s 1789 work, Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation, as the
pillar of altering the perception from the natural law idea of law of nations to
transforming into the positive law-based law between nations, which moved away from
the universalist traditions articulated by Grotius and others.

® For more on the expansion of European international society see Adam Watson, “European International
Society and its Expansion,” The Expansion of International Society (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1984), 13-32.
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By the 20™ century, Bull argued in favour of an international society which reflected the
natural law tradition found in his Christian account, rather than the values seen in the
time of European dominance. Bull’s conception of World international society is without
clearly defined members, resembling the Grotian version, and appears to reject Vattel’s
ideas about the law of nations.* Perhaps the most interesting assertion made by Bull
about the conduct of 20™ century international politics is that regarding the return to
natural and moral law. Rules of cooperation were again governed by universalist
assumptions. These rules, laws and institutions were also founded on arguments about
how states ought to act, rather than focusing solely on how they actually did act. To
prove this, Bull makes reference specifically to the Covenant of the League of Nations,
the Kellogg-Briand Pact and the Charter of the United Nations (Bull 2002, 38).

While Bull describes, in detail, the conduct of what he terms as international society
during these three distinct historical epochs, he does not outline how one is to detect the
conditions leading to the formation of international society, or what triggers a change in
its values, rules and preferences. This lack of clear borders around notions of
international society speaks to the broader problem regarding the absence of research
methods in English School theory (Jones 1981, 1-13). As mentioned previously, the
approach is open to theoretical plurality, but there is very little said about what does
count as falling within the English School and what does not. In terms of recognizing an
international society, the lack of method again plays a role in weakening Bull’s
contentions.” Are these eras really distinctly different international societies, or are they
just periods of cooperation marked by changing philosophical or cultural values? Martha
Finnemore makes reference to the question of identifying an international society, as she
asks, “how do you know an international society (or international system or world
society) when you see one? English School authors sometimes give definitions for
analytic categories, but they almost never provide systematic discussions about rules of
evidence” (Finnemore 2001, 509). Finnemore’s question about identifying an
international system or world society are somewhat unproblematic to answer, as scholars
like Waltz and Mearsheimer have responded to the problem of identifying a system,
while the English School accounts for world society as the collection of individuals
across the world. International society, however, is a different problem. The
characteristics of what an international society is have been detailed and outlined by
many English School writers, but how is one formed?°

* For more on Vattel, see Emmerich de Vattel, The Law of Nations (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 2008).

® For criticisms of the use of methodology in the English School, see Robert Jackson, “International
Relations as a Craft Discipline,” Theorising International Society: English School Methods (Houndmills:
Palgrave, 2009), 21-38 and Peter Wilson, “The English School’s Approach to International Law,”
Theorising International Society: English School Methods (Houndmills: Palgrave, 2009), 167-188.

® English School scholars have described the historical evolution of international societies but are not clear
on when or how these societies are formed. For historical evolutionary discussions of international society
see Martin Wight, Systems of States (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1977), Bull and Watson (eds.),
1984, Kalevi Holsti, Peace and War: Armed Conflicts and International Order, 1648-1989 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1991) and Adam Watson, The Evolution of International Society (London:
Routledge, 1992).
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English School theory argues that any international society is formed when states come
together to ensure their survival through mutual cooperation by consenting to rules
governing their conduct. These rules are made in an anarchic environment so, while
there is no formal governing force to uphold these rules, states see it as being within their
self-interest to do so in order to guarantee their survival. Bull’s historical divisions of the
three distinct international societies may be useful in indentifying three different
societies, yet the gap in causal logic as to why and how they come to exist is vast.” In the
last chapter, a magnanimity game was designed to account for the altered nature of state
interests in the post-Cold War period. The solution to this game as a non-myopic
equilibrium of the US choosing Magnanimity and the USSR opting to Cooperate might
account for the alterations to the behaviour of states in the international political
environment, based on the fall of bipolar tension and the decline in arms racing and one-
upmanship which defined the politics of the Cold War. Following from the logic of the
Cold War magnanimity game’s outcome, it might be possible to argue that a new
international society emerged in the wake of the Cold War based on the choices made by
the two superpowers in resolving the conflict. If one applies the reason of this type of
game to the historical divisions described by Bull, perhaps greater insight into how these
distinct societies came into existence can be achieved.

In each of the three epochs provided by Bull to delineate international societies, an
infinite number of historical events occurred, and it is difficult to find any connection
between the three. In an effort to show that international societies do not simply appear
out of thin air, the use of a magnanimity game to demonstrate their formation might be
useful. All of Bull’s societies do have one thing in common — they were all created
shortly after the end of a major, international, conflict. In the Christian international
society, the Peace at Augsburg represented many of the trends and shifts in norms and
culture described by Grotius and Bull; in European international society, the behaviour of
states and the entrenchment of their primacy began shortly after the War of Spanish
Succession ending with the Treaty of Utrecht; and in World international society, the
developments depicted by Bull occurred in the immediate aftermath of World War |I.
Therefore, it might be possible to argue that an international society comes into existence
after the resolution of a major international conflict, and the choices made by the actors at
the conclusion of that conflict dictate the type of international society that will emerge.

An important factor to note, however, is that not all post-conflict environments at the
international level compel the creation of a new international society. Magnanimity
games can be used to describe each of these situations, but the connection being made
here is not between every single conflict and the production of international society.
Bull’s historical analysis describes three distinct versions of international society that
encompass large spans of time. During each of these periods, any sound historical
analysis would list large numbers of conflicts across the world, many of which had little
or no impact on the rules, values and normative aspects of the international society in
existence at that time according to Bull’s historical division. The contention being made

" There were efforts made by the British Committee to address some of these gaps, but none were specific
enough to actually address causality. For an interesting attempt to address this issue, see Herbert
Butterfield, “The Historic ‘States-System’”, (British Committee paper: January, 1965).
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in this work is that, while international society is the most important explanatory level in
English School thought, the international system is still a major concern for explaining
international relations. International societies may, therefore, be created or transformed
after a major international conflict in which the international system is also affected. A
change in the polarity of the system or dominant powers in the wake of war could result
in a new international society. Scholars may disagree with Bull’s choice of historical
time periods®, but the fact that, early in each of these periods, a major international
conflict which affected the ordering of the system took place, might serve to prove that
any international society is subservient to the outcomes in the system. The shift in an
international society may occur when states need to alter their approach to survival and
the pursuit of self-interest based on shifts in systemic arrangement or polarity. Pursuing
self-interest in a unipolar systemic arrangement would be different from the strategies
practised in either a multipolar or bipolar arrangement. Changes to the structure of the
system, according to Waltz, depend on the distribution of capabilities. “A systems theory
requires one to define structures partly by the distribution of capabilities across units.
States, because they are in a self-help system, have to use their combined capabilities in
order to serve their interests” (Waltz 1979, 131). The value of the magnanimity game in
assessing the end of conflict is that, at the conclusion of each of these games, the rational
and non-myopic choices facing players can be identified and explained. These decisions,
along with the outcome of the conflict, might somehow alter the hierarchy or polarity of
the system, thus changing the foreign policy strategies of states in their quest for survival.

In the case of Christian international society, the time period provided by Bull is quite
long, but it is difficult to argue in favour of an international society before the Peace of
Augsburg in 1555.° Prior to this peace treaty, the foundations of Grotian theory were
beginning to emerge, but could not be applied to a modern discussion of IR until the early
articulations of state sovereignty came into existence. The Peace at Augsburg resolved
the conflict between the Catholic and Protestant sects within the Holy Roman Empire and
created an early version of what became Westphalian Sovereignty in 1648. Coming out
of the negotiations at Augsburg was the famous phrase, Cuius regio, eius religio,
meaning “Whose realm, his religion”. Under this provision, free cities and territorial
princes were able to determine the religion of their realm, and Lutheranism was given
equal rights in the Holy Roman Empire. The Peace at Augsburg in 1555, however, was
the ultimate result of a long and bloody conflict between Catholic and Protestant
territories throughout the Reformation period.’® To see how Bull’s Christian
international society came to be, one must look to the Peace of Passau, which was signed
three years before the Peace at Augsburg.

& See Martin Wight, Systems of States (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1977) and Kalevi Holsti,
Peace and War: Armed Conflicts and International Order, 1648-1989 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1991).

° For more on the negotiations leading to the Peace of Augsburg, see J.H. Elliot, Spain, Europe & the
Wider World, 1500-1800 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009).

1% For more on the political impact of the Reformation period, see Thomas Lindsay, A History of the
Reformation (New York: Scribner, 1916) and Madeleine Grey, The Protestant Reformation: Beliefs and
Practices (Brighton: Sussex Academic Press, 2003).
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The Peace of Passau was a negotiation between the Holy Roman Emperor Charles V and
the Protestant defensive alliance known as the Schmalkaldic League in 1552.** After the
Empire had won a decisive victory against the League following the Schmalkaldic War in
1547, Charles attempted to implement the Augsburg Interim, a document which called
for religious unity under the Holy Roman Empire, thus eliminating the Protestant threat.
Of course, the Interim did not end the conflict between the League and the Empire, so in
1552 the Peace at Passau was adopted, which eliminated the Augsburg Interim, ended the
conflict between the two sides, granted Lutheran religious freedom thus ending thirty
years of religious war and also compelled Charles to finally abandon his quest for
religious unity under Catholicism (Bobbitt 2002, 75-94). The Peace at Passau set the
stage for the Peace at Augsburg and eventually, after further conflict involving a larger
number of parties, the Peace of Westphalia. The two sides signing the Peace at Passau,
namely the Empire and the League, were faced with a number of choices as to how to
proceed. Charles could have continued the fight and the League could have forged on
with their cause; in the end, however, the conflict between the two sides was resolved,
and this led to the first articulations of modern state sovereignty in 1555, thus also
leading to the formation of Bull’s Christian international society. In establishing this
society, a magnanimity game would be described in the following manner:

The initial state of the game would have the Holy Roman Empire as Victor while the
Schmalkaldic League would represent the Defeated party:

Table 3-1:
Schmalkaldic League (D)
Cooperate (C) Don’t Cooperate (C*)
Holy Roman Don't be magnanimous (M =) I Status Quo IV Rejected Status Quo
Empire (V) Be magnanimous (M) I Magnanimity IlII Rejected Magnanimity

As in all magnanimity games, both players are faced with rational calculations in the
wake of a conflict. In this particular case, the solution is a nonmyopic equilibrium based
on the choice of the Holy Roman Empire to be Magnanimous and grant Lutheran
freedoms, while the League’s choice to end their fight once and for all and Cooperate
allows for the game to end. The solution to this game represented a shift in the
preferences of the major actors, which in turn ushered in an international society based on
territorial respect for religious difference, which becomes an essential component in the
way sovereign statehood is defined in the Peace of Westphalia by 1648. Bull may not
have been in favour of defining a clear group or set of groups whose membership in
Christian international society were guaranteed, but this only serves to add credence to
criticisms about the ambiguity of English School method. In this case, membership

1 For more on the negotiations leading to the Peace of Passau, see Christopher Close, The Negotiated
Reformation: Imperial Cities and the Politics of Urban Reform, 1525-1550 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009).
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would be reserved for those who, eventually, become formal states, though it is admitted
that other groups in this era would have also played important roles (Bull 2002, 28).
What Bull does not seem to account for is, without clear members in an international
society, the relationship between the system, international and world society are
impossible to see in an empirical sense. Therefore, a unit of analysis, in this case
political entities which became states, would be the most logical and obvious choices for
guaranteed membership.*? Furthermore, the nonmyopic equilibrium established at the
end of this game at the Peace of Passau, which is only strengthened by the Peace at
Augsburg three years later, served to establish the rules and values of Christian
international society — an emphasis on natural law, a lack of formalized institutions, the
growth in modern forms of diplomacy and universalist assumptions.*®

This same type of design can be provided for Bull’s European international society as
well. Again, Bull’s historical period of choice is vast and vague, but there is a negotiated
peace settlement at the end of a major conflict which corresponds to a shift in norms of
international society.™ Bull himself actually points to the magnitude of the 1713 Treaty
of Utrecht in its establishment of the balance of power system and the law between
nations (Bull 2002, 35-36)." It is the choices facing the major players at the end of the
War of Spanish Succession that can be said to represent the alteration from the Christian
international society to the European version. While the Treaty of Utrecht is actually a
serious of treaties signed between a variety of actors, its outcome seriously altered the
course of European, and world, history for all of the 18" and 19" centuries. The War of
Spanish Succession (1701-1714) was an effort to unite the monarchies of Spain and
France under one umbrella, which posed a clear threat to the British and Dutch empires.*®
War between these players was fought both in Europe and North America and resulted in
approximately 400,000 deaths. The resolution to the war occurred after the signing of
multiple treaties, one of which being the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713 which ended the
fighting between the British and Netherlands on one side, and the French and Spanish on
the other (Bobbitt 2002, 95-143). Creating a magnanimity game for this post-conflict
environment is not nearly as easy or clear as others might be, but in the final analysis, the
game would focus on the most important treaty signed, which would place Britain as
Victor while France would be represented as the Defeated. The negotiations between the
British and French saw a clear desire for Britain to maintain the Status Quo position, as
they forced the French to recognize English succession in the house of Hanover, to
renounce claims to the French throne by the Spanish thus ending their attempts at

12 According to Bull, these could be referred to as civitates, principles, regni, gentes or republicae. See
Bull 2002, 28.

B3 1t is noted here that the Peace of Westphalia is likely to be a more popular case to prove the rise of
international society, but the Peace of Passau represents an earlier, though less known, example of similar
actions. Also, it is questionable that the Peace of Westphalia could have occurred without the successful
test case of Passau, furthered by the Peace at Augsburg.

' For more on the shifts in international society at this time, see lan Clark, Legitimacy in International
Society (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

1> For more on the Treaty of Utrecht, see John Hosak, On the Rise and Growth of the Law of Nations, as
Established by General Usage and by Treaties, from the Earliest Time to the Treaty of Utrecht (Littleton:
F. B. Rothman, 1982).

18 For more on the War of Spanish Succession, see Linda Frey and Marsha Frey (eds.), The Treaties of the
War of Spanish Succession (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1995).
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unification, to cede various North American territories and to establish the British as the
world leader in commercial trade (Miquelon 2001, 653-677). The French, on the other
hand, elected to Cooperate (C), even if the British had decided not to be Magnanimous
(M*) in their approach. The solution to this magnanimity game is thus found at position I
of the matrix.

Table 3-2:
France (D)
Cooperate (C) Don’t Cooperate (C*)
Britain (V) Don't be magnanimous (M *) I Status Quo IV Rejected Status Quo
Be magnanimous (M) II Magnanimity [Ill Rejected Magnanimity

In terms of international political history, this treaty between the British and French
helped to create a balance of power system in Europe. In this period, the system
remained multipolar as it did during the Christian international society era, but the
approach to state survival did change (Bull 2002, 36). Natural law and universalist
assumptions about the laws of man or nature were removed almost entirely from the
international arena. Instead, the focus was placed on trying to prevent the outbreak of
war between sovereign and independent states which, by this time, were seen as the only
actors in the international system and society, and also that had the monopoly on the
legitimate use of power.'” Throughout the Christian international society, power was not
exclusively defined in the systemic-level of examination. As Bull notes, those in the time
of Christian international society “did, indeed, think in terms of a hierarchy of rulers, but
this was a hierarchy determined by the status and precedent of the receding universal
society, and not by considerations of relative power” (Bull 2002, 31). The shift after the
Treaty of Utrecht and the end of the War of Spanish Succession became about placing
greater emphasis on the international system and the relationship between the first, or
systemic, level and international society, rather than the Christian international society,
which was premised more on the interactions between world society and international
society. As a result, state interests were not morally-based; instead, positive law
dedicated to stable interstate interaction became of primary concern and the balance of
power system in international affairs was clearly established. In his commentary on the
progression of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, Hans Morgenthau contends:

In that period foreign policy was indeed a sport of kings, not to be taken more
seriously than games and gambles, played for strictly limited stakes, and utterly
devoid of transcendent principles of any kind. Since such was the nature of
international politics, what looks in retrospect like treachery and immorality was
then little more than an elegant manoeuver, a daring piece of strategy, or a finely

7 For more on legitimacy in the society of states during this period, see lan Clark, Legitimacy in
International Society (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).
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contrived tactical movement, all executed according to the rules of the game,
which all players recognized as binding. The balance of power of that period was
amoral rather than immoral (Morgenthau 2006, 201).

The international society which emerged during the period described by Bull as European
international society was thus premised upon very different rules and values than those
found in the Christian international society. European international society witnessed the
emergence of great power politics, the strengthening of state sovereignty and the growth
in balancing behaviour among states in a multipolar arrangement (Mearsheimer 2001,
347-354). This system would last into the 20" century until the conclusion of another
major international conflict and a shift in self-help tactics.

If one is willing to accept Bull’s description of the first two major periods of international
societal history, his third is perhaps the most contentious. According to Bull, events in
the 20™ century marked a return to the natural law and morally-based version of
international society as seen during the Christian period of Grotius himself. This World
international society is defined by an evolution away from the statist politics of European
international society to a greater world focus. Bull argues:

The twentieth-century emphasis upon ideas of a reformed or improved
international society, as distinct from the elements of society in actual practice,
has led to a treatment of the League of Nations, the United Nations and other
general international organisations as the chief institutions of international
society, to the neglect of those institutions whose role in the maintenance of
international order is the central one. Thus there has developed the Wilsonian
rejection of the balance of power, the denigration of diplomacy and the tendency
to seek to replace it by international administration, and a return to the tendency
that prevailed in the Grotian era to confuse international law with international
morality or international improvement (Bull 2002, 38).

The trends seen by Bull, while originally published in 1977, are clearly not indicative of
the entire 20" century. Cold War international politics were not morally-based, did not
reject conceptions of international stability, at times ignored Wilsonian politics and relied
heavily upon diplomacy, though limited in scope, to remain stable (Brown 1999, 115-
116). Bull’s depiction is relevant, but not to the entire century. Instead, it might be
useful to assume that the 20™ century saw two distinctly different versions of
international society — both premised on self-interest and survival, which remain vital
components to any society of states, but which were fundamentally different in terms of
polarity and foreign policy strategy.

Bull’s World international society arguably did exist in the 20" century, but was very
short-lived. His description of 20" century international politics can be found in the
aftermath of a major conflict which affected state pursuits of self-interest, thus making it
a legitimate international society according to the model presented here. This version can
be found in the time between the First and Second World Wars (1918-1939). Creating a
magnanimity game for this period would be straightforward:
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Table 3-3:
Germany (D)
Cooperate (C) Don’t Cooperate (C*)
Allies (V) Don't be magnanimous (M *) I Status Quo IV Rejected Status Quo
Be magnanimous (M) Il Magnanimity [Il Rejected Magnanimity

The aftermath of the First World War was filled with idealism and notions of how to
eliminate war all together in the international system. President Woodrow Wilson’s
Fourteen Points seem to have embodied this thinking and the establishment of the League
of Nations sought to move international society away from the positive law, sovereignty-
based rules of European international society and back to the moral and utopian
conceptions of Christian international society.’® E.H. Carr, whose work on the twenty
years between the two major wars is foundational to the study of IR and the English
School, looks to this period as one of attempted change and normative-focus, like the one
described by Bull in his conception of World international society. Carr argues:

When the theories of liberal democracy were transplanted, by a purely intellectual
process, to a period and to countries whose stage of development and whose
practical needs were utterly different from those of Western Europe in the
nineteenth century, sterility and disillusionment were the inevitable sequel.
Rationalism can create a utopia, but cannot make it real. The liberal democracies
scattered throughout the world by the peace settlement of 1919 were the product
of abstract theory, stuck no roots in the soil, and quickly shrivelled away (Carr
2001, 29).

Though Carr was not entirely supportive of the Wilsonian influence on international
politics, it is impossible to deny its effects, even if Carr saw many of the utopian effects
as negative. Carr famously notes:

The advocate of a scheme for an international police force or for collective
security, or of some other project for international order, generally replied to the
critic not by an argument designed to show how and why he thought his plan will
work, but either by a statement that it must be made to work because the
consequences of its failure to work would be so disastrous, or by a demand for
some alternative nostrum. This must be the spirit in which the alchemist or
utopian socialist would have answered the sceptic who questioned whether lead
could be turned into gold or men made to live in model communities. Thought
has been at a discount (Carr 2001, 8).

'8 For more on Wilson’s political idealism, see Arthur Walworth, Wilson and His Peacemakers: American
Diplomacy at the Paris Peace Conference, 1919 (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1986).
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While Carr may have criticized the Wilsonian tendency toward pure utopianism,
Wilson’s ideas did lead to some alterations at the international level. The League of
Nations was only one step in trying to outlaw war, create a system of international law
that went beyond simple interstate relations and to achieve a condition of peace across the
world (Carr 2001, 30-31). During these twenty years, international society functioned
according to Bull’s description of World international society, but did not last past the
outbreak of the Second World War. The emergence of what Bull saw as World
international society was premised upon the efforts made at establishing a strong set of
institutions aimed at allowing states to dialogue and prevent another major international
war from breaking out. Two of the most important elements in World international
society which make it distinct from European international society are first, the retreat
from states having exclusive membership in international society and second, the return
to a preference for natural law over positive law in the articulation of the rules of
coexistence (Bull 2002, 37-38).

What must be noted at this juncture, however, is that the outcome of this post-war
magnanimity game does not lend itself to a Grotian version of international society, like
the one seen during Bull’s Christian era. At the conclusion of the First World War, the
allied powers chose to punish defeated Germany as much as possible, as evidenced by the
many provisions in the 1919 Treaty of Versailles. Such a preference for the Status Quo
option was coupled with a concern for a new world order that aimed to implement natural
law-based strategies of war prevention and the promotion of law. In terms of the
upholding of Status Quo, there was divergence among allied members about just how far
the punishment for Germany was to extend:

Punishment, payment, prevention — on these broad objectives there was
agreement. It was everything else that was the problem...A smaller Germany, and
a poorer Germany, would be less of a threat to its neighbours. But if Germany
was losing a lot of land, was it also fair to expect it to pay out huge sums?
Striking a balance between the different sets of terms was not easy, especially
since Wilson, Clemenceau and Lloyd George did not agree among themselves, or,
frequently, with their own colleagues (MacMillan 2001, 161-162).

Though all three allied parties agreed that Germany was responsible for the start of the
First World War, there was serious disagreement about what the post-war world order
would look like. The political left was calling for an approach that favoured self-
determination over power politics as a way to move forward, and this idea appealed
strongly to Wilson (MacMillan 2001, 162-164). The French, on the other hand, were far
more interested in making territorial gains and preventing the re-arming or immediate
rebuilding of Germany so it would not make war against France.

The preference for the Status Quo, though a fractured version, demonstrates one thing
quite clearly — that if a victorious party wants to create an international society that is
based on moral and natural law, it cannot be simply imposed. Germany had little choice
but to cooperate in the wake of the First World War because it had no functioning
government capable of choosing a strategy of non-cooperation, nor did it have the
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military or economic resources to resist the articles of the Treaty of Versailles.” Rather
than seeing the opportunity of a defeated Germany as a moment in which to choose
Magnanimity and create a new world order premised upon Grotian values, the allies
presented the world with a strange mixture of power politics and natural law, which were
eventually rejected once Germany was able to oppose such provisions less than twenty
years later.

In the time between 1919 and 1939, however, major normative advances were made and
international society witnessed the attempt on the part of many liberal thinkers, like
Wilson, to create and foster international institutions which would be more world focused
than simply international. Due to the creation of the League of Nations and the efforts to
outlaw war, there is some, though limited, validity in Bull’s thesis regarding a twentieth
century World international society.  Bull’s contentions, however, are highly
questionable with the outbreak of the Second World War, but perhaps even more with the
start of the Cold War.

During the fifty years of the Cold War, international society did not operate according to
Bull’s claims about World international society. Wilsonian idealism and the belief that
war could be eliminated or controlled based on moral guideless were both dead after the
Second World War. The start of the Cold War provided an opportunity for states to
return to a society of states resembling the European international society, but instead of
being multipolar in nature, this version was bipolar in its systemic arrangement.

At the conclusion of the Second World War, the stage for the Cold War had been set and
came as little surprise to any observer. Lawrence Freedman states: “At the Potsdam
Conference of July 1945, Truman, Stalin and Attlee came together for the first time to
agree on the shape of post-war Europe. Tensions were evident. In many cases the
spheres of influence were clear” (Freedman 2001, 23). Using a magnanimity game to
analyze the end of the Second World War has been done with success by Brams in detail
and thus will not be built on here (Brams 1994, 81). What is important to note, however,
is that while the Allies maintained a condition of Status Quo in the aftermath of the war,
as they did in 1919, the sense of idealism or Carr’s utopianism did not impact the
international realm nearly as much or as quickly as it had in 1918. Brams, who argues in
favour of the Allies following a strategy of Magnanimity (M) after the Second World
War, claims “the surrenders of Nazi Germany and Japan at the end of World War 11 were
unconditional, with Germany this time divided into four zones. Once again, the allies
made no concessions after the war, although the Marshall Plan, beginning in 1947, helped
tremendously in the later reconstruction of Europe, including West Germany” (Brams
1994, 80). The magnanimity game for the post-Second World War environment would
see both the US and USSR on the same side, but quickly altering their strategies to
oppose one another as the Cold War began.

In terms of how the outcome to this game could affect the formation of a new Cold War
international society, one should certainly pay close attention to the outcome of the

9 For more on Germany during the interwar period, see Robert Gerwarth, The Bismarck Myth: Weimar
Germany and the Legacy of the Iron Chancellor (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005).
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Second World War. Though the US and USSR were allies in 1945, Brams does not
attribute the outcome of Magnanimity (M) until the introduction of the Marshall Plan. He
qualifies this by saying: “The Magnanimity outcome after World War II became a reality
only some years after the war, which raises the question of what time span the model
supposes” (Brams 1994, 81). The problem with allowing a long-term idea of a post-
dispute situation in this case is that the Allies were no longer allied by 1947. The
immediate aftermath of the Second World War saw the preference by the Allies,
including both the US and USSR for Status Quo (1), a point conceded by Brams. As a
result, the self-interest of the victorious powers took precedence over any magnanimous
or idealistic notions and created the conditions for the Cold War international society to
form. Magnanimity by the US and other Western powers came after the start of the Cold
War; therefore, it can be argued that the Marshall Plan was not at all magnanimous, but
instead, an expression of self-interest on the part of the West to combat the USSR on the
periphery.®

The purpose of this section is to provide methodological insight into how international
societies are formed and how they are influenced by the modern states system. Bull’s
effort to show the historical evolution of international society had three main divisions,
which may not be entirely false. What he fails to do, however, is account for the
conditions leading to international societies and how to explain changes in their character
or conduct. By arguing in favour of international societies emerging from major
international conflict, it is hoped greater insight can be gained as to why these societies
exist and the conditions which lead states to pursue their self-interest in various ways. At
their core, states remain inherently self-interested searching for ways to survive in an
anarchic international system, which is why they agree to enter into an international
society at all (Buzan 1991, 174). At these various historical junctures, the larger players
in the international arena determined what the rules and norms of these societies would
be based on their decisions in the immediate, not long-term, aftermath of wide scale
conflict. With the model of how international society is formed, it is vital to consider the
different types of societies at the international level.

3.2 Types of International Society

In the historical development of international societies, two distinct forms seem to be
evident, as outlined by Bull. The first is a heavily normative, moral and world society-
focused version and the second is a normatively-limited, amoral and international system-
focused version. These two opposing conceptions of how international society should
run have been seen in the history of the modern state system and both have appeared
since the start of the 20™ century. This section is dedicated to providing a greater
description of the two kinds of international society which can be found, termed here as
either solidarist or pluralist, and tries to identify the benefits and problems inherent in
each.

% For more on American foreign policy at the outset of the Cold War, see John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of
Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar American National Security Policy (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1982).
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3.21 Solidarist International Societies

As noted previously, the solidarist accounts of international society are contingent upon
trying to prove the connection between the third, or world society, level of examination
and its effects on the development and conduct of international society. A major
consideration to bear in mind with this kind of international society is the argument made
by solidarists against the primacy of the international system and traditional realist
accounts of international politics (Williams 2005, 21). In the historical analysis of
identifying when an international society is created, Bull argues that the first example of
an international society, being the Christian version of the 15, 16™ and 17" centuries,
was founded on the natural law traditions of moral rights and universalism. Such
normative components lend themselves very well to the solidarist thesis in English
School thought.

A solidarist international society is one which emphasizes the centrality of world society
and the human element in international politics. According to R.J. Vincent, world society
can be seen as “the individual and certain actors and institutions in world politics whose
concerns have been regarded conventionally as falling outside the domain of diplomacy
and international relations” (Vincent 1978, 20). Grotianism is interpreted as being a
theory which tries to unite humanity and governs the laws of states by compelling them
to protect their populations. According to Buzan, there are two kinds of solidarism
evident in world society debates: liberal and illiberal. For liberal interstate societies:

The liberal model of solidarism offers a very particular, and quite compelling,
answer to how the interhuman, transnational and interstate will relate to each
other as solidarism develops. Liberal arguments contain a strong logic that
although the three units of individuals, TNAs and states are ontologically distinct,
the interhuman, transnational, and interstate societies they form will be closely
interrelated in a quite particular way (Buzan 2004, 197).

The liberal project in IR has always focused its attention on domestic-level variables and
how internal preferences or ideological factors influence the actions of states above the
national level (Moravcsik 1997, 513-553). Liberalism, at its core, is premised upon the
values identified by Bull in his portrayal of Christian international society, such as a
preference for natural, moral law and ontological universalism. Michael Doyle, one of
the most prominent liberal theorists in IR, describes one of the founding aspects of
liberalism as being: “To ensure that morally autonomous individuals remain free in those
areas of social action where public authority is needed, public legislation has to express
the will of the citizens making laws for their own community” (Doyle 1983, 207). Most
often, liberal theories in IR are associated with the work of Kant and his theory on
individual rights, peace and republican democratic values. These norms and values are
very much at the centre of world society.

In the examples of solidarist international societies presented here, namely the Christian
international society and the post-First World War society, a driving concern in each case
was how to achieve peace among states and spreading certain liberal values. The
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centrality of individuals in world society makes the spreading of values and the consent
of those within states of great interest. It is thought, then, that the conduct of states
within international society will depend largely on the opinions and actions of those
within the state. This idea of stressing cosmopolitan consent builds on Kantian theory:

If the consent of the citizens is required in order to decide that war should be
declared (and in this constitution it cannot but be the case), nothing is more
natural than that they would be very cautious in commencing such a poor game,
decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war. Among the latter would be:
having to fight, having to pay the costs of war from their own resources, having
painfully to repair the devastation war leaves behind, and, to fill up the measure of
evils, load themselves with a heavy national debt that would embitter peace itself
and that can never be liquidated on account of constant wars in the future. But, on
the other hand, in a constitution which is not republican, and under which the
subjects are not citizens, a declaration of war is the easiest thing in the world to
decide upon, because war does not require of the ruler, who is the proprietor and
not a member of the state, the least sacrifice of the pleasure of his table, the chase,
his country houses, his court functions, and the like. He may, therefore, resolve on
war as on a pleasure party for the most trivial reasons, and with perfect
indifference leave the justification which decency requires to the diplomatic corps
who are ever ready to provide it (Kant 1974, 790-792).

A primary issue with solidarist international societies, which tend to look more to world
society values than they would to the constraints of the international system would be
that, not all states are liberal. Buzan accounts for this issue by arguing that:

The liberal model, in sum, can raise a highly political agenda in which
developments in one domain force quite extreme patterns on the other two, and
the nature of these questions may well vary depending on the stage of
development that liberalism is in...In sum, the liberal model is not the only
template on which one can and should think about the relationship among the
three domains (Buzan 2004, 200).

While the degree of the liberal or non-liberal nature of solidarist international societies
may be up for debate, the insistence upon human values and influence is not. The initial
type of international society developed by Grotius and others once the modern state
system came into being was premised primarily upon the laws of nations being directed
toward a conception of good through cooperation and coexistence at the international
level (Bull 2002, 25-26). Comprehending the entire solidarist project in the English
School is difficult to do or even to generalize, based on the liberal, non-liberal and critical
contributions to its development, but Andrew Linklater and Hidemi Suganami provide a
compelling set of guidelines by which a solidarist international society can be identified:

1. individuals and the various communities and associations to which they belong
are the fundamental members of international society;
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2. unnecessary suffering and cruelty to individuals and their immediate
associations should be avoided in the conduct of war;

3. pluralist commitments to sovereignty and sovereign immunity should be
replaced by the notion of personal responsibility for infringements of the laws of
war;

4. superior orders do not justify violations of humanitarian international law;

5. breaches of the laws of war should be punishable in domestic and international
courts;

6. the sovereignty of the state is conditional on compliance with the international
law of human rights;

7. sovereignty does not entitle states to be free from the legitimate appraisal of
their peers with respect to human rights;

8. states have responsibilities as custodians of human rights everywhere;

9. individuals have the legal right of appeal to international courts of law when
violations of human rights occur; and

10. regard for human rights requires respect for non-sovereign communities and
requires the society of states to protect minority nations and indigenous peoples
from unnecessary suffering (Linklater and Suganami 2006, 243-244).

Linklater and Suganami are sure to ground their theory of solidarism in the works of
Grotius, Bull and of course, one of the primary architects of the solidarist commitment to
human rights discourse, R.J. Vincent. The prevalence of human rights is a cornerstone
feature of solidarism in the English School, and gained even more strength once Vincent
began to articulate a set of ethical and normative underpinnings that influenced all three
levels of analysis. “Unlike Bull’s few, unsupported assertions that world society is the
appropriate direction for world politics, Vincent wrote with moral conviction that
starvation is wrong and that addressing it should no longer be seen as an act of charity,
but a doctrine of human rights imposing a correlative obligation” (Cochran 2008, 291).
Human rights, and the individual, came to define what solidarism would examine in the
international realm.

While individuals may be at the centre of the solidarist international society model, there
is still a question as to how these types of societies function. Formalized laws and
institutions clearly exist in these societies, but they are not nearly as important as those in
pluralist international societies, which base their existence on a minimalist contractual
arrangement.”* Instead, solidarist international societies find their roots in the natural law
tradition. Robert George describes the principles of a society based on natural law: “the
concern of the natural law theorist is fundamentally with justification, that is to say,
moral evaluation or prescription. Insofar as laws, legal institutions, and legal systems are
concerned, he is interested in their moral goodness or badness, their justice or injustice”
(George 1998, 54). The preoccupation with justice, morality and normative growth in
these societies requires a model upon which to base the value system of international
society because, as history has proven time and again, there is no universal system of

21 For more on contractarian thought and its application to international society, see John Charvet,
“International Society from a Contractarian Perspective,” International Society: Diverse Ethical
Perspectives (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998), 114-131.
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international morality (Carr 2001, 135-155). Therefore, it can be argued that solidarist
international societies arise when conflicts, described here through magnanimity games,
are concluded with the Victor choosing Magnanimity (M) and the Defeated showing
willingness to Cooperate (C) over the long term. Again, one of the advantages of using
theory of moves logic in this study is allowing states to make both short and long-term
assessments of their foreign policy strategies. In the case described above outlining the
formation of Christian international society, the Holy Roman Empire chose to be
Magnanimous while the League was compelled to Cooperate, based on the concessions
made by the Empire regarding freedom of religious practice within sovereign territories.
As a result of this nonmyopic equilibrium and peaceful conclusion to the conflict
between the two sides, a solidarist society was instituted which focused far more on
theological, moral and human variables than it did on a defined set of laws and
institutions aimed at creating a body of law which disregarded morality or religion.
Following the Peace of Passau, the international society which arose recognized the
connection of men everywhere and the rights and duties they were bound by (Bull 2002,
27-28). Bull emphasizes, however, the prominent role granted to Christianity above all,
hence the title chosen for this particular incarnation of international society:

Even for Grotius, within the wider circle of all mankind, bound by the principles
of natural law, there was the narrower circle of Christendom, bound by volitional
divine law, by the inherited customs and rules of ius gentium, by canon and
Roman law. For the Spanish scholastics, Victoria and Suarez, natural law was not
separable from divine law. The signing of treaties, in this period, was
accompanied by religious oaths (Bull 2002, 27).

In post-conflict situations where the Victor chooses to be magnanimous, and the Defeated
opts to pursue a course of cooperation without any major resistance, a solidarist
international society can be created which is premised on the values and moral codes of
the Victor in the short term, and these normative commitments can grow over the long
term, assuming the initial Defeated party or alliance does not reject the imposition in the
first place. The strategy of M for the Victor at the international level typically means
there is some sense of threat that can still be posed by the Defeated party; otherwise,
there is little or no incentive to defect from the optimal strategy of Status Quo. As Brams
notes: “Sacrifice may be rational not because it does not hurt the sacrifice but because it
heads off action by the other player that hurts both players even more” (Brams 1994, 84).
The threat, however, is likely to be hard power or militaristic in nature and would become
a concern for interactions in the international system. When the international society is
being created in the aftermath of the conflict, and both sides are willing to choose the
nonmyopic equilibrium outcome, like that seen in the Peace of Passau, the Victor has the
opportunity to institute rules and laws, based on their own moral code while possibly
recognizing that of the Defeated, and creating a solidarist international society.

In the historical analysis above, the contention is made that the time between the First and
Second World Wars can be described as solidarist in nature, though the outcome of a
post-World War | magnanimity game would not have the same solution as would
normally be required for a solidarist society. The reason this international society only
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lasted for twenty years was because the Victor in this game, namely the allies, chose the
Status Quo strategy rather than Magnanimity. The Defeated party, Germany, elected to
choose Cooperation as their strategy because they were left with little choice during the
negotiation of the Treaty of Versailles in 1919, but this outcome was not long-lasting. As
a result, the effort to impose a solidarist society failed precisely because of the Status Quo
choice of the allies; imposing a solidarist conception of international society is not likely
to be met with favour from the Defeated, just as it was not between 1919 and 1939. By
1939, the Defeated party in the First World War changed its strategy from Cooperation to
Rejected Status Quo, being the least favourable outcome in a magnanimity game, leading
to the outbreak of the Second World War.

In order for a solidarist international society to arise and have lasting power, a
magnanimity game must be solved with the Victor choosing Magnanimity and the
Defeated choosing Cooperation. The spirit of trust and desire for post-conflict
cooperation fostered by these rational choices on the parts of both parties serves to allow
a solidarist society to be created without animosity and imposition. The Defeated party
may not always like the idea of having to accept the solidarist values being cultivated but,
because of the communicative and trusting outcome of the conflict, as well as rational
calculations about their own prospects for survival in other solutions to the game, can
appeal to the Victor and possibly have a say in what the international society will look
like. The influence of world society on the outcome of a post-conflict magnanimity game
cannot be ignored either, as the more peaceful the end of the conflict is, the more willing
world society will be to support either Magnanimity or Cooperation. Solidarist
international societies, however, may be too quick to dismiss the constraints of the
international system.

The primary aims of solidarist versions of international societies are to protect individual
rights, especially the idea of human rights, to place the state as a custodian for individual
interests, to highlight the role of humanity and its impact over state behaviour and to open
discussion of international politics to concerns like individuals, economics, and
transnational forces or actors (Bellamy and McDonald 2004, 315-317). The examples of
this type of international society can be found in Bull’s Christian international society
and the version of international society which emerged in the wake of World War 1,
despite its rejection and abrupt collapse. In contradiction to solidarist international
societies are those categorized here as pluralist in nature.

3.22 Pluralist International Society

In its earliest articulations, the English School was primarily interested in disproving the
inherently pessimistic and Hobbesian discussions of international politics put forth by
realist theory, but the historical-rationalist approach of English School scholars did not
completely discount the vitality of the international system by any means (Dunne 1998,
124-129). In fact, Wight and Bull sought to ground their work in theory that gave large
credence to the system and its effect on the behaviour of states, though their conceptions
of the system diverged greatly (Dunne 1998, 126-127). The pluralist version of
international society is one more often associated with problem-solving international
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theory and which seeks to explain cooperation among states by examining the
relationship between the international system and international society. Pluralist
international societies do not totally ignore the influence of world society and tend to
operate based on a variety of norms, but one in particular is given greatest influence —
how to create a forum in which self-interested states can survive in an anarchic
international system.

The interpretations of Grotian theory within solidarist accounts of international society
are replaced in pluralist societies by competing claims about what Grotius was attempting
to see internationally. Natural law, morality and norms are not eliminated from pluralist
international society, but instead are secondary in importance to positive law and
minimalist rules (Jackson 2000, 23). Rather than imposing a version of global morality
across the world and grounding normative rules in ideas of religion or faith alone, strong,
state-based institutions and a functioning body of international law are what compel
states to participate in an international society. Robert Jackson argues:

Grotius derives positive international law from the freedom, will and agency of
statesmen. States and only states in virtue of controlling large populated
territories and being organized realities in the vicinity of other states are in a
position to participate in the making of international law by signing treaties,
sending and receiving ambassadors, attending international conferences and
giving their consent in various other conventional ways (Jackson 1993, 52).

Emphasizing positive and conventional law is the means by which states are to come
together to mitigate anarchy and achieve survival. Otherwise, the international political
environment would be much as realists try to describe it, as a state of war. The level of
cooperation and shared interests in pluralist societies is far less than that seen in solidarist
societies. International institutions are used, but not as a means to promote human rights
or human security, or to decrease the power of the state (Buzan 2004, 143). Instead,
secondary institutions are considered to be forums in which states can come together,
bind themselves by minimalist rules, typically involving strong sovereignty and non-
intervention, and can avert war. Buzan defines pluralist international societies as
“second-order societies of states with a relatively low degree of shared norms, rules and
institutions amongst the states, where the focus of society is on creating a framework for
orderly coexistence and competition, or possibly also the management of collective
problems of common fate” (Buzan 2004, xvii).

It is easy to recognize the realist and Hobbesian warnings included in pluralist societies
based on their belief that states are self-interested and determine foreign policy strategy
based on their quest to survive. Therefore, rational choice can play a role in pluralism
and the way states achieve their goals.”? The mere calculation as to whether or not the
arrangement of international society would be beneficial could be rationally deduced,
thus providing the impetus for English School theory all together. Would states enter

%2 Navari notes that Bull’s work has borrowed from rational choice postulates. See Cornelia Navari, “What
the Classical English School was Trying to Explain, and Why its Members Were not Interested in Causal
Explanation,” Theorising International Society: English School Methods (Houndmills: Palgrave, 2009), 48.
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into such a cooperative arrangement with other self-interested states if the costs
outweighed the benefits? States might have to sacrifice elements of their autonomy, but
not nearly as much so in pluralist societies than they would in solidarist societies.
Pluralism, then, sounds very much like the realist version of IR discussed in previous
chapters, due to its recognition of state self-interest and a limited desire for cooperation.
Linklater and Suganami explain the guidelines of a pluralist international society:

1. states are the basic members of international society;

2. all societies have a right to a separate existence subject to the need to maintain
the balance of power;

3. intervention in the internal affairs of member states to promote some vision of
human decency or human justice is prohibited,;

4. states should relinquish the goal of acquiring preponderant power in the
international system;

5. the duty to cooperate to maintain an equilibrium of power is incumbent on all
states;

6. diplomatic efforts to reconcile competing interests should proceed from the
assumption that each state is the best judge of its own interests;

7. an inclusive as opposed to exclusive conception of the national interest should
be pursued so that other states, and the society to which they belong, are not
harmed for the sake of trivial national advantages;

8. because of their unique military capabilities the great powers should assume
special responsibilities which are determined by mutual consent for preserving
international order;

9. an essential purpose of an inclusive foreign policy is to make changes to
international society which will satisfy the legitimate interests of rising powers
and new member states;

10. force is justified in self-defence and in response to states that seek
preponderant power;

11. proportionality in war should be respected along with the principle that
defeated powers should be readmitted as equals into international society
(Linklater and Suganami 2006, 238-240).

States in pluralist societies are concerned primarily with how to survive in an anarchic
system, and do so by defining a set of rules built on the underlying norm of minimalist
cooperation. Foreign policy strategies are not centred on the promotion of individual
rights or cosmopolitanism alone because these concerns are not seen as equal to the
prevention of war (Bull 2002, 191). Armed conflict is not completely discounted and, in
fact, the ability of powers in pluralist international society to use war as a means to
provide order is typically guaranteed. As mentioned previously, solidarist ideas of peace
and order aim to eliminate war and to uphold the sanctity of human life based on a set of
common law beliefs about morality. Use of positive law in pluralist societies attempts to
create and uphold order, but one which is premised predominantly on an effort to allow
states to interact without the constant threat of war.
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Positivists who hold that international law arises only by consent think of
international society as a kind of pact defined by mutual recognition and
agreement. International society is created by treaties and other agreements
voluntarily entered into for the sake of realizing common interests and shared
goals. And international law is the limited and temporary product of these
various transactions, not their continuous and permanent premise. Custom is law
only to the extent that it expresses tacit consent (Nardin 1998, 21).

By placing conventional law as the foundational element in creating and maintaining
international society, pluralists reject the solidarist effort at trying to aim a society of
states at implementing global morality in favour of generating a system of laws and
institutions which can stabilize the interactions of states (Bellamy 2005a, 10). It is the
desire for stability and survival that compels the Victor to stay in the Status Quo outcome
after a conflict and which motivates a Defeated party to cooperate. Solidarist societies, it
is argued here, are created when a magnanimity game is solved by V choosing
Magnanimity and D deciding to Cooperate. The goal of defection from the optimal
outcome for V is the effort to implement a set of norms and values on international
society and by seeing this defection on the part of V, D concedes to its implementation
and allows solidarist values to be created and potentially enforced. If V stays in the
Status Quo position, efforts to implement solidarist societies fail, as they did after the
First World War, because V has shown no good faith to the D party and thus the choice of
Cooperation for D is typically replaced by Rejected Status Quo, potentially leading in
time to another major war.

The initial state of Status Quo for V provides a unique opportunity to guarantee its place
in the international system by taking advantage of its victory through the creation of
power and self-interest-based institutions and rules in international society.”® Rather than
force its values and norms on D and other states, V is aware that its Status Quo position is
not likely to win many allies other than those trying to bandwagon and reap the benefits
of its victory.?* Those that were allied with D in the conflict are likely to Cooperate, as D
does, but still engage in balancing behaviour in an effort not to let V become too powerful
in the aftermath of the conflict. In the wake of the Second World War for instance, the
Allies maintained the position of Status Quo and established a post-war order consistent
with maintaining the position of power after the conflict, but which also recognized the
benefit of the defeated Axis powers Cooperating (Brams 1994, 80). This Cooperation on
the part of D was eventually recognized on the part of V, but in the short term, Germany
was politically and militarily dismantled, the Nuremburg Trials punished those
responsible for waging war and the country was divided in two parts according to the

% In the case of major war, single victors or a group can be equated to hegemonic forces. In this case, the
imposition of values and norms on international society is comparable to the conduct of hegemons in realist
theory. For more on this, see Stephen Krasner, “State Power and the Structure of International Trade,”
World Politics 28:3 (April 1976), 317-347, Timothy McKeown, “Hegemonic Stability Theory and 19"
Century Tariff Levels in Europe,” International Organization 37:1 (Winter 1983), 73-91 and Duncan
Snidal, “The Limits of Hegemonic Stability Theory,” International Organization 39:4 (Autumn 1985),
579-614

? For more on bandwagoning behaviour, see Randall Schweller, “Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the
Revisionist State Back In,” International Security 19:1 (Summer 1994), 72-107.
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desires of the victorious US and USSR. Japan was also dismantled militarily and
politically, was subjected to a war tribunal of its own and its constitution became a
product of US influence (Goff, Moss, Terry and Upshur 2002, 291-296). None of the
war time atrocities or wrongs committed by the Allies were ever punished nor were they
willing to set aside their military arsenals or even remove them from Europe or Japan in
the immediate aftermath. While these examples prove that V took full advantage of their
victory, they also created a set of laws and institutions embodied in the structure of the
United Nations which established a new global order aimed at preventing the outbreak of
another major war while maintaining the anarchic nature of the system.

The same argument for the Status Quo outcomes of magnanimity games can be made in
the case of Bull’s European international society. After the Treaty of Utrecht, the British
came to an amicable agreement with France and assured their cooperation, but also
forced the French to sacrifice their power position internationally through economic and
territorial forfeitures (Clark 2007, 71). Britain’s choice to not be magnanimous (M¥) in
this game created an international society which sought to maintain a balance of power
among states and was premised on conventional laws between nations to ensure stability.
As Nardin argues:

One consequence of the widespread acceptance of this consent theory in
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century international legal thought was the view that
international law is binding only among states recognized as belonging to the
society of states and participating in its practices. The result was a nearly
exclusive preoccupation with European state practice and the consequent
identification of international law as the public law of Europe (Nardin 1998, 21).

States were motivated to enter into European international society out of their desire to
survive, protect their sovereignty and prevent any more major wars unless the balance of
power system was threatened. If an arrangement could ensure such provisions, states
would be willing to consent to the rules and laws of a pluralist international society, as
they were after the Treaty of Utrecht and in the wake of World War Il. After each of
these conflicts, the international system was also changed in terms of either polarity or
the hierarchy of powers after the conflict. These shifts and the uncertainty which
naturally accompany them are also compelling factors in explaining states’ willingness to
sacrifice certain independent rights and enter into a conventional arrangement like a
pluralist international society.

Institutions and laws in pluralist international society aim primarily at preventing war by
proving space for dialogue and diplomacy (Buzan 2004, 143). The nature of the
international system is not changed and its anarchic character is the main consideration in
the formation of international society. Hard power is the only concern that can alter or
affect the international system, and to prevent war while not succumbing to the utopian
nature of solidarist cosmopolitanism, pluralist societies allow states to exercise power and
project their self-interest without reverting to war as the sole means of achieving security.
The European international society and the society of states seen throughout the Cold
War are good examples of how states can maintain a semblance of equilibrium among
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each other without trying to base their cooperation on the value system of V after a
conflict.

Conclusion

The goal of this chapter is to provide a potential model for understanding how
international societies are formed and the conduct of both types. It is doubtful that the
ideas presented here are able to fully encompass all international societies or will be
unquestioned by political scientists and historians alike, but to date, the English School
has been too causally and methodologically weak in its explanations of international
politics. To say that international societies exist and have profound effects over the way
states behave is large in itself, but without offering theoretical insight as to where these
come from or how one version is chosen over the other is inadequate.

Critics of the English School, like Finnemore, take exception to the lack of
metatheoretical development within the approach. In defending against this, writers like
Tim Dunne claim that such concerns have never been of interest to rationalist scholars
within the English School. “The English School...are more likely to offer narratives on
the evolution and contestation of norms and institutions without explicit metatheoretical
reflection...As rationalism has never been anything other than a minority interest in the
UK, there was no need of, or desire for, metatheoretical exceptionalism on the part of the
English School” (Dunne 2008, 280). Taking this idea a step further to defend against the
questions posed by Finnemore, writers like Linklater and Suganami argue that
international society “is not something you see, but an idea in light of which we can make
sense of an aspect of contemporary international relations” (Linklater and Suganami
2006, 103). Dunne is correct in his assertions about the lack of desire on the part of many
English School scholars to apply rigorous methods in the past, but he is also sure to admit
that part of the reason English School theory was rediscovered by Buzan and others was
to reinvent it, and to combat previous criticisms from all sides of the IR theory spectrum.
Linklater and Suganami may see international societies as mythical ideas that might
explain one international outcome, but not another; such ambiguity only serves to hinder
the approach from having any relevance at all. International societies, if they do exist,
must be detectable from their formation until their collapse; the types of society, the rules
in each and why they differ at all should be explainable if the English School is to have
contemporary explanatory power. The framework presented in this chapter is one
attempt at filling these gaps previously left wide open.

In his work on international order, Hedley Bull provides descriptions of the major
historical eras of international society and the way each of those particular societies
differ. To divide the history of international society into three parts, namely the
Christian, European and World international societies, begs the question of whether a
society of states can possibly last as long as two or three centuries at a time. It is right to
assume that each of these periods witnessed substantial changes in rules, norms, values
and institutional arrangements, so perhaps Bull is correct in assuming the prolonged
period of each. Where Bull falls short is in his failure to explain how one international
society changes to another.
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Each of the three eras described by Bull coincides with the end of a major international
conflict which typically results in some alteration to either the systemic polarity or the
major powers that emerge victorious. As a result, this chapter makes use of the
magnanimity game model as a possible method of understanding the rational decisions of
the two major actors at the end of conflicts and how their choices affected the formation
and type of international society which followed. It can be contended then, that Christian
international society was formalized at the Peace of Passau, and was made even stronger
by the Peace of Augsburg; European international society got its start after the Treaty of
Utrecht; and World international society, though a failed experiment, began in the wake
of the First World War. These examples may not be the only international societies
which can be found if this model of theorizing has relevance, but they do remain
consistent with Bull’s original thought on the subject.

What remains to be explained is the unique nature of modern international society.
Structural realist theory may be able to explain the international system, the constraints
on state behaviour due to the nature of the system and the type of international society in
existence, but this is by no means a complete picture into the way states behave in the
contemporary context. The pluralist society seen throughout the Cold War, which will be
described in greater detail in the next chapter, is by no means the same as the society of
states today. Changes in polarity, values, norms and the challenge to self-interest, state
survival and even the relevance of the state itself make modern conditions quite different
from previous historical examples. By revisiting the magnanimity game created to
explain the end of the Cold War and its outcome, an argument will be made regarding the
distinctive nature of the contemporary international society.
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Chapter 4: Classifying Modern International Society

Since the end of World War 11, the conception of what type of international society has
existed and its foundational norms have been subjects of intense debate within the
English School (Clark 2001, 238-239). Solidarists and pluralists disagree on their
perceptions about the character of the Cold War international society and the way
interstate relations have been reshaped since the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991. The
bipolar and distrustful nature of the Cold War system was initially replaced by a unipolar,
now an emerging multipolar, system in which states appear to be more willing to use the
institutions and rules of international society to their advantage in securing themselves
and pursuing their self-interest (Barnett and Finnemore 2004, 158-163). While
interpretations of both the Cold War society of states and modern incarnation may differ
along ideological lines, it is difficult to argue against elementary alterations to the way
states behave in international society today versus their conduct during the Cold War.

The framework for comprehending the formation and transitions of international societies
may be better understood by making use of the magnanimity game model, which can
offer an explanation as to how the conditions at the end of major international conflicts
affect the willingness of states to cooperate and the actors which will define the norms
and values of that arrangement. Following this logic, it can be said that the Cold War
international society arose as a result of the magnanimity game which explains the
decisions facing the major actors at the end of World War Il. A contention being made
here is that, while certain solidarist norms did come to the forefront of international
political debate during the Cold War, most notably human rights, the society of states
throughout that period would fall more into the category of pluralist than it would
solidarist. Bipolarity, distrust, arms racing and the constant threat of major war all meant
that states were primarily interested in their national security and maintaining the delicate
balance of power. As Waltz notes in his discussion of the Cold War: “In a world in
which two states united in their mutual antagonism far overshadow any other, the
incentives to a calculated response stand out most clearly, and the sanctions against
irresponsible behavior achieve their greatest force” (Waltz 1979, 172-173).
Cosmopolitan values, global citizenship and natural law seemed to play a minor role in
foreign policy calculations perhaps because the basic motivation of survival meant more
to states than did their desire for normative development.

Using the rational choice framework of the magnanimity game, it can be argued that the
end of World War Il saw the Allied powers choose a position of Status Quo in the
immediate aftermath of the conflict which allowed for the Defeated Axis parties to be
completely eliminated as large threats and also provided the conditions for the Cold War
to begin. According to John Lewis Gaddis:

The convergence of...external and internal trends in late February and early
March, 1946, produced a fundamental reorientation of United States policy
toward the Soviet Union. Up to this time the Truman Administration, despite
occasional outbursts of angry rhetoric, was still trying to resolve differences with
Moscow through negotiation and compromise. In March, 1946, however,
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Administration officials began bringing their diplomacy into line with their
rhetoric. From this time on American policy-makers regarded the Soviet Union
not as an estranged ally but as a potential enemy, whose vital interests could not
be recognized without endangering those of the United States (Gaddis 2000, 284).

Both the United States and the Soviet Union were sure to punish the Axis nations so they
could begin to worry about one driving concern in the post-war era: each other. In order
to prevent the outbreak of war with one other and to ensure that the Cold War remained
cold, pluralist institutions and rules became the obvious choice as to how an international
society would develop throughout the years of conflict between the two superpowers.
Bodies like the United Nations provided a forum for dialogue and diplomacy, minimalist
cooperation, stability and also a sense of predictability among states. Both the US and
USSR, and their allies, saw it in their rational interest to cooperate and mitigate anarchy
in order to ensure their survival. The motives for states taking part in institutions are
explained by Robert Keohane: “Institutions that facilitate cooperation do not mandate
what governments must do; rather, they help governments pursue their own interests
through cooperation” (Keohane 2005, 246). To sacrifice this strategy in the name of
normative development, enforceable human rights laws or nonexistent conceptions of
global morality could have been highly detrimental for whichever actor chose to be
irrational.

A popular explanatory model for the issues which dominated international politics during
the Cold War era can be found in structural realist literature. According to structural
realist logic as it would be applied to the English School, systemic stability in support of
international order was the primary concern for states and the institutions which
comprised international society during this time (Waltz 1964, 907). While Waltz and his
contemporaries would not be willing to admit that self-interested actors willingly bound
themselves to rules and institutions in the spirit of cooperation, structural realists would
highlight the notion that states would do whatever they could to ensure their survival.
Waltz noted in 1959: “Common to the desires of all states is the wish for survival. Even
the state that wants to conquer the world wants also, as a minimum, to continue its
present existence” (Waltz 1959, 203). As a result, the description of interstate behaviour
at the systemic level during the Cold War provided by structural realism may help to
understand why pluralism would have been preferred to solidarism during that time. A
major variable in any explanatory model examining post-World War 1l foreign relations,
to which structural realists pay close attention to, is the development of nuclear arms and
their proliferation.  Historically, states in post-conflict situations were faced with
seemingly obvious, though nonmyopic, strategic options. Since the end of World War I,
however, any conflict and therefore a possible shift in the values of international society,
must account for nuclear weapons and their effects on interstate behaviour. Structural
realist theory may be able to explain elements of the Cold War relations between the US
and USSR at the systemic level, and the English School can provide insight into how
each side and their allies used international society to ensure stability in an era when
nuclear arms were new (Bull 2002, 63-64). Even with possible explanatory power being
found in applying structural realist logic to the English School framework, it is important
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to note that contemporary changes in systemic polarity and the political climate since
1991 are difficult to understand due to their extraordinary complexity.

The transition from the Cold War international society to the contemporary incarnation of
international society and its unique composition has been a source of contention among
English School scholars. This chapter will seek to explore how modern international
society came into existence, the competing claims being made by both pluralists and
solidarists as to what type of society currently exists and the primary reasons for this
unclear nature. Two key explanatory variables must be taken into account when
theorizing about current international relations — the continued relevance of nuclear arms
and the non-violent end to the Cold War.

4.1 Cold War International Society and its Collapse

The end of the Second World War witnessed the emergence of a bipolar conflict which
was of primary concern for every state in the international system. Not only was the
systemic arrangement dominated by two ideologically and politically divergent enemies,
but both sides in the conflict had nuclear capabilities by 1949 (Gaddis 1982, 79). The
added variable of nuclear arms at the end of World War Il made for a new political
environment to take hold in 1945, and that atmosphere became even more complex once
the Soviet Union revealed it had successfully tested a bomb of its own. In the final years
of the Second World War, the Allied leaders were concerned with what the post-war
order would look like in terms of governing rules and norms for the international society
which was about to emerge (LaFeber 1985, 24-25). It was clear to virtually all involved
in the decision-making process that the Wilsonian utopianism which perforated
international society in the wake of the First World War would have to be avoided in
favour of a stable and orderly society of states which sought to balance the nuclear
capabilities of the superpowers and the periphery conflicts among their allies.

As defined previously, the conclusion of the Second World War can be described by a
magnanimity game which is solved by the Victor, namely the Allied Powers, choosing to
maintain their Status Quo position while the Defeated Axis parties elected to Cooperate.
This solution to the post-World War 1l magnanimity game allowed for the creation of a
pluralist international society to take shape and govern the fifty years of the Cold War
based on the rational calculations of the players described in the magnanimity game
model. The concern for international stability and nuclear deterrence compelled states to
cooperate at a minimalist level and to participate in international organizations designed
to sustain interstate independence, equality and Westphalian sovereignty. When looking
to explain the pillars of a particular international society more deeply, one can look to the
requirements of such an arrangement as outlined by Bull. According to Bull, order in
international society is created and maintained by three distinct features: common
interests, rules and institutions (Bull 2002, 62-71). These aspects of achieving
international order should also take into consideration the structural realist descriptions of
state self-interest and the constant quest for survival in an anarchic international system.
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Theorizing about the nature and conduct of the international system is of great concern
for structural realists, and scholars like Waltz provide a valuable model of
comprehending interstate behaviour at the systemic level. For the most part, the English
School says little about the international system itself beyond referring to it as realist or
Hobbesian in character.! What is essential to note, however, is that even during the Cold
War, Waltz and other structural realists fell short in their efforts to explain the intricacies
of interstate action based on their lack of appreciation for the cooperation witnessed
within international society. Barry Buzan, Charles Jones and Richard Little note “the
logic of anarchy does not preclude cooperation and that anarchy, therefore, is not
incompatible with the formation of rules” (Buzan, Jones and Little 1993, 152).
Discussions of the security dilemma, traditional game theory, the prisoner’s dilemma and
nuclear arms racing do paint a partial portrait of how states conducted themselves in the
international system and created foreign policy strategy based on their desire for survival.
Equally as vital to pursuing self-interest through one-upmanship and arms racing during
the Cold War, though, was the state reliance upon a functioning and stable international
society which would not allow the hard power competition in the systemic level to lead to
nuclear holocaust.

Building on Bull’s description of how to achieve order in international society, it may be
possible to provide an explanation of the pluralist society which governed state action
during the Cold War.

4.11 Common Interests

According to realist logic, the most basic common interest that has dominated interstate
relations since the inception of the modern state system has been survival. States are
assumed to be rational, self-interested actors who pursue their goals in ways that
maximize their benefits while limiting costs as much as possible (Waltz 1979, 91-92).
Assuming structural realist theory provides useful insight into action at the systemic
level, there is still a need to apply these assumptions to English School postulates. In
doing so, one can claim that, though the structure of the system remains constant, there is
change in each international society regarding the way states go about pursuing their self-
interest and survival. Throughout the Cold War, a variety of interests and norms can be
explained or detected, but at the core of Cold War international society is one common
interest that every state paid particular attention to — mitigating the anarchic international
system in the emerging nuclear age (Bull 2002, 202).

Never before in human history had political units been forced to conceive of security with
such a major technological threat looming over them. War has always been a part of
human history and will certainly continue to be, but since the introduction of nuclear
technology, the willingness of actors to wage war on each other and the calculations
made leading to war have actually been made easier. Waltz argues:

! This is typically attributed to the English School’s concern with international society and history, not
systems-theory. See Richard Little, “The English School and World History,” International Society and its
Critics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 45-64.
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So complex is the fighting of wars with conventional weapons that their outcomes
have been extremely difficult to predict. Wars start more easily because the
uncertainties of their outcomes make it easier for the leaders of states to entertain
illusions of victory at supportable cost. In contrast, contemplating war when the
use of nuclear weapons is possible focuses one’s attention not on the probability
of victory but on the possibility of annihilation. Because catastrophic outcomes
of nuclear exchanges are easy to imagine, leaders of states will shrink in horror
from initiating them (Waltz 1990, 734).

Self-interest and survival throughout the Cold War did not disappear, but how states
pursued it was affected by the bipolar arrangement of the system and also the constant
fear of nuclear weapons being used. Paul Hirst discusses the consequences of nuclear
weapons on how states sought to maximize their security:

Clausewitzian war began to be impossible for the core states of these blocs with
the development of an approximate balance of nuclear weapons between the USA
and USSR in the 1960s. Supposing minimal rationality, the use of nuclear
weapons could only negate any possible policy pursued by both sides. Despite
attempts at complex strategic and nuclear warfighting doctrines in the US,
deterrence depended on a crude existential balance of terror that paralysed certain
actions by state officials. Thus nuclear weapons had only one purpose in policy
terms, as Bernard Brodie perceptively understood at the beginning of the new era,
that is to negate their own use until a political solution to their existence could be
found (Hirst 1998, 139).

As is the case in any systemic calculations of states, hard power is the first concern.
During the Cold War, the threat of war between the US and USSR meant that interstate
cooperation in the society of states would have to persistently take into account the notion
that war between the superpowers could break out at any time. Common interests during
this period were limited as a result. As Lawrence Freedman points out:

The central problem of [Cold War] policy was awesome in its implications but
also relatively simple in its formulation. Deterrence was the issue: in what
circumstances would nuclear threats work and what would be the consequences if
they failed to deter war or were counterproductive in their effects? How could
political benefit be extracted from a nuclear arsenal without triggering a
cataclysmic riposte? How could credibility be injected into preposterous
posturing (Freedman 2002, 330-331).

It became somewhat obvious that states could no longer rely on the threat of war alone as
the means to pursue their self-interest because each state was always acutely aware of the
risks associated with war in the nuclear age. A major difference, however, was that
during this time, states were far more reluctant to use war as a tool of self-interest than in
previous international societies based on the possible disruption of the delicate balance of
power which was responsible for keeping the Cold War stable in terms of major war
prevention (Bull 2002, 119). Controlling nuclear arms, promoting dialogue between the
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two superpowers and their respective allies, and avoiding another international war in an
anarchic system all forced states to place great faith into the concept of an international
society and its institutions, thus fostering a degree of common interest.

Introducing nuclear weapons into the theatre of war at the conclusion of the Second
World War effectively concluded that war, but this also served to precipitate a totally
new form of conflict which was waged primarily in the international society level rather
than in the international system. At the systemic level, the common interest of all states
was to avoid war because of the nuclear arms variable and the desire for limitation.
According to John Baylis:

The Hot-line Agreement, the Partial Test Ban Treaty, the Non-Proliferation
Treaty, and the SALT | and SALT Il Treaties all contributed to the recognition
that the superpowers had a mutual interest in avoiding nuclear war. According to
this view, the constant technological changes and widespread suspicions inherent
in a system of global anarchy help to encourage arms competition which, in turn,
endangers international security. By addressing the instabilities of the military
balance of power, supporters argue that arms control significantly contributed to
the absence of great power conflict during the Cold War. Even those negotiations
that did not succeed, such as the MBFR Talks, are believed to have contributed to
greater understanding between the adversaries (Baylis 2002, 197-198).

Anarchy and its effects still conditioned the system, but rather than resort to interstate
war as a primary means of achieving security, states looked to other means to extend their
spheres of influence and exercise their self-interest, such as international organizations.
According to Bull, the United Nations throughout the Cold War “succeeded in surviving
as a single, universal international organisation, and thus as a symbol of a sense of
common interests and values that underlies the discord of the [Cold War] international
system” (Bull 2002, 250). Any society of states created and promoted during the Cold
War had to take these issues into consideration and limit any heavily normative or
solidarist preferences. Norms could be discussed and debated, but implementation was a
different story altogether. Without a functioning, respected and pluralist international
society, war would likely have broken out early in the years of the Cold War. Instead, the
success of the rules and institutions during this time, conditioned by the common interests
of nuclear arms control and the mitigation of anarchy, translated into a bipolar,
superpower conflict that never led to the outbreak of major war.

4.12 Rules

Once the common interests of the members of international society, namely states, are
established, there is a need to create a set of rules which can aid in achieving those
interests. “These rules may have the status of international law, of moral rules, of custom
or established practice, or they may be merely operational rules or rules of the game,
worked out without formal agreement or even without verbal communication” (Bull
2002, 64). In the realm of international politics, rules are typically limited due to the
anarchy of the international system, but this does not prevent states from consenting to
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mutually binding regulations that reflect the type of international society being created
(Oye 1985). Through the previous discussion of the types of international society, it is
argued that pluralist societies prefer minimalist rules that are consistent with
understandings of positive law. The chief motivation for these sorts of rules might be the
potential for disorder and the outbreak of war within those societies following a conflict
which ends with the Victor imposing an order and maintaining the Status Quo position in
the magnanimity game. The importance or rule-adherence and independence in pluralist
societies is highlighted by Dunne: “In a pluralist international society, the institutional
framework is geared towards the liberty of states and the maintenance of order among
them. The rules are complied with because, like the rules of the road, fidelity to them is
relatively cost free but the collective benefits are enormous” (Dunne 2007, 137). By
keeping rules at a minimal level, a plurality of interests can be included in the governing
of international society, but those rules are far less moral and natural law-inclined than
those seen in solidarist societies, like Bull’s World society.

The common interests in the Cold War international society have been defined here as
survival, the mitigation of anarchy and more importantly, the maintenance of the balance
of power in a bipolar system in an effort to control the use and proliferation of nuclear
arms. To attain this goal over a long period of time, states may have seen it as being in
their best interest to create a set of rules which would guarantee their independence,
maintain their sovereignty and rely on diplomacy in the institutions of the society of
states as to not disrupt the balance of power. These basic guidelines to interstate
behaviour could allow states to pursue their own interests, maximize their security but
also avoid the outbreak of major war or affecting the balance of power in place.
Designing a pluralist international society during the Cold War in this way would serve to
“provide a structure of coexistence, built on the mutual recognition of states as
independent and legally equal members of society, on the unavoidable reliance on self-
preservation and self-help, and on freedom to promote their own ends subject to minimal
constraints” (Alderson and Hurrel 2000a, 7). This type of international society is
consistent with pluralist accounts of a society of states, but what dif