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Three concepts of internationalism 

FRED HALLIDAY' 

The subject-matter of the academic discipline of international relations is often 
thought of as being very much a question of facts: tracing the foreign policy of one 
country here, the relations between states in a particular region there. More loosely it 
can be described as the reflective analysis of current affairs. These elements are all, or 
should be, of interest to the academic study of international relations; but they do not 
constitute what one may term the core of the discipline as it has developed in 
universities since the first departments were established after the First World War. 
Rather, the core of international relations is constituted by two other, more general, 
concerns. 

One is the question how and with what concepts to analyse relations between states 
and across frontiers. What regularities can be observed, what causes can be divined, 
what analytical categories can best explain such phenomena as inter-state conflict, the 
impact of nationalism, the role of the economic in international contexts? 

The second is the question of value, of the normative. When is it legitimate to 
intervene or use force; what are our obligations to the states in which we happen to be 
born or find ourselves as opposed to other, international, entities; what forms of 
international economic relationship are preferable on grounds of justice; what forms 
of association and solidarity, and at what cost, is it appropriate to argue for? 

What is 'internationalism'? 

The subject I wish to discuss-internationalism-is an enduring, if currently 
unfashionable, component of such discussion, and it bridges the categories of the 
analytical-how the world does work-and the normative-how it should work.' In 
simplest terms, internationalism is the idea that we both are and should be part of a 
broader community than that of the nation or the state. Two of the main areas where 
internationalist thought has been evident and linked are in the ideas of universal 
government and of a universal language. This linkage was never more clearly perceived 
than by General de Gaulle in a famous denunciation of supranationality in 1962. After 
invoking the spirit of Dante, Goethe and Montesquieu, who, he said, belonged to all of 
Europe while remaining quintessentially Italian, German and French, he continued: 
'They would never have thought or written as well if they had done so in some kind of 
integrated language, Esperanto or Volapuc'. For de Gaulle at least, both distinct states 
and distinct languages were desirable. 

:- Fred Halliday is Professor of International Relations at the London School of Economics and Political 
Science. This article is based on his inaugural lecture in the chair of International Relations, given at the LSE 
in 1987. 

1. For an overview of writing on this question, see Marcel Merle, ed., Pacifisme et internationalisme, 
XVIIe-XXe sieles (Paris: Armand Colas, 1966), and F. S. L. Lyons, Internationalism in Europe, 1815-1914 
(Leiden: A. W. Sythoff, 1963). 
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188 THREE CONCEPTS OF INTERNATIONALISM 

Like many concepts in social science and political theory, internationalism permits 
of no simple, generally applicable definition. It is, to use a helpful term borrowed from 
philosophy, a 'cluster-concept' in which a number of ideas are conventionally 
associated without any single one or group of them constituting a core meaning. I 
would, however, suggest that within the term 'internationalism' it is possible to 
identify at least three broad themes that recur in the many variants of the idea. 

The first of these is the assertion that an allegedly objective process is taking place: 
the internationalization of the world-most obviously through economic processes, 
the growth of communications and the increasing sensitivity of hitherto discrete 
societies to events which occur in each other. In the nineteenth century, railways and 
steamships were the harbingers of this order. Marx, as much as any liberal capitalist, 
saw communications as playing this role. Today, in current perceptions, satellite 
linkages and the multinational corporation are said to be the standard-bearers of 
internationalization. It is claimed that we are living increasingly in one world. 

The second theme at the heart of internationalism is the idea that these objective 
processes find reflection in political processes-that governments and politicians, or 
workers or unions, or feminists or opponents of nuclear weapons, or intellectuals or 
givers of aid are, in response to this internationalization, tending to collaborate more 
than was previously the case. 

The third assertion is of a more normative,' moral character: that, grosso modo, these 
processes are a good thing because they promote understanding, prosperity, peace, 
freedom, tolerance, or whatever the particular advocate holds to be most dear. The 
thought is that there is an international interest beyond that of nations, and that these 
objective changes make it easier to promote it. If states are not actually rejected as 
ineffective or necessarily undesirable, both their effectiveness and their legitimacy are 
seen as conditional to a considerable extent on this international interest. 

At one level internationalism is, like all concepts that contain an element of 
aspiration, a prospective idea, a statement about how the world is going and where it 
may be going to. As such it implies that there are tendencies in the current world which 
can and with due encouragement will take us beyond the present to a better future. But 
internationalism also has another, retrospective side, in that many of the themes within 
it are ones that predate the modern nation and the modern state and have in many ways 
been superseded by it. Among these are such ideas as a cosmopolitan cultural 
community, transnational political and religious loyalties, and trading links which the 
creation of modern frontiers has broken. The modern state and the modern nation 
have both expanded the horizons of individuals, from the narrower view of village, 
tribe and family, and constricted them by setting the nation as the supreme point of 
reference for political organization and loyalty. Passports, visas, immigration quotas 
and frontier guards facing outwards and inwards are all creations of modern times. It 
is, for example, only within the last generation that the religious institution which calls 
itself universal has capitulated to the Babel of separate idioms. 

It is such scepticism about the nation and such a belief in broader values that has 
recurred in the work of many of those who developed internationalist ideas in 
European thinking-the thinkers of the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries 
who first called for a union of European states, most notably the Abbe St. -Pierre in 
1713 and then Montesquieu, Rousseau, Kant, Bentham, and later liberal and 
revolutionary thinkers whose internationalism was given encouragement by the 
appeals and early policies of the French revolution. There came to be a special emphasis 
on internationalism in the radical and Marxist traditions, from Tom Paine, Saint- 
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Fred Halliday 189 

Simon and Flora Tristan to Marx, Lenin, Rosa Luxemburg and Trotsky. The 
Communist Manifesto's call to worldwide proletarian unity is too well known to need 
elaboration here, and it was Marx's promotion of the International Workingmen's 
Association, the First International, in 1864 that led to the coining of the word 
'internationalism', the first recorded usage of which in English dates from 1877. 

In the field of political theory a parallel note can be found in much recent writing on 
nationalism, many of the outstanding examples of which have been produced by 
writers at the London School of Economics.2 There can be few students who can retain 
the conventional wisdom on the idea of nationalism after studying these writings, and 
it may be one of the LSE's greatest contributions to education that we question this 
idea, one of the most worshipped idols of the late twentieth-century cave. Such 
scepticism about the idea of the nation is not exclusive to political discourse, of course. 
Some of the most cogent rejections of it have come not from politicians but from 
literature. Exemplary in this regard is Graham Greene, himself no stranger to 
transnational causes. Towards the end of his 1958 novel, Our man in Havana, when 
the anti-hero Wormold is distressed by the fact that he has betrayed his country, the 
heroine Beatrice consoles him: 'Who cares,' she says, 'about men who are loyal just to 
people who pay them, to organisations? I don't think any country means that much. 
We have many countries in our blood, haven't we?' 

The argument that I would like to develop here is that, while often phrased in 
unhelpfully facile terms, the idea of internationalism raises issues of considerable 
analytical and normative value. It is, for all its deficiencies, a standing rejection of the 
world of states complacent in their sovereignty, inflated with pride and national 
conceit and prone to war and hatred. I will develop my argument in two phases: first 
by examining the fate of internationalism in the post-1945 world, and then by 
distinguishing three variants of internationalism, three concepts, that have contrasting 
implications for how we view international relations. 

Internationalism since the Second World War 

In 1945 the greatest of the modern British writers on international relations, E. H. 
Carr, published an essay entitled Nationalism and after. In this work Carr surveyed 
what he saw as the prospects for nationalism and internationalism in the postwar 
period. He began with a retrospective analysis of the development of nationalism 
through to what he termed the 'third period' of nationalism, that of the post-1914 
epoch, in which the power of the nation-state reached its apogee and, with it, conflict 
between nations. 'In no period has there been more talk of cooperation between 
nations,' he wrote, 'In few periods less of the reality.'3 Yet out of what he saw as this 
'climax and catastrophe of the third period of modern international relations', Carr 
believed he could see a somewhat different future, in which loyalty to the nation-state 
would gradually be eroded and replaced by a distinct, internationalist, order. 

The briefest of surveys of postwar history would indicate that there have been many 
trends since 1945 which would appear to vindicate Carr's prognoses. Many theories, of 
varying degrees of profundity, have been produced to define, categorize and usually 
endorse this supposed internationalization. We have the growth of international 
organizations, the United Nations and the European Community among them, 

2. By, among others, Ernst Gellner, Anthony Smith, Kenneth Minogue, Elie Kedourie and James 
Mayall. 

3. E. H. Carr, Nationalism and after (London: Macmillan, 1968), p. 29. 
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190 THREE CONCEPTS OF INTERNATIONALISM 

organizations that have a durability and a range of powers unequalled in previous 
epochs. We have an evident internationalization of the world economy, brought about 
by trade, investment, and legal changes and facilitated by new methods of communica- 
tions in goods, information and people. We have markedly greater movement of 
peoples, as migrants and tourists and as students. We have the growth of a worldwide 
information community, epitomized in Marshall McLuhan's concept of a 'global 
village' and in the diffusion of soap operas to shanty towns and distant provinces the 
world over. Nowadays we take direct dialling and satellite TV coverage for granted. 

This growing interrelationship of states and societies has given rise to new attempts, 
both by academics and by others, to conceptualize the internationalization process. 
None has acquired more currency than the idea of interdependence. In its simplest 
sense, the idea behind interdependence is that the states and societies of the world are 
vulnerable to the events and processes that occur in each other, and that it is a 
precondition of prosperity and political stability in one state that others enjoy a similar 
condition. In many respects it would seem that the sober, non-utopian international- 
ism identified and advocated by E. H. Carr has, four decades later, come to pass in the 
idea of interdependence. 

But such visions have never wanted for critics, and there is much in recent history to 
suggest that for all the talk of growing interdependence, transnationalism and 
cooperation, the reality has been very different. Perhaps Carr's sceptical judgement on 
the period before 1945 can characterize the successor period equally well. Two of the 
most cogent critiques of internationalist illusion have also been produced by thinkers 
associated with the LSE. One, written from practical experience and frustration as a 
commissioner, was that of Ralf Dahrendorf who, in a series of anonymous articles 
published in the early 1970s, denounced what he saw as the domination and 
manipulation of the European Community by its member states. Dahrendorf left the 
EEC in dismay to devote his energies for the following decade to an institution more 
receptive to his internationalist energies. The other critique was that of my predecessor 
in the chair of International Relations at the LSE, Fred Northedge, who in the last talk 
that he gave there developed his own argument on the decline of internationalism in the 
postwar epoch. 

Northedge defined internationalism as the belief in an international interest and in 
an international community. He substantiated his argument by referring to a number 
of ways in which belief in these had declined since 1945, and especially since the early 
1960s: the decreasing credibility of international institutions and respect for interna- 
tional law-what Professor Richard Falk of Princeton has called 'normative fatigue' - 
the decline in belief in collective security, and the reduction in dislike for and 
depreciation of the state. And there is more than enough in the contemporary world to 
substantiate Dahrendorf's pessimism or caution about the growth of internationalism. 
While the state has in some areas lost the autonomy it once had, for example the ability 
to control transnational monetary flows, it has enhanced its power in others such as 
control of migration, a growth area. The map of 169 independent states and sundry 
colonies that we have today, arbitrary and unjust as many think it is, has proved 
remarkably durable against all attempts at fragmentation or fusion: in all of postwar 
history there has not been a single successful secession, with the anomalous exception 
of Bangladesh; and fusion, as the Arabs have learnt, can contain its own disappoint- 
ments. 

Perhaps the most surprising aspect of this process has been the resurgence of 
nationalism, not among people who claim that they have been denied proper rights but 
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among states whose national self-determination would already seem to be satisfact- 
orily established. This is a nationalism associated with power, often with a vaunting 
self-assertion and, in not a few cases, with a pride in military strength that would have 
appeared rather inappropriate in the immediate postwar period. We can see it in trade 
wars. We saw it in Britain in the overwhelming popularity of the 1982 Falklands/ 
Malvinas war in which 1,000 young men died disputing the way of life of fewer than 
2, 000. We can see it in the nationalism of US politicians who have played on the bruised 
pride and anxieties of the American people, whose lot is by no means the least 
agreeable in the world, and have stimulated dangerous trends in the United States, not 
least because of the intoxicating mixture of this nationalism with strands of 
fundamentalist religion. It is equally striking elsewhere: in the uninterrupted Gaullism 
of French governments, in the new stirrings of the 'German Question', in the perverse 
presidential choices of the Austrians. In Japan the present Prime Minister's predeces- 
sor, Mr Yasuhiro Nakasone, played many a nationalist note. 

So far we have considered ideas of internationalism as they have developed and 
receded within the political thought and life of the contemporary West. But there is 
another world, that of the communist bloc, in which the idea of internationalism has if 
anything suffered an even more precipitate decline. Communist parties and the states 
they rule have espoused proletarian internationalism. Yet the twentieth century has 
not been kind to this ideal. The enthusiastic support for their warring governments by 
the majority of European socialists in 1914 shattered the Second International. Under 
Stalin, proletarian internationalism was interpreted strictly as unwavering loyalty to 
the Soviet Union. In 1943, to appease Churchill and Roosevelt, Stalin dissolved the 
Comintern. In the postwar period we have seen the break-up of the communist 
movement, hostility between China and the Soviet Union and, in Indo-China, war 
between communist states. Today many are the communist parties that from eagerness 
to win approval have cloaked themselves in a national flag. The Italian party (PCI) 
defends its country's membership of NATO, the French (PCF) extols the military 
force defrappe, and the theoretical monthly of the Communist Party of Great Britain, 
Marxism Today, carries deferential studies of Britain's royal family. It was perhaps 
fitting that in June 1976, when the 29 European communist parties met in Berlin to 
bury the dictatorship of the proletariat, they should have done the same to proletarian 
internationalism. The odd flickering gesture in the direction of internationalism is all 
that remains within the communist movement of what was a central theme of the 1848 
Manifesto. Nationalism is evident enough in the programme of Mr Gorbachev, whose 
economic and political perestroika or restructuring has been especially directed at 
reviving the energies of the Russian people, and who has warned the long-subsidized 
Muslim people of central Asia that the days of freeloading, report-padding and 
corruption in the Soviet Union are now over. 

These developments might well lead us to abandon the concept of internationalism 
as irrelevant and misleading - one of those utopias, like eternal life and perpetual 
motion, which belong to an earlier age. That would certainly seem in order for an 
internationalism pur et dur, one that argues for a world united by a relevant base such 
as a government or a language. But there are other analytical and normative 
considerations that would suggest a different answer - one that proposes no simple 
universalism or trend or goal but which reasserts in the light of more recent history the 
three tenets of internationalism described above: that states and societies are becoming 
more interrelated, that this is reflected in a greater potentiality for cooperation across 
frontiers, and that the trend is a desirable one. 
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192 THREE CONCEPTS OF INTERNATIONALISM 

A typology of internationalisms 

To restate these bare assertions is, however, to pose a prior and perhaps core question, 
namely - desirable for whom? Or, to put it another way, on whose terms and to 
whose benefit is internationalization taking place? If we examine the assumptions 
associated with the term 'internationalism' in current political discourse, it would 
appear that the term can be understood in at least three different ways depending on 
the world-view of the person advocating it and the character of the societies that are 
allegedly being internationalized. 

1. Liberal internationalism 

It is this question, of the terms upon which internationalism is conceived, that we can 
now examine by distinguishing three broad categories of internationalism as evident 
within modern history and thought and in the contemporary world. The first is what 
may be called a liberal internationalism, a generally optimistic approach based upon 
the belief that independent societies and autonomous individuals can through greater 
interaction and cooperation evolve towards common purposes, chief among these 
being peace and prosperity. It is this strain of internationalism that can be identified 
clearly in the eighteenth century in the work of Adam Smith and other enlightenment 
thinkers, that runs through much of the nineteenth-century liberal belief in the 
benefits of free trade, that is represented in the twentieth century in Woodrow 
Wilson's thinking and in the belief in the League of Nations and later the United 
Nations and which finds more recent expression in thinking on interdependence. Thus 
Rousseau expressed well what may be termed the internationalism of free trade, the 
belief that commerce would reduce conflict between states, when he wrote: 
'Commerce tends more and more to establish a balance between state and state; and by 
depriving certain powers of the exclusive advantages they once drew from it, deprives 
them at the same time of one of the chief weapons they once employed for imposing 
their will upon the rest.'4 In 1866 a leading European banker was to declare: 'We want 
peace at any price. What do we care about Germany, or Austria, or Belgium? That sort 
of thing is out of date.'5 Many was the student of industrial society from Auguste 
Comte onwards who believed that the growth of an international economy would 
reduce or even eliminate the prospect of war because such destructive behaviour was 
not in the interests of modern industrial and trading societies. This was an 
internationalism that as often as not eschewed world government and encouraged the 
emergence of sovereign nation-states, but which saw the satisfaction of national 
demands as a precondition for the emergence of a more cooperative international 
order. 

Today liberal internationalism has a more sober mien. From two world wars it has 
learned, as have other schools of thought, that war is compatible with industrial 
society. Supranationalism is on hold, if not in retreat. But liberal internationalism none 
the less survives and flourishes in the belief in interdependence, the idea that greater 
interaction between societies - economic, cultural, political, individual - is taking 
place, and can be conducive to greater cooperation and peace. 

Interdependence theorists lay stress upon the sensitivity of any one industrial 
society to the actions - political or economic - of others. They do not claim that this 

4. Rousseau, quoted by Robert Gilpin in Klaus Knorr and Frank Trager, eds., Economic issues and 
national security (New York, 1987), p. 30. 

5. Quoted in Lyons, Internationalism in Europe, p. 111. 
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process will be frictionless, or without risks, any more than they now propound world 
government. But in contemporary stress upon one world, in the appeals of the Brandt 
Commission for a programme of global Keynesianism to stimulate the economies of 
the Third World, a similar emphasis upon the shared economic interests of humanity 
can be seen as it can in the Band Aid initiative of 1985 and in the concern for human 
rights. A parallel sustaining of one of the core ideas of liberal internationalism is to be 
seen in the peace movement, whose central belief is that a growing mobilization of 
individuals in a wide range of countries can by pressuring their own governments and 
establishing international links bring about a reduction in military tension and a 
growing understanding between societies. 

This liberal internationalism, the dominant strain in much Western political 
thought, if not political practice, has been open to several major criticisms. One is that 
it overstates the compatibility of the economic with the political by assuming that a 
growing interaction in trade and finance will yield a new political understanding and 
that, at points of conflict, the political will yield to the economic. That growing trade 
may be compatible with political conflict, indeed that it may stimulate political 
conflict, is evident from modern history as is the degree to which political 
considerations can and do prevail over economic ones at times of crisis. The current 
predominance of political over economic factors in relations between the Soviet and 
Western blocs is illustration enough of these facts. The Soviet Union will not allow its 
economic system to be eroded by an uncontrolled degree of interaction with the West. 
Even the Chinese are having second thoughts. Time and again has the West resorted to 
restrictions on trade with the East because of other, political and military, considera- 
tions. We have already seen above how, in the post-1945 period, a growing 
internationalization of the world economy has been compatible with the survival of 
old and the stimulation of new political conflicts within major states. 

2. Hegemonic internationalism 

But the challenge to liberal internationalism also comes from other quarters. Central to 
the critique of liberal internationalism, to the belief that interaction and cooperation 
can take place upon broadly equal terms, has been another internationalism, what may 
in today's terms be called hegemonic internationalism. This, simply put, is the belief 
that the integration of the world is taking place but on asymmetrical, unequal terms, 
and that this is the only possible and indeed desirable way for such an integration to 
take place. In Britain we know about hegemonic internationalism: it was known in an 
earlier time as imperialism, and in the course of 200 years London ruled, for lesser or 
greater periods, over 70 of what are now the states of this world. Other states have 
practised the same policy, first through the imposition of direct colonial rule and 
secondly through the operation of other forms of post-colonial influence and 
hegemony. 

Two things about hegemonic internationalism are worthy of special note. One is 
that it has done much to shape the contemporary world, in the destruction of old 
societies and political systems and in the imprinting of cultural, linguistic, economic 
and military systems upon subject peoples. The other is that many people in the 
hegemonic countries believe it is a good thing. It was a generally held belief in the 
imperial age, one which faded well within living memory, that the white nations had a 
right and duty to rule the colonized peoples. It remains a belief, often expressed in 
forthright terms in the international relations literature, that international security and 
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prosperity can only be maintained by hegemonic activity of a more or less decorous 
kind by the leading states. For those who benefit from it, hegemonic internationalism 
is not, of course, incompatible with nationalism but is an extension of it. 

The practice of hegemonic internationalism is not, however, confined to explicit 
cases of intervention and control in their imperial and post-imperial forms. It is also 
something which operates through many of the practices which, to liberal internation- 
alist eyes, look more cooperative and beneficial. Trade may benefit both partners, but 
the operations of free trade within an unequal world economy may have the effect of 
consolidating the inequalities between societies. As with all forms of interaction, the 
question has to be posed: on whose terms will the interaction take place? This 
development of hierarchy is nowhere clearer than in what may seem to be one of the 
most innocuous of internationalizations, that of communications, culture and 
language. As George Steiner reminds us,6 we have already lost half of the 8,000 
languages known to have existed, and today we are witnessing a process by which one 
language, English, and its associated culture are acquiring a hegemonic position within 
the world. It is a fine language, made all the richer by the fact that it is itself a hybrid 
born of a hegemonic imposition that began with an invasion in 1066, and it continues 
to be enriched by many a transnational infusion. But the manner of its internationali- 
zation, first through Empire and now through the loudspeakers and flickering screens 
of the global village, brings with it less welcome consequences. This is equally clear in 
the case of those indigenous languages and cultures which are under threat of 
submersion, if not extinction, and in the complacency of those native speakers of the 
hegemonic tongue who are to an alarming extent now content with their monolingual- 
ism. The depreciation of language skills within the universities of the linguistically 
hegemonic countries in favour of other skills supposedly more practical or relevant is 
one disturbing by-product of this process. 

Nowhere, perhaps, is the contrast between an enriching internationalism and an 
impoverishing hegemony more evident than in the global dominance of this one 
language and in its near-monopoly of the electronic media and information technology 
associated with it. Information technology, the fetish of the age, and satellite TV, soon 
to be available by receiving dish in every home, are not linguistically or culturally 
neutral. As Raymond Williams warned us so well, this cultural internationalism 
contains within itself elements of new hegemonies.7 

3. Revolutionary internationalism 

It is in going beyond these two versions of internationalism, one apparently trusting in 
the benefits of interaction, the other assertive of an asymmetrical integration of 
societies and of the superiority of one over others, that we can introduce the third 
concept of internationalism, that of radical or revolutionary internationalism. The 
most consistently espoused and theoretically elaborated version of this form of 
internationalism was and is the proletarian internationalism of Marxist theory: in 
Lenin's formula, Weltklasse, Weltpartei, Weltrevolution (world class, world party, 
world revolutionary movement). Revolutionary internationalism has many other 
variants-from the radical republicanism of the French revolution, the 'malignant 
charity' that so disturbed Edmund Burke, to the anarchists of the late nineteenth and 

6. George Steiner, After Babel (London: Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 51. 
7. Raymond Williams, Television: technology and culturalform (London: Fontana/Collins, 1974), pp. 

150-1. 
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early twentieth centuries, through the revolutionary (if not very proletarian) 
internationalism of Mao Tse-tung and Che Guevara, to the Islamic internationalism of 
Ayatollah Khomeini. 

Now it is easy to say that such internationalism does not work, and that appeals to 
oppressed groups and classes in different societies are bound to shatter on the sturdier 
rocks of nationalism. There is 1914 and all that, and there are the Sino-Soviet and 
Sino-Vietnamese conflicts to confirm it. The Russians today say little about 
internationalism; the Chinese, who espoused it so loudly in the 1960s, even less. The 
objections to revolutionary internationalism are, it seems, overwhelming. It defies 
anthropology, the evident need of men and women to belong to specific and distinct 
groups, to have fellows and enemies. It defies history, which is moving away from such 
transnational allegiances towards identification with the nation-state. It defies politics, 
which is often independent of economic processes and, embodied in distinct states, is 
not moving towards internationalization. It defies philosophy, which, as John Dunn 
has recently argued, cannot convincingly identify a common interest for the oppressed 
of the world.8 

But when we have abandoned the more rhetorical versions of revolutionary 
internationalism which downplay the efficacy of divisions between states and of 
national ideologies and identifications, there are still reasons for us to maintain a 
certain concept of revolutionary internationalism as we analyse the contemporary 
world. However much the divisions of state and nation impose their own structure, the 
central thesis of revolutionary internationalism retains a striking validity: that conflicts 
within societies are to a considerable extent determined by international factors and by 
the international alliances which the contending parties establish, and that this 
internationalization of internal conflicts does much to explain the contemporary 
world. In contrast to much orthodox international relations writing, which argues that 
what happens within states is irrelevant to the study of relations between states, 
revolutionary internationalism sees internal and international conflict as recurrently 
linked. 

First of all, revolutions are international events, in both cause and effect. 
Revolutions are to a considerable extent the result of international influences and 
pressures, and no revolution has been without its international effects, however 
thwarted the hopes of the revolutionaries may be. The shape of the contemporary 
world has to a great extent been formed by the triumph of revolutions and by the 
international consequences they have had. It is worth noting, by the way, that any 
assessment of these effects necessarily takes decades, not months or years to arrive at. 
More than any other event it was the French revolution that ushered in the modern 
epoch in Europe, spreading new ideas, unleashing new social movements and 
transforming much of Western Europe, for all its ultimate distortion and defeat. The 
Bolshevik revolution and that of China culminating in 1949 have had consequences for 
the world that need little underlining, and much of postwar history has been marked 
by the assertions of revolutionaries and of those opposed to them-in Korea, Algeria, 
Cuba and, most of all, Vietnam, which ended the 'American century' in 1973, 25 years 
after it began. If the nuclear contest between the United States and the Soviet Union 
has been one major preoccupation of the great powers, the other has been the response 
to and the containment of revolution: in the world of the 1980s we need only think of 

8. JohnDunn,Rethinkingmodernpoliticaltheory(Cambridge:CambridgeUniversityPress,1985),ch. 
6: 'Unimagined community: the deceptions of socialist internationalism'. 
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Iran, South Africa and Central America. Indeed those looking for a logic in the 
apparently mindless pursuit of nuclear destructive capability could do worse than look 
to the way in which margins of nuclear advantage are seen by the great powers as 
bargaining tools to use in Third World crisis situations. The formative nuclear 
confrontation of the postwar period, that between the United States and the Soviet 
Union over the stationing of missiles in Cuba in October 1962, was occasioned 
precisely by the intersection of East-West with Third World revolutionary conflict. 

The second feature of revolutionary internationalism that still seems to retain its 
validity is the stress its exponents have placed upon the transnational or international 
preconditions for stability and power within any one society. To put it another way, 
the stability of any one society is said to rely to a considerable degree on stability in 
others. Legitimacy requires that other societies are similarly organized, that there is, in 
the terms developed by Raymond Aron, a degree of homogeneity in the international 
system.9 If the dominated rise up and execute the king in one country, it makes kings in 
other countries uneasy. If the junior ally of a hegemonic power is overthrown by 
revolutionaries, other junior allies will become more nervous, just as other dominated 
states will be emboldened. When women get the vote in one state, it is harder to deny 
them it in others. The world may be divided up into distinct states and societies, but the 
force of the division is overstated if we forget that the stability of each distinct state has 
international preconditions. After all, the reason why revolutions do have such major 
international effects and why hegemonic states which are not directly threatened feel 
they should react is because of the effect that breaking such supportive linkages of 
homogeneity has upon their own societies and those of their associates. 

There is moreover a third area in which revolutionary internationalism can and, on 
more occasions than its detractors imply, does operate-that of assistance and 
collaboration between revolutionary states and insurrectionary groups. We need 
believe neither the revolutionaries' rhetoric of solidarity nor the conspiracy theories of 
their opponents to acknowledge that groups, individuals and states opposed to the 
established order in the world can and do collaborate significantly and recurrently. No 
revolutionary state, however principled, will pursue such assistance to the point of 
prejudicing its own existence, but it would for example be hard to see how the 
Vietnamese communists could have triumphed or how post-1959 Cuba could have 
survived without external assistance, or how the triumph of the guerrillas in 
Rhodesia/Zimbabwe in 1980 could have taken place without the advent to power of 
Frelimo in neighbouring Mozambique and the Portuguese revolution that preceded it. 

Revolutionaries have, for the past two centuries, continued to proclaim the 
international relevance of their revolutions and a duty to assist those struggling 
elsewhere. It is this which has brought about the striking reversal in the revolutionary 
debate on intervention compared to that of much liberal thought. In the liberal 
tradition there is a presumption against intervention. Exceptions have to be found, as 
they are, in favour of it. But in revolutionary thought there is a presumption in favour 
of intervention, and exceptions have to be found for abstention, as they also are. Stalin 
was particularly insistent on these exceptions, but many others, including Robespierre 
and Mao Tse-tung in his later years, have spoken in similar vein. Yet all had to justify 
what, for liberals, is not a problem-non-intervention. 

But the internationalism of revolutionaries is not just a matter of commitment. It 
also has to do with assessment, based as it is on the belief that the fate of revolutions is 

9. Raymond Aron, Peace and war (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1966), pp. 373-81. 
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itself to a considerable degree bound up with international factors, and that the 
character and shape of post-revolutionary societies is greatly affected by the 
international context in which they find themselves. Contrary to the claim made by 
pure universalism, that a revolution has to be global in order to survive, it is the case 
that revolutions have survived in specific states without either spreading or being 
overthrown. But as the history of the Russian revolution shows so clearly, embattled 
and protracted relations with the outside world are inimical to post-revolutionary 
development and encourage the waste of resources, loss of life, and internal repression 
that may well traduce the initial hopes of the revolutionaries. The predicament of 
Nicaragua today, faced with military assault on two frontiers and an economy under 
extreme pressure, speaks eloquently indeed. It is not that a revolution is nothing if it is 
not international, but it is certainly bound to be a lot less than the makers of the 
revolution intended. Revolutionaries are therefore forced to be internationalist as well 
as cautious because of the external pressures that post-revolutionary transformation 
invites. 

Conclusion 

I have suggested that the contemporary internationalization of the world has, in broad 
terms, been a contradictory process, the contradiction being between processes of 
greater interaction and integration and those that have strengthened the power of states 
and the sentiments of division and competition in the world. There is no simple 
resolution of the debate between the believers in transnationalism and interdepend- 
ence on the one hand and the exponents of the continued supremacy of the nation-state 
on the other. But it can safely be said, for all the prevailing depreciation of 
internationalism, that those who lay stress upon internationalization and its related 
concept, internationalism, have rather more to say about the contemporary world than 
might at first sight appear, and that internationalization, of at least three distinct kinds, 
is an important feature of the contemporary world. 

Three general conclusions follow from this. First, that it is part of any coherent and 
accurate view of the world to recognize the degree to which international factors, those 
beyond the purview of any single state, have influenced and will continue to influence 
what any state or any individual within it can do. Politicians may understate this 
recognition of necessity, of the realm of international heteronomy or openness to the 
influence of others past and present, as they sometimes overstate it; but it is something 
that must be recognized if the limited realm of freedom open to all of us is to be 
cultivated. Equally, it would be mistaken to see this international heteronomy as 
something new, a product only of postwar trends. For Britain, a country that once 
ruled much of the world and whose prosperity was in part a product of international 
economic processes, this heteronomy hardly needs emphasizing. 

Secondly, while these processes of internationalization can be identified, it is 
important to look beyond the surface of events, their mere unfolding, and ask upon 
whose terms and to whose benefit they are taking place. The assumption that they 
work to the benefit of all may be as misleading as the idea that they are inimical to all. 
As with many other processes in life, one can ask what is lost and what is gained. An 
exchange of goods that warps the economy of the weaker partner, a cultural diffusion 
that destroys the best of an indigenous culture, may not be beneficial: nor may be, in 
reverse situations, policies of perverse economic self-sufficiency, or the torpor and 
inhibition of cultural nationalism. 
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Finally, in a world that is divided by national states and by the competition between 
them, where national traditions (often of a most confected kind), national values and 
frenzies, the accidents and anomalies of territory, are held in such high regard, we still 
need to question the supremacy of the nation and to look to broader, internationalist 
and cosmopolitan interests and values. The support which states enjoy can be judged 
by their success in promoting the broad international values of peace, human welfare, 
rights, and social and economic justice. The internationalist tradition may have 
chalked up many illusions; most political traditions do. But faced as we are with the 
complacency of national pride and the automatic loyalty claimed by the nation-state, 
the ever-recurrent waves of nationalism and the grip of institutions associated with it, 
an element of internationalist intransigence, intellectual and moral, may well be in 
order. 

This content downloaded from 173.66.250.205 on Sat, 02 Jan 2016 23:56:47 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p. [187]
	p. 188
	p. 189
	p. 190
	p. 191
	p. 192
	p. 193
	p. 194
	p. 195
	p. 196
	p. 197
	p. 198

	Issue Table of Contents
	International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-), Vol. 64, No. 2 (Spring, 1988) pp. 177-343
	Front Matter [pp. ]
	Economic Change in the Soviet Union
	The Economics of Perestroika [pp. 177-185]

	Internationalism in International Relations
	Three Concepts of Internationalism [pp. 187-198]

	Europe
	European Unity over the Next Ten Years: From Community to Union [pp. 199-207]
	Relations between the Two States in Germany: Problems and Prospects [pp. 209-215]

	China's Defence Policy
	As China Grows Strong [pp. 217-231]

	Lessons from the Past for Star Wars?
	Reassessing Lessons from the ABM Treaty [pp. 233-240]

	Britain's Second Churchill Cabinet
	Overstretched and Overstrung: Eden, the Foreign Office and the Making of Policy, 1951-5 [pp. 241-259]

	Book Reviews
	Chatham House Books
	Review: untitled [pp. 261-262]

	International Relations and Organizations
	Review: untitled [pp. 262-263]
	Review: untitled [pp. 263]

	Defence and Disarmament
	Review: untitled [pp. 263-264]
	Review: untitled [pp. 264-265]
	Review: untitled [pp. 265-266]
	Review: untitled [pp. 266]
	Review: untitled [pp. 267]
	Review: untitled [pp. 267-268]
	Review: untitled [pp. 268-269]

	Politics, Economics and Social
	Review: untitled [pp. 269-270]
	Review: untitled [pp. 270-271]
	Review: untitled [pp. 271]
	Review: untitled [pp. 271-272]
	Review: untitled [pp. 272-273]
	Review: untitled [pp. 274]
	Review: untitled [pp. 274-275]
	Review: untitled [pp. 275]
	Review: untitled [pp. 276-277]
	Review: untitled [pp. 277-278]
	Review: untitled [pp. 278]
	Review: untitled [pp. 279]
	Review: untitled [pp. 279-280]
	Review: untitled [pp. 280-281]
	Review: untitled [pp. 281]
	Review: untitled [pp. 281-282]
	Review: untitled [pp. 282-283]
	Review: untitled [pp. 283-284]
	Review: untitled [pp. 284-285]
	Review: untitled [pp. 285-286]

	Law
	Review: untitled [pp. 286-287]
	Review: untitled [pp. 287-288]
	Review: untitled [pp. 288]

	History
	Review: untitled [pp. 288-289]
	Review: untitled [pp. 289-290]
	Review: untitled [pp. 290-291]
	Review: untitled [pp. 291-292]
	Review: untitled [pp. 292-293]
	Review: untitled [pp. 293-296]

	Western Europe
	Review: untitled [pp. 296]
	Review: untitled [pp. 297]
	Review: untitled [pp. 297-298]

	USSR and Eastern Europe
	Review: untitled [pp. 298-299]
	Review: untitled [pp. 299-300]
	Review: untitled [pp. 300]
	Review: untitled [pp. 300-301]
	Review: untitled [pp. 301-302]
	Review: untitled [pp. 302-303]
	Review: untitled [pp. 303]
	Review: untitled [pp. 303-304]
	Review: untitled [pp. 304-305]

	Middle East
	Review: untitled [pp. 305]
	Review: untitled [pp. 305-306]
	Review: untitled [pp. 306-307]
	Review: untitled [pp. 307-308]
	Review: untitled [pp. 308]
	Review: untitled [pp. 308-309]

	Africa
	Review: untitled [pp. 309-310]
	Review: untitled [pp. 310]
	Review: untitled [pp. 311]
	Review: untitled [pp. 311-312]
	Review: untitled [pp. 312]
	Review: untitled [pp. 313]

	Asia and Australasia
	Review: untitled [pp. 314]
	Review: untitled [pp. 314-315]
	Review: untitled [pp. 315-316]
	Review: untitled [pp. 316]
	Review: untitled [pp. 316-317]
	Review: untitled [pp. 317-318]
	Review: untitled [pp. 318-319]
	Review: untitled [pp. 320]
	Review: untitled [pp. 320-321]
	Review: untitled [pp. 321]
	Review: untitled [pp. 321-322]
	Review: untitled [pp. 322-323]
	Review: untitled [pp. 323]
	Review: untitled [pp. 323-324]

	North America
	Review: untitled [pp. 324-325]
	Review: untitled [pp. 325]
	Review: untitled [pp. 325-326]
	Review: untitled [pp. 326-327]
	Review: untitled [pp. 327-328]

	Latin America and Caribbean
	Review: untitled [pp. 328-329]
	Review: untitled [pp. 329-330]
	Review: untitled [pp. 330-331]
	Review: untitled [pp. 331-332]
	Review: untitled [pp. 332-333]
	Review: untitled [pp. 333-334]
	Review: untitled [pp. 334-335]

	Bibliography and Reference
	Review: untitled [pp. 335]


	Other Books Received [pp. 336-341]
	Back Matter [pp. ]



