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Contemporary discussions of grand strategy in the United States 
tend to be doininated by issues of global political economy. Despite 
Karl von Clausewitz's dictum that strategy should be considered an 
instrument in the pursuit of a "political object''1 and despite Michael 
Howard's classic discussion of the "forgotten dimensions" of strategy, 
our objects appear to be overwhelmingly economic, and the signifi
cances of differing political values and political institutions remain 
forgotten.2 

The major reason for this neglect of the politics of grand strategy 
seems to be quite straightforward. Politics is simply being crowded 
out by the current exciting and controversial literature on the eco
nomics of grand strategy. 3 In the light of this literature, politics 

I have benefited from suggestions offered at the first meeting of the conference "The 
Political Economy of Grand Strategy," UCLA, March 15-17, 1990, and at a seminar of 
the Faculty-Fellow-Graduate Discussion Group of the Center of International Studies, 
Princeton University, October 3, 1990, and from additional communications from Art 
Stein, Matt Evangelista, Arie Kacowicz, John Garofano, and Keisuke Iida. 

1 Karl von Clausewitz, On War, vol. 1 (1832; rpt. Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1976), p. 1:11. 

2 Michael Howard, "The Forgotten Dimensions of Strategy," in his The Causes of Wars 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1983). Howard's four dimensions of strategy 
are the operational, the logistical, the social, and the technological. Much of the current 
grand strategy concentrates on the logistical; in this essay I examine the relations 
between the social and the operational dimensions. See also the valuable discussion 
in Bernard Brodie, War and Politics (New York: Macmillan, 1973). 

'See works by Paul Kennedy, Robert Gilpin, David Calleo; and critics Samuel Hun
tington, Joseph Nye, Aaron Friedberg, and Charles Kupchan. See valuable survey in 
Samuel Huntington, "The U.S.-Decline or Renewal," Foreign Affairs 67 (Spring 19B8): 
76-96.
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seems derivative of the deeper widely perceived facts of United 
States economic decline and East Asian ascent. 4 The current focus 
on the economic base makes politics-considered as the explicit 
contest over who decides and for what purposes--seem somehow 
superstructural and superficial, a spurious correlate of these deeper 
forces. 

In addition to this possible lack of demand or appreciation, a 
specifically political interpretation of grand strategy suffers in the 
United States from systematic shortages of supply. The naturc:).l pro
ducer and consumer of grand strategy-the military-finds itself con
strained by laws and professional conventions to stay out of politics. 
Strategy in this view is planned to promote the "national interest," 
and the national interest is whatever the politicians say it is. 5 But 
politicians, to take a step further, particularly those in presidential 
democracies such as ours, do not quite fill in the gap and define the 
"national interest" in any way that has operational significance. Co
alition parties tend to preclude coherent and critical discussions of 
strategy. (In 1986 the Democratic party dropped a discussion of U.S. 
policy toward Nicaragua from its midterm report on foreign policy 
because it was too controversial.) Short horizons have equivalent 
effects on the party in power; lacking a bipartisan consensus, admin
istrations can rarely plan for what they can be sure to be able to 

, implement. Instead, we find familiar searches for the roots of "na
tional malaise," "standing tall," "that vision thing," and the "end 
of history."6 We seem to be groping for something to replace the 
simplicities of Cold War containment. Having become used to a 
consensus when political antitotalitarianism, economic antisocialism, 
and strategic balances of power all pointed in the same anti-Soviet 
direction, we seem to have become unaccustomed to international 
political choice. 

By default, the task falls to intellectuals--including international 
political scientists and international historians. Here another con
sideration operates. A professional reluctance to politicize the dis
cipline joins a scientific urge toward parsimonious theory. In 
addition, both of these operate within a context of a postwar tra
dition of realist skepticism directed against the overtly political 

4See New York Times, March 4, 1990, "Week in Review" survey of statistics and 
attitudes to U.S. economic decline. 

5 Samuel Huntington, The Soldier and the State (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1957), pp. 84-85; Richard Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen, and Cold War Crises (Cam
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1977), chap. 3. 

6The referents are, of course, Presidents Carter, Reagan, and Bush, and State De
partment official Francis Fukuyama. 
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philosophies of prewar idealists and pacifists. Together they have 
established a powerful paradigm of structuralism or neorealism that 
systematically depoliticizes, "structures," the subject of international 
politics at the same time as it conditions professional and bureau
cratic discussion toward a structural grand strategy, the balance of 
power. 

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

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

(1) that the units of analysis are "like" units and nations or
"states ... are the key units of action"-states are hierarchical insti
tutions that possess a monopoly of legitimate violence; 

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

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

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

The robust version of neorealism regards the general assumption
international anarchy-and an instinct for survival as sufficient to 
generate the "state of war" and a balancing strategy. The latter three 
assumptions are ancillary and are held to be either unnecessary or 

7Here I slightly revise the definition of Robert Keohane, "Realism, Neorealism, and 
the Study of World Politics," in Neorealism and Its Critics, ed. Robert Keohane (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1986), p. 7. 

"Kenneth Waltz, "Political Structures," in Neorealism, ed. Keohane, chap. 5. 
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derivative of international anarchy (by competitive selection and so
cialization). A contingent, less powerful version of structural realism 
regards �11 four assumptions as necessary to generate a state of war 
and (thus) a balancing strategy.9 

Despite the scientific success of structuralism, however, we as social 
scientists observe a large residual of unexplained international be
havior. And structural realism's political success in dominating the 
debate also leaves itself unexplained and its own implicit politics 
unexplored. Indeed, the manifest success of structuralism has left us 
bereft of the political insights focused on competing political values 
and differing institutions. We may be, to borrow the paleontological 
metaphor, in danger of evolutionary deadend. The lack of an adequate 
sense of alternative conceptions of grand strategy can stifle our imag
inations and preclude effective policy solutions to dramatically chang
ing circumstances. 10 

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

9 For an attempt at a defense of a contingent, structural realism (one requiring all 
four assumptions), see the author's "Hobbes and the Balance of Power," paper pre
sented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Atlanta, 
Georgia, 1989, and Political Theories of World Politics (New York: W. W. Norton, forth
coming), chap. 4. 

10 John Ruggie and Robert Cox offer valuable criticisms along these lines of the 
historical narrowness and sociological thinness of the structuralist model. See John 
Gerard Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity: Toward a Neo
realist Synthesis," and Robert W. Cox, "Social Forces, States, and World Orders: 
Beyond International Relations Theory," both in Keohane, Neorealism. And for exten
sive historical criticism of the balance of power model see R. Rosecrance, A. Alexan
droff, B. Healy, and A. Stein, Power, Balance of Power, and Status in Nineteenth Century 
International Relations (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1974), and the articles by Paul Schroeder 
and Peter Gellman in Review of International Studies 15 (April 1989): 135-54, 155-82. For 
a defense of an interpretation of balancing that focuses on perceptions, see William 
Wohlforth, "The Perception of Power: Russia in the Pre-1914 Balance," World Politics 
39 (April 1987): 353-81. 

(25] 
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THE STATE AS A WORK OF ART 

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

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

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

But neither hereditary princes nor conservative republics fully es-

11 Quentin Skinner, Machiavelli (New York: Hill and Wang, 1981), chap. 2. 

12 Niccolo Machiavelli, The Prince (1513), trans. Harvey Mansfield, Jr. (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1985), pp. 6-7. 

13 Niccolo Machiavelli, The Prince and the Discourses (1513), trans. Luigi Ricci and E. 
R. Vincent (New York: Modem Library, 1950), pp. 122, 126.
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cape insecurity because they cannot completely escape new princes 
and expansionist republics. New princes both cause and respond to 
the threat of violence that surrounds them. Both new principalities 
and "mixed" principalities (an old prince attempting to hold a new 
conquest) create enemies of all those displaced in the conquest and 
yet gain little security from the support of their followers, whom they 
could not fully reward without further alienating the conquered 
population. 14 

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

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

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

Let us examine the circumstances of collaboration and imperialism, 
two alternatives to the balance of power. Machiavelli gives us many 
important reflections on the requisites of successful imperialism. He 
offers many examples of mistaken policies, but he does not pursue 
just what necessities or failures of virtil would compel collaboration 

14Machiavelli, The Prince, p. 8. 
15 "It is a very natural and ordinary thing to desire to acquire, and always, when 

men do it who can, they will be praised or not blamed," so matter of factly notes 
Machiavelli, The Prince, p. 14. And see Sebastian de Grazia, Machiavelli in Hell (Prince
ton: Princeton University Press, 1989), chap. 7. 

16 Shakespeare captured this virtu well in Henry V: when the frightened English, 
Welsh, Scots, and Irish gather around Henry at Agincourt on the morning of St. 
Crispin' s Day, young Henry inspires them with the sense of their glory and gives them 
confidence by the confidence in victory he displays. 

17Machiavelli, The Prince, pp. 89-90; Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics
(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), p. 126. 

[27]
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or bandwagoning. 18 But in the modem literature on the history of 
empires, there is a classic example of rational security-oriented cal
culation that places the personal interests of the ruler above the na
tional interests of the state. 

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

Tewfik clearly lacked virtu. His father, the previous khedive, de
scribed Tewfik thus, "Ni tete, ni coeur, ni courage."19 But the equally 
significant source of his collaboration and that of scores of other Egyp
tian notables (some of whom at first opposed the British) was the lack 
of a defined alternative. "Egypt" was politically a fief of the Mamluks, 
now contested by native Egyptians; commercially and financially, an 
economic colony of European capitalism; legally and formally, still a 
province of the Ottoman Empire; internationally, a quasi-independent 
state founded by Muhammad Ali, two generations before Tewfik; and 
actually, any and all of the above. 20 The "Egyptian" nation-state was 
still up for definition, awaiting political creation. But Tewfik was not 
the ruler to create it. In order to best preserve himself as Colonel 
Arabi' s rebellion spun out of control in the summer of 1882, he placed 
himself under the protection of the British landing force and re
turned-in their "knapsacks" -a puppet restored to his capital. 
Rather than "Egypt" balancing against the British threat to its inde-

18 For example, necessity and a lack of good fortune--illness and a failure to anticipate 
the resentment that Julius II would bear him--<:aused the downfall of Cesare Borgia, 
who otherwise was a most virtuous prince (The Prince, chap. 7). For a discussion of 
the literature on "collaboration" see Doyle, Empires (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 
1986); for "bandwagoning" toward "threats" (not necessarily power) see Stephen M. 
Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987); and for a recent 
discussion of balancing that reconciles balancing with bandwagoning by independent 
(nonimperialized) states see Steven David, "Explaining Third World Alignment," World 
Politics 43 (January 1991): 233-56. 

19 A. M. Broadley, How We Defended Arabi and His Friends (London, 1884), p. 16.
20 Alexander Scholch, Egypt for the Egyptians! (London: Ithaca Press, 1981), chap. 1.
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pendence, Tewfik collaborated with the British in order to maintain 
his personal security. 

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

Prince of Aragon, husband of Isabella of Castile, hence king of 
united Spain, conqueror of Naples and Navarre and North Africa, 
sovereign of the Americas, Ferdinand was the one contemporaneous 
Christian prince who • could measure his virtit head to toe against 
the great founders of antiquity whom Machiavelli so admired
Moses, Cyrus, and Romulus. And unlike the poor Khedive Tewfik, 
Ferdinand captured the Machiavellian "stato," having both "dom
inio," an effectively controlled territory, and "imperio," a right of 
command. 21 

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

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

Although born in 1452 as the son of the king, John II of Aragon, 
Ferdinand learned that to become great one had to think like a new 
prince, which he proceeded to do. He helped his father destroy his 
older brother (from a first marriage), the Prince of Viana, who led the 
nationalist faction in Aragon. With the help of the bribes funded by 
the great Jewish financiers of Castile and Aragon, he succeeded in 
winning the hand in marriage of Isabella of Castile. 24 After trying a 

21 de Grazia, Machiavelli in Hell, p. 158. 
22Machiavelli, The Prince, chap. 21. Although Machiavelli criticized Ferdinand in his

letters for "cunning and good luck, rather than superior wisdom" (from Niccolo Ma
chiavelli, The Letters of Machiavelli, trans. Allan Gilbert [Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1961], p. 111), he praised Ferdinand at considerable length in chapter 21 of The 
Prince. 

23Machiavelli, The Prince, p. 88. 
24John Elliott, Imperial Spain (New York: Mentor, 1963), p. 21. 
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coup against his wife, he learned to appreciate her talents and ruled 
with her, suppressing the ancient independence of the noble mag
nates of Castile and Aragon, strengthening the bureaucratic discipline 
of the state, and then setting about great conquests. 25 

His success first appeared internationally in the reconquest of 
Muslim Spain, Granada, in 1492. By "keeping the minds of the 
barons of Castile occupied," the war against Granada put them 
under his power. 26 This increase in his power allowed him to turn 
against former allies and to reward new ones, so he expelled the 
Jews,and Moors in order to reward his new allies: the missionary 
orders, the soldiers, and the great nobles. (But he appears to have 
known that this was an economically foolish policy-that it would 
destroy finance and agriculture-because he refused to expel the 
Moors from his own personal kingdom of Aragon.) He then turned 
his new domestic authority to more foreign conquest and went 
after Naples (a traditional arena of Aragonese expansion), began a 
half-hearted conquest of North Africa, and, at Isabella's urging, 
financed exploration of the Americas. His success domestically 
in refounding the state was evidenced by his being able to raise 
public revenues from less than 900,000 reals in 1474 to 26,000,000 
in 1504.27 

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

His end honored him little. After a life spent struggling to create a 
great and independent Spain dominating the entire western Medi
terranean, Ferdinand was forced to recognize as his sole heirs his 

25 W. H. Prescott in his classic history of Spain described Ferdinand's virtues: "im
partial justice in the administration of the laws; his watchful solicitude to shield the 
weak from_the oppression of the strong; his wise economy, which achieved great results 
without burdening his people with oppressive taxes; his sobriety and moderation; the 
decorum, and respect for religion, which he maintained among his subjects; the in
dustry he promoted by wholesome laws and his own example; his consummate sa
gacity, which crowned all his enterprises with brilliant success, and made him the 
oracle of the princes of his age." W. H. Prescott, History of the Reign of Ferdinand and 
Isabella (1837; rpt. Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott, 1904), vol. 4, p. 255. But Prescott also 
noted his propensity toward "vicious gallantries" that disturbed both Isabella and the 
stability of the kingdom. Ibid., p. 251. 

26Machiavelli, The Prince, p. 88.
27 Elliott, Imperial Spain, p. 90. 
28Machiavelli, The Letters, pp. 115-16. He made them famous for perfidy. 
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daughter, Juana the Mad, and her hostile husband, the Habsburg 
archduke Philip.29 

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

THE PACIFIC UNION 

The third example is somewhat more complicated and yet is more 
familiar. Liberal internationalists who have wanted to claim that "free 
states" are different from other states relax two of the structuralist 
realist assumptions at the same time. Liberals retain the assumption 
of the state as the essential, stable, and institutionalized unit of de
cision. But they relax the assumption that states are single rational 
egoistic calculators in favor of a view that sees states as complex 
representative institutions-liberal republics. At the same time, they 
relax the assumption that states are motivated by security defined in 
terms of power, material interests, and prestige in favor of the as
sumption that liberal republics are motivated by the value of individ
ual freedom. 

In Immanuel Kant's philosophy of liberal internationalism these 
two innovations work together and have significant effects on world 
politics. In Perpetual Peace, 31 Kant shows how liberal republics lead to 
a dichotomous international politics: peaceful relations-a "pacific 
union" among similarly liberal states--and a "state of war" between 
liberals and nonliberals. 

29Machiavelli, The Letters, p. 133.
30 Jacob Burckhardt noted: "The feeling of the Ferrarese toward the ruling house was 

a strange compound of silent dread, of the truly Italian sense of well-calculated interest, 
and of the loyalty of the modern subject: personal admiration was transferred into a 
new sentiment of duty." Burckhardt, The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy (1878),
trans. S. G. Middlemore (London: Phaidon Press, 1965), p. 32. 

31 Immanuel Kant, Perpetual Peace (1795), in Kant's Political Writings, trans. H. Reiss
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), pp. 93-130. 
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First, republican governments, he argues, tame the aggressive in
terests of absolutist monarchies and ingrain the habit of respect for 
individual rights. Wars then appear as direct charges on the people's 
welfare that he and the other liberals thought them to be. Yet these 
domestic republican restraints do not end war. If they did, liberal 
states would not be warlike, which is far from the case. They do 
introduce republican caution, Kant's "hesitation," in place of mo
narchical caprice. Liberal wars are only fought for popular, liberal 
purposes. The historical liberal legacy is laden with popular wars 
fought to promote freedom, protect private property, or support lib
eral allies against nonliberal enemies. 32 

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

Domestically just republics, which rest on consent, then presume 
foreign republics to be also consensual, just, and therefore deserving 
of accommodation. The experience of cooperation helps engender 
further cooperative behavior when the consequences of state policy 

32 Kant regards these wars as unjust and warns liberals of their susceptibility to them 
(ibid., p. 1o6). At the same time, he argues that each nation "can and ought to" demand 
that its neighboring nations enter into the pacific union of liberal states (ibid., p. 102). 

33 Ibid., p. 114. 
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are unclear but are (potentially) mutually beneficial. At the same time, 
liberal states assume that nonliberal states, which do not rest on free 
consent, are not just. Because nonliberal governments are in a state 
of aggression with their own people, their foreign relations become 
for liberal governments deeply suspect. In short, fellow liberals benefit 
from a presumption of amity; nonliberals suffer from a presumption 
of enmity. Both presumptions may be accurate. Each, however, may 
also be self-fulfilling. 

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

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

A further cosmopolitan source of liberal peace is that the interna
tional market removes difficult decisions of production and distri
bution from the direct sphere of state policy. A foreign state thus 
does not appear directly responsible for these outcomes; states can 
stand aside from, and to some degree above, these contentious market 
rivalries and be ready to step in to resolve crises. The interdependence 
of commerce and the international contacts of state officials help create 
crosscutting transnational ties that serve as lobbies for mutual accom
modation. According to modem liberal scholars, international finan
ciers and transnational and transgovemmental organizations create 
interests in favor of accommodation. Moreover, their variety has en
sured that no single conflict sours an entire relationship by setting 

[33]
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off a spiral of reciprocated retaliation. Conversely, a sense of suspi
cion, such as that characterizing relations between liberal and non
liberal governments, can lead to restrictions on the range of contacts 
between societies. And this can increase the prospect that a single 
conflict will determine an entire relationship. 

No single constitutional, international, or cosmopolitan source is 
alone sufficient. Kantian theory is neither solely institutional nor 
solely ideological, nor is it solely economic. But together (and only 
together) the three specific strands of liberal institutions, liberal ideas, 
and .the transnational ties that follow from them plausibly connect 
the characteristics of liberal polities and economies with sustained 
liberal peace. 34 But in their relations with nonliberal states, liberal 
states have not escaped from the insecurity caused by anarchy in the 
world political system considered as a whole.35 Moreover, the very 

34 The evidence for the existence and significance of a pacific union is discussed in 
Michael W. Doyle, "Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign Affairs," pt. I, Philosophy and 
Public Affairs 12 (Summer 1983): 205-35. Clarence Streit seems to have been the first to 
point out (in contemporary foreign relations) the empirical tendency of democracies 
to maintain peace among themselves, and he made this the foundation of his proposal 
for a (non-Kantian) federal union of the fifteen leading democracies of the 1930s; Streit, 
Union Now, a Proposal for a Federal Union of the Democracies of the North Atlantic (New 
York: Harper, 1938), pp. 88, 90-92. Dean Babst performed a quantitative study of this 
phenomenon of "democratic peace"; see Babst, "A Force for Peace," Industrial Research 
14 (April 1972): 55-58. And Rudolph Rummel did a silnilar study of "libertarianism" 
(in the sense of laissez-faire) focusing on the postwar period; Rummel, "Libertarianism 
and International Violence," Journal of Conflict Resolution 27 (March 1983): 27-71. I use 
liberal in a wider (Kantian) sense in my discussion of this issue in "Kant, Liberal 
Legacies ... ," pt. I. In that essay, I survey the period from 1790 to the present and 
find no war among liberal states. Babst did make a preliminary test of the significance 
of the distribution of alliance partners in World War I. He found that the possibility 
that the actual distribution of alliance partners could have occurred by chance was less 
than 1 percent (p. 56). But this assumes that there was an equal possibility that any 
two nations could have gone to war with each other; and this is a strong assumption. 
Rummel has a further discussion of significance as it applies to his libertarian thesis. 

35 For evidence, see Michael W. Doyle, "Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign Affairs," 
pt. II, Philosophy and Public Affairs 12 (Fall 1983): 323-53. Although there are serious 
studies that show that Marxist regimes have higher military spending per capita than 
non-Marxist regimes (see Thomas R. Dye and Harmon Ziegler, "Socialism and Mili
tarism," PS: Political Science and Politics [December 1989]: 800-813), this should not be 
interpreted as a sign of the inherent aggressiveness of authoritarian or totalitarian 
governments or-with even greater enthusiasm--as the inherent and global peace
fulness of liberal regimes. Stanislav Andreski, for example, argues that (purely) military 
dictatorships, due to their domestic fragility, have little incentive to engage in foreign 
military adventures; Andreski, "On the Peaceful Disposition of Military Dictatorships," 
in Journal of Strategic Studies: Special Issue on Strategy and the Social Sciences, .�d. Amos 
Perlmutter and John Gooch, 3 (December 1980): 3-10. And according to Walter C. 
Clemens, Jr., the United States intervened in the Third World more than twice as often 
in the period 1946-76 as the Soviet Union did in 1946--79; Clemens, National Security 
and U.S.-Soviet Relations (Muscatine, Iowa: Stanley Foundation, 1982), pp. 117-18. 

Relatedly, Barry R. Posen and Stephen W. Van Evera found that the United States 
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constitutional restraint, internatio!lal respect for individual rights, and 
the shared commercial interests that establish grounds for peace 
among liberal states establish grounds for additional conflict in rela
tions between liberal and nonliberal societies. 

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

THE GREAT BETRAYAL 

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

The decisions by many of these socialist parties to support their 
governments and to fight for their sovereign states has generally been 
interpreted, as it was first denounced by V. I. Lenin, as the "direct 
betrayal" of international working-class solidarity. 36 In what has be-

devoted one-quarter and the Soviet Union devoted one-tenth of their respective de
fense budgets to forces designed for Third World interventions (where responding to 
perceived threats would presumably have a less than purely defensive character); 
see Posen and Van Evera, "Overarming and Underwhelming," Foreign Policy 40 (Fall 
1980): 105; and Posen and Van Evera, "Defense Policy and the Reagan Administra
tion-Departure from Containment," International Security 8 (Summer 1983): 86-89. 

36 Lenin declared: "The conduct of the leaders of the German Social Democratic Party 
of the Second International [ 1889-1914] who have voted the war budget and who repeat 
the bourgeois chauvinistic phrases of the Prussian Junkers and of the bourgeoisie is a 
direct betrayal of Socialism." This was the second of the Seven Theses against War, which 
Lenin announced in Bern to the handful of his Bolshevik fellow exiles on September 
6 or 7, 1914 (the theses are quoted in Bertram D. Wolfe, Three Who Made a Revolution 
[New York: Dell, 1964], pp. 635-36). Note the birth and death dates for the Second 
International. See Georges Haupt, Socialism and the Great War (Oxford: Clarendon, 1986), 
chap. 5, and R. Craig Nation, War on War: Lenin, the Zimmen.vald Left, and the Origins 
of Communist Internationalism (Durham: Duke University Press, 1989) for thorough ac
counts of Lenin's relations with the Second International just prior to and during World 
War I. 
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come the conventional account, socialists supposedly chose state and 
nation over class when they chose war over peace.37 

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

(1) The decision was not a national decision or state decision; no
where were socialist parties in power. 

(2) None of the parties was an egoistic, rational-unitary actor. They
sa".'7 themselves to be acting collectively for the international working 
class, while in fact many were split by competing factions. 

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

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

Marxist development theory stressed that bourgeois national de
mocracy was one of the culminating stages in a struggle for progres
sive development. For Marxists, progress had a scientific meaning. 
It meant advancement in social liberation from feudalism, through 
autocratic mercantilistic capitalism, to democratic national capitalism 
spreading across the globe, to, eventually and inevitably, democratic 
socialism. Marxist international theory held that imperialism could be 
a progressive (while violent) stage of development for precapitalist 
societies, even though its effects on industrial societies could be po-

37Leszek Kolakowski, for example, sees the socialists as having been overwhelmed 
by national patriotism and as having revealed that "the international solidarity of the 
proletariat-its ideological foundation-was an empty phrase." Kolakowski, Main Cur
rents of Marxism, Volume 2: The Golden Age (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978), 
p. 29. And Julius Braunthal says: "In the spirit of Marxism it (the International) had
proclaimed itself the irreconcilable opponent of the bourgeois-capitalist state .... But 
on 4 August almost all Socialist parties in the belligerent countries pledged themselves 
to the defense of the very bourgeois-capitalist states whose destruction had hitherto 
been their aim." Braunthal, History of the International, Volume 2: 1914-1943 (New York: 
Praeger, 1967), p. 1. Although Kenneth Waltz in his chapter on the socialists and World 
War I carefully notes that his summary compresses many interesting points of Marx's 
ambiguous statements on world politics, he supports this synopsis while identifying 
the valuable distinction between socialist policy toward the war and socialist respon
sibility for the war (Waltz, Man, the State, and War [New York: Columbia University 
Press, 1954], pp. 125-26, 129). 
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litically reactionary. It also argued that bourgeois class factions were 
dangerously prone to war, though the more advanced capitalist de
mocracies contained tendencies that counteracted militarism and gave 
a promise of some efficacy to socialists seeking to oppose war. Only 
socialism promised both the liberation of the proletariat and peace. 

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

Internationalist policy also had to take into account the precapitalist 
conditions of much of Africa and Asia and the specific capitalist con
ditions of contemporary Europe. After 1870 all the major powers were 
operating within a capitalist mode of production (Russia recently), 
but only France, England, and the United States had fully sovereign 
bourgeois democracies. Germany, though better endowed with a so
cialist movement than any of the other capitalist democracies, suffered 
from the autocratic vestiges of Prussian Junkerism. 38 Russia remained 
the most oppressive and took particularly vigorous steps to suppress 
its nascent socialist movement following the abortive democratic rev
olution of 1905.39 

By August 4, 1914, Marxism had become a political movement and 
a set of socialist doctrines with a bewildering variety of positions. No 
national movement lacked factions. Each faction claimed to have dis
covered the true meaning of Marxist doctrine for its time. Some argued 
that the growth in the influence of trades unions and socialist parties 
demonstrated the efficacy of electoral social democracy (for example, 
Eduard Bernstein in Germany); others that the capitalists had so pro
tected themselves with the military and bureaucratic apparatus of a 
coercive state that only violent revolutionary warfare would achieve 

38 Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Marx-Engels Reader, ed. Robert C. Tucker (New 
York: Norton, 1978), p. 562. Prewar socialists were well aware of constitutional dif
ferences among bourgeois regimes. Although the German socialist party was Europe's 
largest, the Reich government was not fully responsible to the Reichstag. Civil liber
ties were also somewhat tenuous. The 1907 Stuttgart Conference was held in Stutt
gart rather than in Berlin in order to avoid provoking the kaiser. Despite this, one 
of the deputies, a Mr. Quelch from Britain, was summarily expelled from Germany
merely for describing the Hague Conference of the Great Powers then meeting as a 
"thieves' supper." 

39J. P. Netti, The Soviet Achievement (London: Thames and Hudson, 1967), pp.
29-31.
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socialism (Lenin in Russia). Some believed that the development of 
finance capital constituted a new stage of aggressive, monopolistic, 
imperialistic capitalism (Rosa Luxemburg and Lenin); others that fi
nance capital constituted a force for ultraimperialistic international 
cooperation (Karl Kautsky). These differences in strategy were com
pounded by dozens of other differences in tactics (reformist, catas
trophist, etc.). 40 

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

40 Particularly useful secondary works drawing connections between Marxist theory 
and Marx's internationalism are Demetrio Boersner, The Bolsheviks and the National and 
Colonial Question (1917-1928) (Geneva: E. Droz, 1957); Solomon F. Bloom, The World of 
Nations (New York: Columbia University Press, 1941); G. A. Cohen, Karl Marx's Theory 
of History: A Defense (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978); Jon Elster, Making 
Sense of Marx (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985); and Alan Gilbert, "Marx 
on Internationalism and War," Philosophy and Public Affairs 7 (Summer 1978): 346-69. 
For a fuller discussion and bibliography of Marxist theory of internationalism see my 
"Beyond Betrayal: Marxism, the Socialists, and World War One," in Political Theories 
of World Politics (New York: W. W. Norton, forthcoming). 

41 Merle Fainsod, International Socialism and the World War (Cambridge: Harvard Uni
versity Press, 1935), pp. 8-15; G. D. H. Cole, A History of Socialist Thought, Volume II: 
Marxism and Anarchism, 1850-1890 (London: Macmillan, 1954); George Lichtheim, Marx
ism (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964), pt. 5, chaps. 5-7; Franz Borkenau, 
World Communism (1939; rpt. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1962); and 
Michael Lowy, "Marxists and the National Question," New Left Review 96 (March-April 
1976): 81-100, are particularly good surveys of the variety of rival doctrinal factions 
that had emerged within Marxism in Western Europe and Russia before 1914. Fainsod 
divides up the prewar socialists into three factions (Right, Center, Left), reflecting 
philosophical disputes on the meaning of historical materialism and tactical differences 
on many issues, including policies in response to the outbreak of a war (see pp. 15-
17). German Marxism, however, according to Lichtheim (pp. 323-24), remained the 
most influential doctrine up to the outbreak of the war. More important, in distinction 
from Fainsod, I suggest that their philosophical differences could be contained by the 
common core of Marxist thought and that this common core provides a sufficient 
explanation of the differing policies the socialist parties adopted. Kolakowski (pp. 4-
5) describes the common core of Marxism during its "Golden Age." This common core
gave rise to so strong an allegiance that even after the factional splits in the German
SPD became acute, late in the war, Rosa Luxemburg refused to lead her Spartacists
out of the party even though she had come to think of the official Social Democratic
organization as "a stinking corpse" (noted in Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 30 [New York:
International Publishers, 1971], p. 345). 

42 An extensive account of these competitions and the resulting spheres of ideological 
influence can be found in Borkenau, World Communism, chap. 40. 
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The "Marxist" interpretation of the socialists which follows thus 
cannot refute those "realists" who note the pressures of nationalism 
(because those pressures indeed existed) nor can it altogether replace 
those historians who stress the divergences among parties and the 
roots of those divergences in the particular political interests of each 
faction (because those divisions existed). But looking back on the 
socialists today, we can see that together their doctrinal commitments 
and party interests can offer a credible alternative account and, in
deed, a slightly superior account for the stance each socialist party 
adopted in the crisis of August 1914. 

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

Equally unsurprisingly, the socialists were united in the condem
nation of war and in their determination to do all they could either 
to prevent its outbreak or to end it on just terms as soon as possible
though specific measures against militarism "naturally differ in dif
ferent countries" (the "Stuttgart Resolution").46 But none of these 
resolutions "repealed" the rights of democratic nations to resist ag
gression or the more general duty to resist imperialism and promote 
the progress of international socialism. 

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

No true Marxist would have judged an imperialist war against Ser-

43James Joli, The Second International, 1889-1914 (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson,

1955), pp. 196-98. 
44 Bernard Semmel, Imperialism and Social Reform: English Social-Imperial Thought 1895-

1914 (London: Allen and Unwin, 1960). 
45 Carl Schorske, German Social Democracy: 1905-1917 (New York: Harper Torchbooks,

1972), pp. 69, 201; and William Walling, The Socialists and the Great War (New York:

Holt and Company, 1915), pp. 99-113. 
46 Quoted in Joli, Second International, p. 197. 
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bia to have been a step toward socialist progress; the cost in lives, 
the stirring up of militarism, and the fact that Serbia was engaged in 
its own bourgeois nationalist development were fully sufficient to 
discredit any potential defense along progressivist lines. 

Significantly, no defense of imperialism in the Balkans was made 
by any of the socialist parties within the allied aggressor states or by 
the socialist party of the rival imperialist state. The Austrian socialists, 
although deploring the terroristic assassination of the archduke, con
demned Austrian imperialism just before their party publications 
w�re censored by the Austrian state. 47 The German Social Democratic 
party (SPD) staged demonstrations against Austrian imperialism. 48 

The Social Democratic paper Vorwarts editorialized (July 25, 1914), 
"Not a single drop of the blood of a single German soldier must be 
sacrificed for the benefit of the war-hungry Austrian despots or for 
imperialist commercial interests," and it exhorted, "Long live inter
national solidarity." The Russian Socialist party similarly denounced 
the tsarist policy of intervention and imperialistic interference in the 
Balkans in a letter to the Austrian socialists written as early as 1913.49 

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

Again, these implications seem to have been by and large fulfilled. 
Table 2.1 illustrates the strength of socialism. Table 2.2 presents the 
decision matrix socialist parties confronted in July and August 1914. 

In Serbia, the war's first victim, the two socialists in the parliament 

47Walling, Socialists, pp. 146-47. 
48 Schorske, Gennan Social Democracy, p. 286. 
49Walling, Socialists, p. 111. 
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Table 2.1. Socialism in 1914 

Members Votes socMPs MPs 

Serbia 25,000 2 166 
Belgium 6oo,ooo 39 185 
France 90,700 1,397,337 102 595 
Britain 1,559,082 370,802 42 670 
Italy 77 5o8 
Austria 145,500 1,041,000 82 516 
Germany 1,085,905 4,250,329 110 397 
Russia 8oo,ooo 14 442 

SouRCES: Julius Braunthal, History of the International, Volume 2: 1914-1943 (New York: 
Praeger, 1967), p. 351; Yearbook of the International Socialist Labour Movement, ed. Julius 
Braunthal (London: Lincolns Praeger International Yearbook Publishing Co., 1956); The 
Socialist Yearbook 1913, ed. J. Bruce Glasier (Manchester: National Labour Press, 1913); 
and Statesman's Yearbook (London: Macmillan, 1915). 

The number of party members, votes in the general election, socialist members of 
parliament, and total number of members of parliament are as of the last election before 
August 1914. 

of 166 deputies maintained solidarity with fellow socialists at home 
and abroad. 50 To all of the other deputies, the decision to support the 
war was a clear case of Serbian national self-defense: Austria-Hungary 
attacked Serbia. But to the socialist deputies, the representatives of a 
weak socialist party, the Serbian working class, like the Bulgarians 
and the Albanians, were the victims of the oppressive Serbian state-
a semicolonial regime, dependent on the tsar and on Parisian fi
nance-that had actively tolerated terroristic organizations aimed at 
Austria. The Austrian socialists had denounced the attack on Serbia. 
The Serbian socialists responded: "There must be no war between 
the peoples of Austria-Hungary and the Serbian people." The vote 
for war was 164 in favor; 2 against. 51 

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

50 The parliamentary statistics for Serbia and the other states noted below are taken 
from the Statesman's Yearbook 1915. 

51 Braunthal, History of the International, p. 34. 
52Walling, Socialists, pp. 181�82; Braunthal, History of the International, p. 25. 
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Table 2.2. The Socialist decision matrix (Summary of factors that in Marxist theory 
should have influenced the socialist decisions of August 1914) 

Soc Cap Def/Agg Threat Net 

Serbia 0 0 -1 -1 -2 
Belgium 1 2 2 1 6 
France 2 2 1 1 6 
Britain 1 2 0 1 4 
Italy 1 1 0 0 2 
Austria 2 1 -1 1 3 
Germany" 2 1 0/-2 1/-1 4/0 
Russia 1 0 0 -2 -1 

NoTE: This table is illustrative only; none of the difficult judgments facing the so
cialists of 1914 lent themselves to reliable quantification. 

"Soc" (socialism) indicates the relative strength of the local socialist parties on a scale 
of 0-2; "Cap" indicates the degree of bourgeois capitalist democratic development on 
a scale of 0-2; "Def/ Agg" indicates the extent to which the country was clearly attacked 
(2), to mixed (o), to clearly aggressive ( - 2); "Threat" indicates whether defeat would 
be by a less (2) to more ( - 2) progressive power. The "Net" increases with the increased 
set of reasons, from a Marxist point of view, for the socialist parties to support the 
decisions of their governments to go to war in August 1914. All parties with scores of 
3 or above voted for war; at 2, the Italians abstained; all those at or below o opposed 
the war. 

"Comparison of Germany's 1914 situation to situations of 1915-1916 and later. 

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

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

53 In addition to the 102 organized socialists, the elections of May 1914 returned 30 
independent socialists. 

54 Walling, Socialists, pp. 177-79. 
55 Douglas J. Newton, British Labour, European Socialism, and the Struggle for Peace, 1889-

1914 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), pp. 343-51, sympathetically assesses the errors 
made and the difficulties faced by the British socialists in 1914. He found a lack of rapport 
between the British trades union leadership and the more doctrinaire of both the British 
and the continental socialists. Moreover, the secrecy of prewar diplomacy and the speed 
of the crisis of August 1914 made effective opposition extremely unlikely. 
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ment in the Balkans. National defense was not an immediate issue 
and the rival imperialist powers, whether Austrian or Russian, in 
their view, deserved no help from British socialists.56 But the invasion 
of Belgium split the Independent Labour party socialists and changed 
the Labour party majority positions toward active or passive support 
for the war. The wanton aggression against Belgium offered them 
proof that the war had now become a war against antidemocratic, 
military autocracy, which was what they thought threatened Europe 
if Prussia were to conquer the Western democracies.5

7 

In Italy the 77 socialists ( of the 5o8 members of the Lower House) 
maintained neutrality. Emerging from a bruising general strike against 
the government, the Italian socialists were understandably disaffected 
from official policy as well as critical of imperialism in the Balkans by 
their country's ally (Austria). They condemned Austrian and German 
aggression and rejected any participation in the war on the side of 
Austria. When the bourgeoisie also turned against Austria and Ger
many, the socialists, in conflict with their own government and not 
yet called on to defend the nation from foreign attack, also rejected 
participation against Austria. When Austria later invaded Italy, the 
socialists expressed their hostility to an Austrian victory,58 adopting 
the policy of "neither support nor sabotage." 

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

A great deal rested on the crucial decision of the German Social 
Democratic party. Despite the many successes of the SPD and the 
power of labor in Germany, their influence on public policy was 
limited. The kaiser and the military establishment were quite free 
from parliamentary control (as is suggested by the kaiser's plans to 
have the socialists arrested in the event they opposed the war). But 
as elsewhere, so in Germany, the powerful Social Democratic party 

56 Fainsod, International Socialism, p. 32. 
57Walling, Socialists, pp. 164-65; Braunthal, History of the International, pp. 27-29. 
58Walling, Socialists, pp. 198-99. 
59 The 82 socialists in Austria include German Social Democrats, Polish Social Dem

ocrats, and Bohemian Social Democrats. Austria and Hungary, although represented 
in separate parliaments, maintained unified foreign affairs and defense under the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy. 

"°Walling, Socialists, p. 149. 
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succumbed on August 4 to the fear of a Russian victory that would 
result from a victory by the Entente Powers, 61 and they thereby in
cluded bourgeois France and England with the threat from reactionary 
Russia. Writing two months later, Emil Vandevelde (Belgian president 
of the International) grasped the dilemma Gennan Marxists faced: 
"Had they voted against the war credits they would have given up 
their country to invasion by the Cossacks. Yet in voting for the credits 
they provided the Kaiser with weapons for use against Republican 
France and against the whole of West European democracy. Between 
these two evils they chose that which they judged to be the lesser."62 

Demonstrating the authenticity of their dilemma, the socialists later 
changed their view. As information on the aggressive and annexa
tionist cast of the German war aims became clearer in 1915 and 1916, 

the SPD slowly began to split. With each new Reichstag vote, new 
members, first including Karl Liebknecht and eventually Eduard Bern
stein, joined the opposition to a war that now seemed to be directed 
less at the Russian menace than at the democratic bourgeois societies 
(with their socialist parties) of Western Europe.63 

In Russia, object of the central European panic, the socialists held 
14 seats and the Labor party held 10 seats out of 442 in the Duma. 
The socialists and other working-class organizations had been sub
jected to severe police repression before and after the 1905 revolution. 
Both the Labor party and the Social Democratic party (Menshevik and 
Bolshevik) denounced the war on August 8 and declared their "sol
idarity with the European proletariat." They both walked out of the 
Duma. Alexander Kerensky of the Labor party, following the outbreak 
of actual hostilities and feeling the pressure of patriotic demonstra
tions in the streets, called on its members to "protect your country 
to the end against aggression."64 Before the effective disintegration 
of their faction some of the Mensheviks expressed support for national 

61 Peter Gay, The Dilemma of Democratic Socialism: Eduard Bernstein's Challenge to Marx 
(New York: Collier, 1962), p. 277. 

62 Quoted in Braunthal, History of the International, p. 15. Vandevelde, however, did 
not see that the same Marxist logic justified Russian Marxists in opposing the war, 
rather than supporting Russia in order to aid the Western democracies as Vandevelde 
wished. And, indeed, some part of the support for this position may have stemmed 
from internationalist, as opposed to purely nationalist, sources, in that a defeat of 
Russia by Germany could have resulted in the defeat of Russia's western allies-the 
progressive societies of France and England. At least, this seems to have been G. V. 
Plekhanov's convoluted reasoning prior to the war. The Menshevik leader Iu Larin 
countered that Russian Social Democrats must struggle against "that other, and not 
less dangerous, enemy of the working class which is Russian absolutism" (letters 
quoted in Braunthal, History of the International, p. 26). 

63 Gay, Dilemma of Democratic Socialism, pp. 284-88. 
°'Walling, Socialists, p. 192. 
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defense. But the leading factions of the Social Democrats at home-
Social Revolutionaries, Left-Mensheviks, and Bolsheviks-and some 
of the leaders abroad (Julius Martov and Leon Trotsky) continued to 
agitate, the domestic leaders were arrested, and the party then urged 
the soldiers to "struggle for peace."6.5 This was magnified by a lonely 
voice from abroad when Lenin urged proletarian soldiers, Russian as 
well, to rebel against their capitalist-bourgeois oppression. 

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

If, however, we think the "betrayal" of August 4, 1914, is a refu
tation of the Marxist approach to international strategy, we are too 
hasty. Marxism did not preclude the defense of the nation. Nor did 
it require opposing every policy adopted by a bourgeois government. 
But Marxist internationalism was not identical with nationalism. No
where in power, unable to prevent the war, the Marxists followed 
their governments when their governments adopted policies with 
which Marxists should not have disagreed. When the two conflicted, 
the Marxists acted as Marxists. 

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

But Marxist strategy was not thereby identical to neorealist strategy; 

65 Braunthal, History of the International, p. 32. But some of the arrested Left-Menshevik 
and Bolshevik leaders, under examination at their trial, later declared that they did 
not support Lenin's injunction to work for national defeat. See also Edward H. Carr, 
The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, vol. 1 (London: Macmillan, 1950), p. 67. 

66R. J. Crampton, "August Behel and the British Foreign Office," History 58 (June 
1973): 218-32. 
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nor did nationalism thereby overwhelm Marxism. The two merely 
corresponded. When the two differed, the Marxists followed Marxist 
strategy. In 1913 and 1914, Russian, Austrian, German, and Hun
garian socialists each condemned their state's imperialism in the Bal
kans. In 1914 Serbian and Russian socialists voted against the war. 
For these socialists subject to reactionary and aggressive states, a 
national defeat might mean socialist liberation. And, finally, when 
the German SPD began to realize in 1915 that a Russian victory was 
not likely and that their own government had misled them and had 
not acted defensively in 1914, it began to turn against the war, voting 
in increasing numbers with each new vote against the war policies 
and war budget of the German state. Here, socialism explains the 
socialists better than does neorealism. 

RELAXING NEOREALISM 

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

First, at a minimum, it provides a context for the neorealist's en
dorsement of the balance of power. An appreciation of the existence 
of roads that are not taken highlights the significance of the assump
tions of state action, unitary rational decision, security- and power
driven preferences with which the realists begin. It identifies for us 
the nature of the choices we make or preclude when we adopt a 
balance of power strategy. 

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

Third, and much more significant, the complicated model helps us 
to account for actual variance in the ways states actually behave. Once 
we introduce the constraints of more complicated images of political 
preferences and units on the ideal-rational structuralist model, we 
can begin to model more closely the world we actually observe. We 
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need the complexity to account for how the Tewfiks, Ferdinands,

Liberals, and Marxists actually play the game of international strategy.

Fourth, and most important, if we need a more complex interna

tional politics to understand the actual complexity of world politics,

we will need a politically sophisticated grand strategy to succeed in

world politics. If we assume that a Tewfik wanted to balance, those

who understood that he needed to collaborate would lose the op

portunities available to them; if we assume a Ferdinand would be

satisfied by a balance of power, those who sought to preserve their

independence from his imperial grasp would be misled; if we assume

that fellow liberals should be contained by a balance of power, re

sources better devoted to domestic welfare or international adjust

ment could be wasted; and if we assume that Marxist revolutionaries

were ordinary nationalists, opportunities for cooperation could be

missed or their solidarity could be underestimated. A richer model

of the range of grand strategy opens choices for those wanting to

enhance liberal peace or promote socialist development. It demon

strates the potential of an entrepreneurial strategy of state formation

and the dangers of factionalism and collaboration.

Acknowledging the diversity of political choice, we should adopt

a mandate to translate: we should ex�rhine differing conceptions of

who the actors are, what values they hold, and by what means they

make decisions. We can improve strategy by being aware of the dif

ference the differences can make.




