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The Long Peace | ok Lewis Gaddis

Elements of Stability in the Postwar
International System

l should like to begin
this essay with a fable. Once upon a time, there was a great war that involved
the slaughter of millions upon millions of peaple. When, after years of
fighting, one side finally prevailed over the other and the war ended, every-
ane said that it must go down in history as the last great war ever fought.
To that end, the victorious nations sent all of their wisest men to a great
peace conference, where they were given the task of drawing up a settlement
that would be so carefully designed, so unquestionably fair to all concerned,
that it would eliminate war as a phenomenon of human existence. Unfor-
tunately, that settlement lasted only twenty years.

There followed yet another great war invalving the slaughter of millions
upon millions of people. When, after years of fighting, one side finally
prevailed over the other and the war ended, everyone said that it must go
down in history as the last great war ever fought. To everyone’s horror,
though, the victors in that conflict immediately fell to quarreling among
themselves, with the result that no peace conference ever tock place. Within
a few years each of the major victors had come to regard each other, and not
their former enemies, as the principal threat to their survival; each sought to
ensure that survival by developing weapons capable, at least in theory, of
ending the survival of everyone on earth. Paradoxically, that arrangement
lasted twice as long as the first one, and as the fable ended showed no signs
of coming apart anytime soon.

[t is, of course, just a fable, and as a general rule one ought not to take
fables too seriously. There are times, though, when fables can illuminate
reality more sharply than conventional forms of explanation are able to do,
and this may well be ane of them. Far it is the case that the past-World War
Il system of international relations, which nobody designed or even thought
could last for very long, which was based not upon the dictates of morality
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and justice but rather upon an arbitrary and strikingly artificial division of
the world into spheres of influence, and which incorparated within it some
of the most bitter and persistent antagonisms short of war in modern history,
has now survived twice as long as the far more carefully designed World
War [ settlement, has approximately equaled in longevity the great 19th
century international systems of Metternich and Bismarck, and unlike those
earlier systems after four decades of existence shows no perceptible signs of
disintegration. It is, or ought to be, enough to make ane think.

To be sure, the term “peace” is not the first one that comes to mind when
one recalls the history of the past forty years. That period, after all, has seen
the greatest accumulation of armaments the world has ever known, a whole
series of protracted and devastating limited wars, an abundance of revolu-
tionary, ethnic, religious, and civil violence, as well as some of the deepest
and most intractable ideological rivalries in human experience. Nor have
those more ancient scourges—famine, disease, poverty, injustice—by any
means disappeared from the face of the earth. Is it not stretching things a
bit, one might well ask, to take the moral and spirjtual desert in which the
nations of the world canduct their affairs, and call it “peace”?

It is, of course, but that is just the point. Given all the conceivable reasons
for having had a major war in the past four decades—reasans that in any
other age would have provided ample justification for such a war—it seems
warthy of comment that there has not in fact been one; that despite the
unjust and whally artificial character of the post-Warld War II settlement, it
has now persisted for the better part of half a century. That may not be
grounds for celebration, but it is at least grounds for investigation: for trying
to comprehend how this great power peace has managed to survive for so
long in the face of so much provocation, and for thinking about what might
be done to perpetuate that situation. For, after all, we could do worse.

Systems Theory and International Stability

Anyane attempting to understand why there has been no third world war
confronts a problem not unlike that of Sherlock Halmes and the dog that did
not bark in the night: how does cne account for something that did not
happen? How does ane explain why the great conflict between the United
States and the Soviet Union, which by all past standards of historical expe-
rience should have developed by now, has not in fact done so? The question
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involves certain methodological difficulties, to be sure: it is always easier to
account for what did happen than what did not. But there is also a curious
bias among students of international relations that reinforces this tendency:
“For every thousand pages published an the causes of wars,” Geoffrey
Blainey has commented, “there is less than one page directly on the causes
of peace.”! Even the discipline of “peace studies” suffers from this dispro-
portion: it has given far mare attention to the question of what we must do
to avoid the apocalypse than it has to the equally interesting question of
why, given all the opportunities, it has not happened so far.

It might be easier to deal with this question if the work that has been done
an the causes of war had produced something approximating a consensus
on why wars develop: we could then apply that analysis to the post-1945
period and see what it is that has been different about it. But, in fact, these
studies are not much help. Historians, political scientists, economists, soci-
ologists, statisticians, even meteorologists, have wrestled for years with the
question of what causes wars, and yet the most recent review of that literature
cancludes that “our understanding of war remains at an elementary level.
No widely accepted theory of the causes of war exists and little agreement
has emerged on the methodology through which these causes might be
discovered.”?

Nor has the comparative wark that has been done an international systems
shed much more light on the matter. The difficulty here is that our actual
experience is limited to the operations of a single system—the balance of
power system—operating either within the “multipolar” configuration that
characterized international politics until World War II, or the “bipolar” con-

1. Geoffrey Blainey, The Causes of War (Londaon: Macmillan, 1973), p. 3.

2. Jack 5. Levy, War in the Moderit Great Power System, 1495-1975 (Lexington: University Press
of Kentucky, 1983}, p. 1. Other standard warks an this subject, in addition to Blainey, cited
above, include: Lewis F. Richardson, Arms and Tnsecurity: A Mathematical Study of the Causes and
Origins of War (Pittsburgh: Quadrangte, 1960); Guincy Wright, A Study of War, 2nd ed. {Chicago:
University af Chicago Press, 1965); Kenneth N. Waltz, Man, the State and War: A Theoretical
Analysis (New Yark: Calumbia University Press, 1939); Kenneth Boulding, Conflict and Defense:
A General Theory (New York: Harper and Row, 1962); Raymond Aron, Peace and War: A Theory
of [uternational Relations, trans. Richard Howard and Annette Baker Fox {New York: Doubleday,
1966); Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Palitics (New Yark: Cambridge University Press,
1981); Melvin Small and ]. David Singer, Resort to Arms: International and Civil Wars, 1816-1980
{Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1982); and Michael Howard, The Causes of Wars, Ind
ed. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1984). A waluable overview of conflicting
explanations is Keith L, Nelson and Spencer C. Qlin, Jr., Why War? [deolagy, Theory, and History
(Berkeley: University of Califarnia Press, 1979).
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figuration that has characterized them since. Alternative systems remain
abstract conceptualizations in the minds of theorists, and are of little use in
advancing our knowledge of how wars in the real world do or do not occur.?

But “systems theary” itself is samething else again: here one can find a
useful point of departure for thinking about the nature of international re-
lations since 1945. An “international system” exists, political scientists tell
us, when two conditions are met: first, interconnections exist between units
within the system, so that changes in some parts of it produce changes in
other parts as well; and, second, the collective behavior of the system as a
whale differs from the expectations and priorities of the individual units that
make it up.* Certainly demanstrating the “interconnectedness” of post-World
War II international relations is not difficult: one of its mast prominent
characteristics has been the tendency of major powers to assume that little
if anything can happen in the warld without in some way enhancing or
detracting from their own immediate interests.®* Nor has the collective be-
haviar of nations corresponded to their individual expectations: the very fact

3. The classic example af such abstract conceptualization is Morton A, Kaplan, System aud Process
in International Politics (New York: John Wiley, 1957). For the argument that 1945 marks the
transition from a “multipolar” ta a “bipolar” international system, see Glenn H. Snyder and
Paul Diesing, Conflict Among Nations: Hargaining, Decision Making, and System Structure in Inter-
national Crises (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1977), pp. 419-420; and Kenneth
Waltz, Theory of International Politics {(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), pp. 161-143. One
can, of course, question whether the pastwar international system constitutes true “bipglarity.”
Peter H. Beckman, for example, provides an elabarate set of indices demonstrating the asym-
metrical nature of American and Soviet power after 1945 in his Warld Politics in the Twentieth
Century {Englewood Cliffs, N.].: Prentice Hall, 1984), pp. 207-209, 235-237, 282-285. But such
retrospective judgments neglect the perceptions of policymakers at the time, who clearly saw
their world as bipolar and frequently commented on the phenomenan. See, for example, David
5. McLellan, Dean Achesen: The State Departmtent Years (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1976), p. 116;
and, for Soviet “two camp” theory, William Taubman, Stalin's America Policy: From Entente to
Detente to Cold War (New York: Nortan, 1982), pp. 176-178.

4. I have fallowed here the definition of Robert Jervis, “Systems Theories and Diplomatic
Histary,” in Paul Gordon Lauren, ed., Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory, and Policy
(New York: Free Press, 1979), p. 212. Far a more rigorous discussion of the requirements of
systems theory, and a eritique of some aof its major practitioners, see Waltz, Theory of International
Palitics, pp. 38-78. Akira Iriye is one af the few histarians whao have sought ta apply systems
theary ta the study of international relations. See his After Imperialisnt: The Search for a New Order
int the Far East, 1921-1931 {Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1965); and The Cold War it Asia:
A Historical Introduction {Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Frentice Hall, 1974).

5. See, an this paint, Robert Jervis, Perreption and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton,
N J.: Princeton University Press, 1974), pp. 58-62. Jervis points aut that “almast by definition,
a great power is more tightly connected ta larger numbers of other states than is a small power.
... Growing conflict or growing cooperation between Argentina and Chile wauld not affect
Pakistan, but it would affect America and American palicy toward those states. . . " Jervis,
“Systems Thearies and Diplomatic Histary,” p. 215,
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that the interim arrangements of 1945 have remained largely intact for four
decades would have astonished—and quite possibly appalled—the statesmen
who cabbled them together in the hectic months that followed the surrender
of Germany and Japan.6

A particularly valuable feature of systems theory is that it provides criteria
for differentiating between stable and unstable political configurations: these
can help to account for the fact that some international systems outlast others.
Karl Deutsch and J. David Singer have defined “stability” as “the probability
that the system retains all of its essential characteristics: that no single nation
becomes dominant; that most of its members continue to survive; and that
large-scale war does not occur.” It is characteristic of such a system, Deutsch
and Singer add, that it has the capacity for self-regulation: the ability fo
counteract stimuli that would otherwise threaten its survival, much as the
automatic pilot on an airplane or the gavernor on a steam engine would do.
“Self-regulating” systems are very different from what they call “self-aggra-
vating” systems, situations that get out of contral, like forest fires, drug
addiction, runaway inflation, nuclear fission, and of course, although they
themselves do not cite the example, all-out war.? Self-regulating mechanisms
are most likely to function, in turn, when there exists some fundamental
agreement among major states within the system on the objectives they are
seeking to uphold by participating in it, when the structure of the system
reflects the way in which power is distributed among its respective members,

6. "A future war with the Soviet Union,” retiring career diplomat Joseph C. Grew cammented
in May 1945, "is as certain as anything in this warld.” Memorandum of May 19, 1945, quated
in Joseph C. Grew, Turbulent Era: A Diplomatic Record of Forty Years, 1904-1945 (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1952}, Vaol. 2, p. 1446. For other early expressions of pessimism about the stability of
the pastwar international system, see Walter Lippmann, The Cold War: A Study in LL 5. Fareign
Palicy (New York: Harper Brathers, 1947), pp. 26-28, 37-39, 60-62. “There is, after all, something
to be explained—about perceptions as well as events—when so much that has been written has
dismissed the new state system as na system at all but an unstable transition to samething
else.” A.W. Delarte, Eurape Belween the Super-Pewers: The Enduring Balance (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1979), p. 167.

7. Kart W. Deutsch and J. David Singer, “Multipolar Power Systems and International Stahility,”
in James N. Rasenau, ed., Infernatianal Palitics and Fareign Palicy: A Reader in Research and Theovy,
rev. ed. (New York: Free Press, 1969), pp. 315-317. Deutsch and Singer equate “self-regulation”
with “negative feedback”: “By negative—as distinguished from positive ar amplifying—feed-
back, we refer to the phenomenon of self-correction: as stimuli in one particutar direction
increase, the system exhibits a decreasing respanse tg those stimuli, and increasingly exhibits
the tendencies that counteract them.” See alsa Jervis, “Systems Theories and Diplomatic His-
tory,” p. 220. For Kaplan's mare abstract definition of stability, see his System and Pracess in
International Politics, p. 8. The concept of “stability” in international systems owes a good deat
to "functionalist” theory; see, on this point, Charles Reynolds, Theary and Explanation in Inter-
national Politics (Londan: Martin Rabertson, 1973), p. 30.
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and when agreed-upon procedures exist for resolving differences among
them.®

Does the post-World War II international systern fit these criteria for “sta-
bility”? Certainly its maost basic characteristic—bipolarity—remains intact, in
that the gap between the world’s two greatest military powers and their
nearest rivals is not substantially different from what it was forty years ago.®
At the same time, neither the Soviet Union nor the United States nor anyone
else has been able wholly to dominate that system; the nations most active
within it in 1945 are for the most part still active today. And of course the
most convincing argument for “stability” is that, so far at least, World War
IIT has not occurred. On the surface, then, the concept of a “stable” inter-
national system makes sense as a way of understanding the experience
through which we have lived these past forty years.

But what have been the self-regulating mechanisms? How has an environ-
ment been created in which they are able to function? In what way do those
mechanisms—and the environment in which they function—resemble or
differ from the configuration of other international systems, both stable and
unstable, in modern history? What circumstances exist that might impair
their operation, transforming self-regulation into self-aggravation? These are
questions that have not received the attention they deserve from students of
the history and politics of the postwar era. What follows is a series of
speculations—they can hardly be more than that, given present knowledge—
upon these issues, the importance of which hardly needs to be stressed.

I should like to emphasize, though, that this essay’s concentration on the
way the world is and has been is not intended to excuse or to justify our
current predicament. Nor is it meant to preclude the possibility of moving
ultimately toward something better. We can all conceive of international
systems that combine stability with greater justice and less risk than the
present one does, and we ought ta continue to think about these things. But
short of war, which no one wants, change in international relations tends to
be gradual and evolutionary. It does not happen overnight. That means that
alternative systems, if they ever develop, probably will not be tatal rejections

8. I have followed here, in slightly modified farm, criteria provided in Gardon A. Craig and
Alexander L. George, Force and Statecraft: Diplomatic Problems of Qur Time (New York: Oxford
Unijversity Press, 1983), p. x, a book that provides an excellent discussion of how international
systems have evolved since the beginning of the 18th century. But see also Gilpin, War and
Change in World Politics, pp. 50-145.

9. See, an this paint, Waltz, Theary of International Politics, pp. 180-181; also DeParte, Europe
Between the Super-Powers, p, 167.
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of the existing system, but rather variations proceeding from it. All the more
reason, then, to try to understand the system we have, to try to distinguish
its stabilizing from its destabilizing characteristics, and to try to reinforce the
former as a basis from which we might, in time and with luck, do better.

The Structural Elements of Stability

BIPOLARITY

Any such investigation should begin by distinguishing the structure of the
international system in question from the behavior of the nations that make
it up.’ The reason for this is simple: behavior alone will not ensure stability
if the structural prerequisites for it are absent, but structure can under certain
circumstances impose stability even when its behavioral prerequisites are
unpromising.!’ One need only compare the settlement of 1945 with its pre-
decessor of 1919 to see the point.

If the intentions of statesmen alone had governed, the Paris Peace Con-
ference of 1919 would have ushered in an era of stability in world politics
comparable to the one brought about in Europe by the Congress of Vienna
almost a century earlier. Certainly the diplomats at Paris had that earlier
precedent very much in mind;"” conscious of what victory had cost, they
approached their task wondering whether war had not altogether lost its
usefulness as a means of resolving disputes among nations.’? Few if any
peace negotiators have been able to draw upon such an impressive array of
technical expertise as was available in 1919.'* Moreover, the most influential
of them, Woodrow Wilson, had determined to go beyond the practices and
procedures of the “old diplomacy” to construct a settlement that would

10. Waltz, Theory of Internatianal Pelitics, pp. 73-78; Gilpin, War and Change in World Palities, pp.
45-88.

11. ... [Sltructure designates a set of constraining conditions. . . . [It] acts as a selector, but
it cannot be seen, examined, and observed at wark. . . . Because structures select by rewarding
some behaviors and punishing others, autcomes cannat be inferred from intentions and behav-
iors.” Waltz, Theary of International Politics, pp. 73-74.

12. Harold Nicolsan, Peacemaking 1919 {New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 1965}, pp. 30-31.

13. Bernadotte E. Schmitt and Harold C. Vedeler, The World in the Crucible: 1914-1919 {New
York: Harper and Row, 1984), p. 470. “Mr Evelyn Waugh’s view, that what began as a crusade
turned into a tug of war between indistinguishable teams of sweaty louts, is idiosyncratic. Most
of us {in World War II] did not feel like that. But it is evident that by the end of the First Warld
War a large number of intelligent people did; and ten years later their doubts had became
general,” Michael Howard, Studies in War and Pence (New York: Viking, 197Q), p. 99.

14. Nicalson, Peacemaking 1919, pp. 26-29. See also Lawrence E. Gelfand, The Inquiry: Amevican
Preparations for Peace, 1917-1919 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1963).
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integrate power with marality. “Tell me what's right and I'll fight for it,”
Wilson is said to have demanded of his advisers,'® and at least as far as the
idea of self-determination was concerned, the Versailles Treaty did come
about as close as any in modern history to incorporating within itself the
principles of justice.!s

Unfortunately, in so doing, it neglected the realities of power. It broke up
the old Austro-Hungarian Empire, a move that reflected accurately enough
the aspirations of the nationalities involved, but that failed to provide the
successor states of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Austria, and Hungary with the
military or economic means necessary to sustain their new-found sover-
eignty.'’” Even more shortsightedly, the treaty made no effort to accommodate
the interests of two nations whose population and industrial strength were
certain to guarantee them a major influence over postwar European devel-
opments—Germany and Soviet Russia. It should have been no surprise,
therefare, that when the Versailles system finally broke down in 1939, it did
so largely as the result of a deal cut at the expense of the East Europeans by
these two countries whose power had been ignored, twenty years earlier, in
the interests of justice.®

Nobody, in contrast, would picture the post-World War 1] settlement as a
triumph of justice. That settlernent arbitrarily divided sovereign nations like
Germany, Austria, and Korea, not because anyone thought it was right to
do so0, but because neither the United States nor the Soviet Union could
agree an whose occupation forces would withdraw first.”? It did nothing to

15. Quoted in John Morton Blum, Waedrow Wilson and the Polities of Morality (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1956), p. 161, The mast convenient averview of Wilsan's ideas regarding the peace
settlement can be found in N. Gardan Levin, Jr., Woaddrow Wilson and World Politics: Amevica's
Response to War and Revolution (New York: Oxfard University Press, 1968), especially pp. 123-
251; and Arthur S. Link, Woadrow Wilson: Revelution, War, and Pegee (Arlington Heights, IlL.:
AHM TPublishing Corporation, 1979}, pp. 72-103.
1. See, on this point, Gelfand, The Inquiry, pp. 323-326; Schmitt and Vedeler, The World in the
Crucible, pp. 474-475; and Klaus Schwabe, Waodrow Wilson, Revelutionary Germany, and Peace-
making, 1918-1913: Missionary Diplomacy and the Realities of Power (Chapel Hill, N.C.: University
af North Carolina Press, 1985}, pp. 395-402.
17. Winstan Churchill’s is the classic indictment of this decision. See his The Gathering Storm
{New York: Bantam, 1941}, pp. 9-10.
18. Craig and George, Force and Statecraft, pp. 87-100; see also Howard, The Causes of Wars, pp.
163-164. “. . . [TThe victors at Versailles . . . failed . . . because, as if lulled by their own rhetorie,
they continued to assert maorality while they neglected armaments.” Blainey, The Causes of War,
. 163,
El)g, See, on Germany, Tony Sharp, The Wartime Alliance and the Zonal Division of Germany {Oxford:
Oxtord University Press, 1975), and John H. Backer, The Decision to Divide Germany: American
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prevent the incorparation of several of the countries whose independence
the 1919 settlement had recognized—and, in the case of Poland, whose
independence Great Britain had gone to war in 1939 to protect—into a Soviet
sphere of influence, where they remain to this day.? It witnessed, in respanse
to this, the creation of an American sphere of influence in Western Europe,
the Mediterranean, and the Pacific, which although different from its Soviet
counterpart in the important fact that the nations lying within it for the most
part voluntarily associated themselves with the United States,?' nonetheless
required, however willingly, some sacrifice of national independence as well.

What resulted was the first true polarization of power in modern histary.
The world had had limited experience with bipolar systems in ancient times,
it is true: certainly Thucydides” account of the rivalry between Athens and
Sparta carries an eerie resonance for us today; nor could statesmen of the
Cold War era forget what they had once learned, as schoalboys, of the
antagonism between Rome and Carthage.” But these had been regional, not
global conflicts: not until 1945 could one plausibly speak of a world divided
into two competing spheres of influence, or of the superpowers that controlled
them. The international situation had been reduced, Hans Morgenthau wrote
in 1948, “to the primitive spectacle of two giants eyeing each other with
watchful suspicion. . . . Thus contain or be contained, conquer or be can-

Fareign Bolicy i Transition (Durham, N.C.. Duke University Press, 1978); an Austria, William
Bader, Austria Between East and West, 1345-1955 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1966), and
Sven Allard, Russia and the Anstrian State Treaty: A Case Study of Soutet Palicy in Enrope (University
Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1970); on Karea, Charles M. Dobbs, The Unwanted
Siymbal: Ainevican Fareign Policy, the Cold War, and Karea, 1945-1950 {Kent, Ohio: Kent State
University Press, 1981), and Bruce Cumings, The Ovigins of the Karean War: Liberation and the
Emergence of Separate Regimes, 1945-1347 (Trincetan, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1981). Far
useful comparative perspectives an the issue of partition, see Thomas E. Hachey, ed., The
Problem of Partition: Peril to Warld Pence (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972).

20. Lynn Etheridge Davis, The Cold War Begins: Soviet-American Conflict Over Eastern Europe
{Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1974); Eduard Mark, “American Policy toward
Eastern Europe and the Origins of the Cald War, 1941-1946: An Alternative Interpretation,”
Journal of American Histary, Yol. 68 (September 1981), pp. 313-336; and, for first-persan accounts
from American diplomats, Thomas T. Hammond, ed., Witnesses ta the Origins of the Cold War
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1982).

21. See, an this point, John Lewis Gaddis, “The Emerging Post-Revisionist Synthesis on the
Origins af the Cold War," Dipfomatic Histary, Vol. 8 (Summer 1983), pp. 181-183. For a perceptive
discussion of post-World War I1 American “imperial” expansion, see Tony Smith, The Pattern of
{mperialism: The United States, Great Britatn, and the Late-Industrializing World since 1815 {Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp. 142-202

22, Rabert H. Ferrell, ed., The Autobiography of Harry 5. Truman {Boulder, Colo.: Colorado
Associated University Press, 1980), p. 120; McLellan, Deaxt Acheson, p. 116.
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quered, destroy or be destroyed, become the watchwords of the new diplo-
macy.”®

Now, bipolarity may seem to many taday—as it did forty years ago—an
awkward and dangerous way to organize world politics.* Simple geometric
logic would suggest that a system resting upon three or more points of
support would be mare stable than one resting upon two. But politics is not
geometry: the passage of time and the accumulation of experience has made
clear certain structural elements of stability in the bipolar system of interna-
tional relations that were not present in the multipolar systems that preceded
it:

(1) The postwar bipolar system realistically reflected the facts of where
military power resided at the end of Warld War [[*—and where it still does
taday, for that matter. In this sense, it differed markedly from the settlement
of 1919, which made so little effort to accommadate the interests of Germany
and Soviet Russia. It is true that in other categories of power—notably the
economic—states have since arisen capable of challenging or even surpassing
the Soviet Union and the United States in the production of certain specific
commadities. But as the political position of nations like West Germany,
Brazil, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong suggests, the ability to
make video recorders, motorcycles, even automabiles and steel efficiently
has yet to translate into anything approaching the capacity of Washington
or Moscow to shape events in the world as a whole.

(2) The post-1945 bipolar structure was a simple one that did not require
sophisticated leadership to maintain.it. The great multipolar systems of the
19th century collapsed in large part because of their intricacy: they required
a Metternich or a Bismarck to hold them together, and when statesmen of

23. Hans |. Margenthau, Politics Amang Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace {(New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1949), p. 285. Far the transition from bipelarity to multipolarity, see the 1973
edition of Politics Among Nations, pp. 338-342; also Waltz, Theory of [nternational Politics, p. 162.
For an eloquent history of the Coid War that views it as the product of the polarization of world
politics, see Louis |. Halle, The Cald War as Histary (New York: Harper and Raow, 1967).

24, Among those wha have emphasized the instability of bipolar systems are Morgenthau,
Politics Among Nations, pp. 350-354; and Wright, A Study of War, pp. 763-764. See also Blainey,
The Causes of War, pp. 110-111.

25, . . . [W]hat was dominant in their consciousness,” Michael Howard has written of the
immediate post-World War II generation of statesmen, “was the impotence, almast ane might
say the irrelevance, of ethical aspirations in international politics in the absence of that factar to
which so little attention had been devoted by their more eminent predecessors, to which indeed
so many of them had been instinctively hostile—military power.” Howard, The Causes of War,
p. 85
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that calibre were no longer available, they tended to come apart.? Neither
the Saviet nor the American political systems have been geared to identifying
statesmen of comparable prowess and entrusting them with responsibility;
demonstrated skill in the conduct of foreign policy has hardly been a major
prerequisite for leadership in either country. And yet, a bipolar structure of
international relations—because of the inescapably high stakes involved for
its two major actors—tends, regardless of the personalities involved, to in-
duce in them a sense of caution and restraint, and to discourage irresponsi-
bility. “It is not,” Kenneth Waltz notes, “that ane entertains the utopian hope
that all future American and Russian rulers will combine in their persons

. nearly perfect virtues, but rather that the pressures of a bipolar world
strongly encourage them to act internationally in ways better than their
characters may lead one to expect.”?

(3) Because of its relatively simple structure, alliances in this bipolar system
have tended to be more stable than they had been in the 19th century and
in the 1919-1939 period. It is striking to consider that the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization has now equaled in longevity the most durable of the
pre-World War 1 alliances, that between Germany and Austria-Hungary; it
has lasted almast twice as long as the Franco-Russian alliance, and certainly
much longer than any of the tenuous alignments of the interwar period. Its
principal rival, the Warsaw Treaty Organization, has been in existence for
almost as long. The reason for this is simple: alliances, in the end, are the
product of insecurity;*® so long as the Soviet Union and the United States
each remain for the other and for their respective clients the major source of
insecurity in the world, neither superpower encounters very much difficulty
in maintaining its alliances. In a multipolar system, sources of insecurity can
vary in much more complicated ways; hence it is not surprising to find
alliances shifting to accommodate these variations.®

26. Henry Kissinger has written two classic accounts dealing with the importance of individua)
leadership in sustaining international systems. See his A World Restared (New York: Grasset and
Dunlap, 1957}, on Metternich; and, on Bismarck, “The White Revolutionary: Reflections on
Bismarck,” Daedalus, Vol. 97 (Summer 1968}, pp. 888-924. For a somewhat different perspective
on Bismarck’s role, see George F. Kennan, The Decline of Bismarck's European Qrder: Franco-Russian
Relations, 1875-1830 (Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University Press, 1979), especially pp. 421-422.
27. Waltz, Theary of International Politics, p. 176. On the tendency of unstable systemic structures
to induce irresponsible leadership, see Ludwig Dehio, The Precarious Balance: Four Centuries of
the Eurapean Power Struggle, trans. Charles Fullman (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1962), pp. 257-
258,

28. See, on this point, Roger V. Dingman, “Theories of, and Approaches to, Alliance Politics,”
in Lauren, ed., Diplomacy, pp. 247-247.

29. My argument here follows that of Snyder and Diesing, Conflict Amang Nations, pp. 429-445.
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{4) At the same time, though, and probably because of the overall stability
of the basic alliance systems, defections from both the American and Soviet
coalitions—China, Cuba, Vietnam, Iran, and Nicaragua, in the case of the
Americans; Yugoslavia, Albania, Egypt, Somalia, and China again in the case
of the Russians—have been tolerated without the major disruptions that
might have attended such changes in a more delicately balanced multipolar
system. The fact that a state the size of China was able to reverse its alignment
twice during the Cold War without any more dramatic effect upon the po-
sition of the superpowers says something about the stability bipolarity brings;
compare this record with the impact, prior to 1914, of such apparently minar
episodes as Austria’s annexation of Basnia and Herzegovina, or the question
of who was to control Morocco. It is a curious consequence of bipolarity that
although alliances are more durable than in a multipolar system, defections
are at the same time more tolerable.®

In short, without anyone’s having designed it, and without any attempt
whatever to consider the requirements of justice, the nations of the postwar
era lucked into a system of international relations that, because it has been
based upon realities of power, has served the cause of order—if not justice—
better than one might have expected.

INDEPENDENCE, NOT INTERDEPENDENCE

But if the structure of bipolarity in itself encouraged stability, so too did
certain inherent characteristics of the bilateral Soviet-American relationship.
It used to be fashionable ta point out, in the days before the Cold War began,
that despite periodic outbreaks of tension between them Russians and Amer-
icans had never actually gone to war with one anather; the same claim could
not be made for the history of either country’s relations with Great Britain,
Germany, Italy, Austria-Hungary, Japan, or (if the Americans’ undeclared
naval war of 1798-1800 is counted) France. This record was thought to be all
the maore remarkable in view of the fact that, in ideclogical terms, Russian
and American systems of government could hardly have been more different.
Soviet-American friendship would not evolve easily, historian Foster Rhea
Dulles nated in the wake of the first meeting between Roosevelt and Stalin
in 1943, but the fact that “its roots were so deep in the past, and that it had
developed through the years out of common interests transcending all ather
points of difference, marked the effart toward a new rapprochement as

30. Waltz, Theary of [niernational Politics, pp. 167-169.
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conforming not only to the immediate but also to the long-term interests of
the two nations.”3!

The onset of the Cald War made this argument seem less than convincing.
Ta assert that American relations with Russia had once been good, students
of the subject now suggested, was to confuse harmony with inactivity: given
the infrequency of contacts between Russia and the United States in the 19th
century, their tradition of “friendship” had been decidedly unremarkable.
Once contacts became more frequent, as they had by the beginning of the
20th century, conflicts quickly followed, even befare Western statesmen had
begun to worry about the impact of Bolshevism, or the imminence of the
international proletarian revolution.* But even after this breakdown in cor-
diality—and regardless of whether that cordiality had been real or imagined—
Dulles’s point remained valid: there still had been no Russian—American war,
despite the fact that Russians and Americans had at one time or another
fought virtnally every ather major power. This raises the question of whether
there are not structural elements in the Russian-American relationship itself
that contribute to stability, quite apart from the policies actually followed by
Russian and American governments.

It has long been an assumption of classical liberalism that the more exten-
sive the contacts that take place between nations, the greater are the chances
for peace. Economic interdependence, it has been argued, makes war un-
likely because nations who have come to rely upon one another for vital
commaodities cannot afford it. Cultural exchange, it has been suggested,
causes peoples to become more sensitive to each others’ concerns, and hence
reduces the likelihood of misunderstandings. “People to people” contacts, it
has been assumed, make it possible for natians to “know” one another better;
the danger of war between them is, as a result, correspondingly reduced.®

31. Foster Rhea Dulles, The Road to Teheran: The Stary of Russia and America, 1781-1543 (Princeton,
N.].: Princeton University Press, 1944), p. 8.

32. See, far example, Thamas A. Bailey, America Faces Russia: Russian-American Relations from
Early Times to Our Day {Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1950), pp. 347-349. A more recent
discussion of these developments is in John Lewis Gaddis, Russia, the Saviet Union, and the United
States: An Interpretive History (New York: Wiley, 1978), pp. 27-56.

33. The argument is succinctly summarized in Nelson and Olin, Why War?, pp. 33-43. Geoffrey
Blainey labels the idea “Manchesterism” and satirizes it wickedly: “If thase gifted early prophets
of the Manchester creed could have seen Chamberlain—during the Czech crisis of September
1938—board the aircraft that was ta fly him ta Bavaria to meet Hitler at shart notice they would
have hailed aviation as the latest messenger of peace. If they had known that he met Hitler
withgut even his own German interpreter they would perhaps have wondered whether the
conversation was in Esperanto or Volapuk. It seemed that every pastage stamp, bilingual
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These are pleasant things to believe, but there is remarkably little historical
evidence to validate them. As Kenneth Waltz has pointed out, “the fiercest
civil wars and the bloodiest international ones are fought within arenas
populated by highly similar peaple whase affairs are closely knit.”? Consider,
as examples, the costliest military contflicts of the past century and a half,
using the statistics conveniently available now through the University of
Michigan “Correlates of War” project: of the ten bloodiest interstate wars,
every one of them grew out of conflicts between countries that either directly
adjoined one another, or were involved actively in trade with one another.3
Certainly economic interdependence did little to prevent Germany, France,
Britain, Russia, and Austria-Hungary from going to war in 1914; nor did the
fact that the United States was Japan’'s largest trading partner deter that
country from attacking Pearl Harbor in 1941. Since 1945, there have been
mare civil wars than interstate wars;® that fact alone should be sufficient to
call into question the proposition that interdependence necessarily breeds
peace.

The Russian-American relationship, to a remarkable degree for two nations
so extensively involved with the rest of the world, has been one of mutual
independence. The simple fact that the two countries occupy opposite sides
of the earth has had something to do with this: geographical remoteness
from one another has provided little opportunity for the emergence of irre-
dentist grievances comparable in importance to historic disputes over, say,
Alsace-Larraine, or the Polish Corridor, or the West Bank, the Gaza Strip,
and Jerusalem. In the few areas where Soviet and American forces—or their
proxies—have come into direct contact, they have erected artificial barriers
like the Karean demilitarized zone, or the Berlin Wall, perhaps in unconscious

dictionary, rallway timetable and trade fair, every peace congress, Olympic race, tourist brochure
and international telegram that had ever existed, was gloriously justified when Mr Chamberlain
said from the window of number 10 Dowrning Street an 30 September 1938: ‘I believe it is peace
far our time.” In retraspect the outbreak of war a year later seems to mark the failure and the
end of the policy of appeasement, but the palicy survived. The first British air raids over
Germany dropped leaflets.” The Causes of War, p. 28.

34. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 138. For Waltz's general argument against interde-
pendence as a necessary cause of peace, see pp. 138-160.

35. Small and Singer, Resort to Arms, p. 102, The one questionable case is the Crimean War,
which pitted Britain and France against Russia, but that conflict began as a dispute between
Russia and Turkey.

36. Small and Singer identify 44 civil wars as having been fought between 1945 and 1980; this
compares with 30 interstate and 12 “extra-systemic” wars during the same periad. Ibid., pp.
92-95, 98-99, 229-232,
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recagnition of an American poet’s rather chilly precept that “good fences
make goad neighbors.”

Nor have the two nations been economically dependent upon one anaother
in any critical way. Certainly the United States requires nothing in the form
of imports from the Soviet Union that it cannot obtain elsewhere. The situ-
ation is different for the Russians, to be sure, but even though the Soviet
Union imports large quantities of food from the United States—and would
like to import advanced technology as well—it is far from being wholly
dependent upon these items, as the failure of recent attempts to change
Saviet behavior by denying them has shown. The relative invulnerability of
Russians and Americans to one another in the economic sphere may be
frustrating to their respective policymakers, but it is praobably fortunate, from
the standpoint of international stability, that the two most powerful nations
in the world are alsa its two most self-sufficient.®

But what about the argument that expanded international communication
promotes peace? Is not the failure of Russians and Americans to understand
one another better a potential source of instability in their relationship?
Obviously it can be if misunderstandings occur at the level of national lead-
ership: the most serious Soviet-American confrontation of the postwar era,
the Cuban missile crisis, is generally regarded as having arisen from what
appear in retrospect to have been quite remarkable misperceptions of each
side’s intentions by the other.? But “people to peaple” contacts are another
matter. The history of international relations is replete with examples of
familiarity breeding contempt as well as friendship: there are too many
nations whose people have known each ather all toc well and have, as a
result, taken an intense dislike to one another—French and Germans, Rus-
sians and Poles, Japanese and Chinese, Greeks and Turks, Arabs and Israe-
lis~—to lend very much credence to the invariably pacifying effects of “peaple
to people” contacts.* Moreover, fareign policy in the United States depends

37. Soviet exports and imports as a percentage of gross natianal product ranged between 4 and
7 percent between 1955 and 1975; for the United States the comparable figures were 7-14 percent.
This compares with figures of 33-52 percent for Great Britain, France, Germany, and Italy in
the four years immediately preceding Warld War I, and figures of 19-41 percent for the same
nations plus Japan for the period 1949-1976. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 141, 212.
38. See, on this point, Herbert 5. Dinerstein, The Making of o Missile Crisis, October 1962 (Balti-
mare: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976), especially pp. 230-238.

39. See footnate 35, above. It is worth noting, in this cannection, the striking tendency of
American diplomats who have spent time inside the Soviet Unian to become Russaphobes.
Comparable tendencies seem strikingly absent among China specialists in the Foreign Service.
Compare, for the contrast, Hugh DeSantis, The Diplomacy of Silence: The American Foreigit Service,



International Security | 114

only to a limited extent upon mass perceptions; in the Soviet Union, it
depends upon them not at all.** There is little reason to think that opportu-
nities for travel, academic and cultural exchanges, and even “sister city”
contacts have any consistently destabilizing effect on relations between the
United States and the Soviet Union; but there is little evidence of their
cansistently stabilizing effect either.

[t may well be, then, that the extent to which the Soviet Union and the
United States have been independent of ane anather rather than interdepen-
dent-—the fact that there have been so few points of economic leverage
available to each, the fact that two such dissimilar people have had so few
opportunities for interaction—has in itself constituted a structural support
for stability in relations between the two countries, whatever their respective
governments have actually done.

DOMESTIC INELUENCES

Structure can affect diplomacy from anaother angle, though: that has to do
with the domestic roots of foreign policy. It was Karl Marx who first called
attention to the effect of social and economic forces upon palitical behavior;
John A. Hobson and V.I. Lenin subsequently derived from this the propo-
sition that capitalism causes both imperjalism and war. Meanwhile, Joseph
Schumpeter was warking out an alternative theary that placed the origins of
international conflict in the “atavistic” insecurities of aristocracies, bureau-
cracies, and individual leaders.*! Historians of both Marxist and non-Marxist
persuasions have stressed the impartance of domestic structural influences
in bringing about World War [ and there has been increasing scholarly

the Soviet Union, and the Cold War, 1933-1947 {Chicago: University of Chicage Press, 1980); and
E]. Kahn, Jr., The Ching Hands: America's Foreign Service Officers and What Befell Them (New York:
Viking, 1973). Whether Soviet diplomats who serve in the United States develop “Americapho-
bic” tendencies is difficult to say, given currently availabie information.

40. Zbigniew Brzezinski and Samuel P. Huntington, Political Power: USA/USSR (New York:
Viking, 1964}, pp. 90-104. For a more recent assessment of the extent of public participation in
the Soviet political system, see Jerry F Hough and Merle Fainsod, Hew the Scviet Unien Is
Gaverned (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1979), pp. 314-319.

41. For a useful brief review af this literature, see Nelsan and Olin, Why War?, pp. 58-84; also
Richard . Barnet, Roofs of War (New York: Atheneum, 1972), pp. 208-214.

42, See, mast recently, Arno |. Mayer, The Persistence of the Old Regime: Euwrope to the Gragt War
{New York: Pantheon Books, 1981], especially pp. 304-323; and Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise of

the Anglo-Geyman Antaganism, 1860-1914 (Boston: Allen and Unwin, 1980}, especially pp. 465-
466,
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interest as well in the role of such factors in interwar diplomacy.*® But to
what extent can one argue that domestic structures have shaped the behavior
of the Soviet Union and the United States toward each other since 1945?
What has been the effect of such influences upon the stability of the post-
World War Il international system?

The literature an the relationship between domestic structures and diplo-
macy in the United States is both vast and diffuse: certainly there is no clear
consensus on how internal influences determine behavior toward the world
at large.* There has been, though, a persistent effort to link the structure of
the American economy to fareign policy, most conspicuously through the
assertion that capitalism requires an aggressive search for raw materials,
markets, and investment apportunities overseas in order to survive. The
theory itself pre-dates the Cold War, having been suggested by Charles A.
Beard during the 1920s and 1930s, but it was left to William Appleman
Williams to wark out the most influential characterization of what he called
“open doar” expansionism in his classic work, The Tragedy of American Diplo-
macy, first published in 1959.* Mare recently—and in a much more sophis-

43. Examples include Charles 5. Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe: Stabilization in France, Germany,
and Italy tn the Decade After World War | (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1975);
Stephen A. Schuker, The End of French Predominance in Europe: The Financial Crisis of 1924 and the
Adeption of the Dawes Plan (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1976); Michae] ].
Hogan, Informal Entente: The Private Structure of Coaperation in Anglo—American Economic Diplamacy,
1915-1928 (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1977); Melvyn P. Leffler, The Elusive Quest.
America’s Pursuit of Etirapean Stability and French Security, 1919-1933 (Chapel Hill: University of
Narth Carolina Press, 1979); Frank Costigliola, Awkward Dominion: American Political, Economic,
and Cultural Relations with Ewrope, 1919-1933 (Ithaca: Carnell University Press, 1984).

44. For some recent—and sametimes contradictory—attempts to come to grips with this ques-
tion, see: John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar American
National Security Poliey (New York: Oxfard University Press, 1982), pp. 352-357; Ralph B. Lever-
ing, The Public and Amevican Foreign Policy, 1918-1978 (New York: Fareign Palicy Association/
Merrow, 1978); William Appleman Williams, Empire a3 a Way of Life {(New York: Oxfard University
Press, 1980); Cecil V. Crabb, Jr., The Dactrines of American Foreign Policy: Their Meaning, Role, and
Future (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1982), especiaily pp. 371-386; Robert
Dallek, The American Style of Foreign Policy: Cultural Politics and Fareign Affairs (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1983), especially pp. xi-xx; Lloyd C. Gardner, A Coverant with Power: America and
World Qrder from Wilson ta Reagan (New York: Oxford University Press, 1984).

45, William Appleman Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy, rev. ed. (New Yark: Dell,
1962). See also Charles A. Beard, The Idea of National Interest: An Analytical Study in American
Fareign Policy (New York: Macmillan, 1934), and The Open Daor at Haome: A Trial Philosophy af
National Interest (New York: Maemillan, 1934). Other important expressions of the Beard/Williams
thesis include Gabriel Kolka, The Roots of American Foreign Policy: An Analysis of Power and Purpose
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1969); and Harry Magdoff, The Age of Imperialism: The Economics of LS.
Foreign Policy (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1949).
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ticated way—the linkage between domestic economic structure and foreign
policy has taken the farm of studies demonstrating the effects of “corporat-
ism”: the cooperation of business, labor, and government to shape a congenial
external environment.*

Both the “apen door” and “corporatist” madels have been criticized, with
same justification, for their tendency toward reductionism: the explanation
of complex phenomena in terms of single causes.*” But for the purposes of
this analysis, these criticisms are beside the point. What is important here is
that these most frequently advanced arguments linking the structure of
American capitalism with American foreign policy do not assume, from that
linkage, the inevitability of war. One of the great advantages of the “open
door,” Williams has pointed out, was precisely the fact that it avoided military
confrontations: it was a way to “extend the American system throughout the
world without the embarrassment and inefficiency of traditional colonialism”;
it was conceived and designed to win the victories without the wars.”* Similarly,
“carparatist” historiography stresses the stabilizing rather than the de-sta-
bilizing effects of American intervention in Europe after World Wars [ and
II; here, if anything, attempts to replicate domestic structure overseas are
seen as reinforcing rather than undermining existing international systems.®
Neither the “open door” nor the “corporatist” paradigms, therefore, offer
evidence sufficient to confirm the old Leninist assertion that a society com-

46. Charles 5. Maier, “The Two Postwar Eras and the Conditions for Stability in Twentieth-
Century Western Eurape,” American Historical Review, Vol. 86 (April 1981), pp. 327-352; Robert
Griffith, “Dwight D. Eisenhower and the Corparate Commanwealth,” American Historical Review,
Vol. 87 (February 1982), pp. 87-122; Michael [. Hogan, “American Marshall Planners and the
Search for a Eurcpean Neocapitalism,” American Histarical Rewview, Vol. 90 {(February 1983), pp.
44-72.

47. The best critiques of the “open door” model are Rabert W. Tucker, The Radica